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“You ain’t goin’ nowhere: does IR never change?” (2000) / 

“Two Cultures in International Cultural Relations

Theory-Methodological Considerations” (2002)

Prof. Dr. Atsushi Shibasaki※

Forward/Summary

This paper is a set of three essays, which first published separately and later consisted of part of the book, 
KOKUSAI KANKEI NO SHISHO SHI (Thought and Idea on the Idea of the ‘International’: Towards the 
study of global relations, Iwanami Shoten, 2015: ISBN 9784000229395). The first one is introduction of the 
book, the second is Chapter 1, and the third, Chapter 2. The date of the first publication is 2015, 2000, and 
2002, respectively.

KOKUSAI BUNKA RON (International Cultural Relations, ICR) has long been developed in Japan based 
on its own historical context of Japanese IR, so to say, which partly shares global history of the discipline 
on the study of international relations. Though being somewhat heavily influenced by US/UK IR, which I 
would call English-language IR, Japanese IR maintains its heterogeneous, multidisciplinary mixture as its 
distinctiveness. ICR is one example of its such uniqueness. It can resonate many related research programs 
from critical theory, cultural studies, postcolonialism, global history to pluriverse, non-Western/Global IR 
or even to Anthropocene studies, etc. I believe the historical development and theoretical challenge of ICR 
would match the recent rinsing concern of so-called ‘Non-Western’ IR or ‘Global’ IR, as one of the inspiring 
examples.

However, its major works still has not been enough introduced in different languages. This is partly due 
to the specific situation Japanese IR is in. For those scholars in Japan, teaching, studying, writing, talking in 
Japanese language and publishing books and papers in Japanese and evaluating these works done in Japanese 
is important part of work that had to be done. This intellectual activity in Japanese language at same time 
contributes to produce and maintains its uniqueness and originality. I am not sure who is going read this, 
but since it is a translation, when you read it you might find the difference or confusion in style of writing, 
way of argument in light of so-called IR or your way of doing research. This is partly due to the accuracy of 
translation itself (I admit there is much room for improvement), but also due to the difference of the context 
this was originally put. At the same time, I also believe this would share much in common to all kinds of 
readers in spite of those differences or confusing aspects.

Needless to say, I would not think that studying or teaching in Japanese is superior to other intellectual 
activity done by other languages. As I do it right now, using ‘common language’ to exchange ideas and 
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discuss with worldwide academic community is also another important mission for us. What I mean is only 
that the co-existence of multilingual research activities has its own value, and like biodiversity maintains the 
affluence of the Earth, we should keep such diversity and if your first language is Japanese and if you are in 
the same position as us, all you have to do is just to undertake this two-front operation, though how much 
you do either of the two depends on the person. The new challenge by ISA in 2022 to set up a roundtable 
called “In Other Words” seems to have a same perspective (https://www.isanet.org/News/ID/6241/ISA-
2023-Special-Programs--Call-for-Proposals). 

Anyway, to share the global multilingual IR, it is still useful way for us to access them in a common 
language that is still tentatively effective. That is the reason why I translate some of my previous work 
for the sake of make the readers in English possible to access KOKUSAI BUNKA RON=ICR in Japan. I 
sincerely hope those papers would be of some use for the researchers, who are interested in the development 
of Japanese IR or multilingual/multicultural diversity of the study of international relations.

09.September 2022
A.S.

https://www.isanet.org/News/ID/6241/ISA-2023-Special-Programs--Call-for-Proposals
https://www.isanet.org/News/ID/6241/ISA-2023-Special-Programs--Call-for-Proposals
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Part I: How to Contemplate the Idea of “International Relations”

NOTE: This was originally published in 2015, as the Introduction in the Book, KOKUSAI KANKEI NO 
SHISHO SHI (Thought and Idea on the Idea of the ‘International’: Towards the study of global relations, 
Iwanami Shoten, 2015: ISBN 9784000229395). Original PDF is available here (https://www.iwanami.co.jp/
book/b262021.html).

The “ism” is therefore established, based on facts that have already transpired. It is a synthesis of the past. 
It is a simplification of the history of human experience. It is a contour of given facts. It is a pattern. Applying 
this pattern to the future event is to wait and prepare in advance for the contents of the future to be unfolded 
by the heaven in a vessel prepared by the mind of a human being. Among the phenomena of the instrumental 
world of nature, those that are not willing to be monotonously duplicated we may immediately apply to this 
pattern for the convenience of their real lives. Therefore, scientists’ research could predict the future. But in 
the spiritual life of man, if we are governed by an ism, we feel the pain of living in each contour. For us, to 
live merely as a unit suitable for the given contour is to be used as an instrument for the sake of a form. At 
times, we even feel humiliated that our spiritual development has to obey the laws of nature and cannot give 
our true contour to ourself.

When the spirit feels this humiliation, I regard it as a sign that the very fabric of the past is about to 
collapse. I see it as a sinful mistake of trying to forcibly or blindly take advantage of something that cannot 
be postponed to the future.

-Natsume Soseki, “ISM NO KOUKA (The Merits and Demerits of Isms)”1

Introduction

If someone of the international relations research and education world, to which I belong, were to be asked 
by a non-specialist, “What is your specialty?”, how do they answer? If your research focuses on a specific 
region or field, the easiest answer would be, “Japan-U.S. relations,” or “peacebuilding” etc. However, as 
you can see from the table of contents of this book, that answer is not available in my case. So, I would first 
answer, “I study ‘International relations’”.

Then, mostly the case, the person seems to be persuaded and say, “Oh, international relations,” but some 
people proceed to ask questions such as, “I see, so what about Japan-China relations?”, etc. Such kind of 
question arises from the assumption that if one is studying “international relations,” he or she must naturally 
have expert knowledge of what he or she considers “international relations”. However, since I am not an 
expert on Japan-China relations, I am forced to reply that I “teach” such things but do not “research” them.

Then a “?” comes to the person’s mind. What kind of ‘international relations’ is he studying? Then they ask, 
“Then what is your research subject?” The author will then explain in a faltering manner the themes covered 
in the chapters in this book. Even if they become further confused by my somewhat cryptic explanation, they 
seem to be satisfied when I conclude by saying, “In other words, I am interested in the philosophy, theory, 
and culture of international relations”. It seems that they still doesn’t understand what is thought, theory or 
culture of international relations, but they stop wondering when they know that what I study is ‘something 
international’.

1 Soseki Natsume and Yukio Miyoshi (eds.), SOSEKI BUNMEI RONSYU(Soseki’s Essays on Civilization), Iwanami Bunko, 
1986, p. 211.

https://www.iwanami.co.jp/book/b262021.html
https://www.iwanami.co.jp/book/b262021.html
https://www.iwanami.co.jp/book/b262021.html
https://www.iwanami.co.jp/book/b262021.html
https://www.iwanami.co.jp/book/b262021.html
https://www.iwanami.co.jp/files/tachiyomi/pdfs/0229390.pdf
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On the other hand, when students who want to apply for my seminar are asked to write an essay to 
explain their reasons for applying, or when students who are planning to take my class are asked to write a 
self-introduction, they always write things like “I am interested in international relations,” “I want to study 
international relations,” or “Your seminar is the only seminar on international relations in this faculty”. Since 
the author specializes in the study of international relations and the syllabus says so, it is natural that students 
who want to take seminars and classes are interested in international relations.

However, what students call “international relations” is also not constant. When we ask the students and 
seminar students more in depth, they tell us that “international relations” includes Japan-Korea relations, the 
European Union, Japan Overseas Cooperation Volunteers, child labor, the Millennium Development Goals, 
and many other topics. Furthermore, when students learn about various topics in classes and seminars, they 
sometimes aware, “This is different from what I thought of as ‘international relations.’” However, many 
of them gradually come to realize that their perception itself was mistaken and that through such process 
of finding out “this is also international relations, and that is also international relations”, they reach to 
understand the wide variety of international relations. And at any stage of the learning process, there is 
no hesitation or cloudiness in using the term “international relations” as an expression to summarize these 
interests.

Thus, the term “international relations” creates, in Platonic terms, a persuasion. The word is like a sac, 
while leaving it unclear what is rigidly understood, but for the time being it functions as an extentional concept 
that holds the whole variety of contents. While the term “international relations” is in stable circulation and 
accepted globally, both inside and outside the academic world, there is not universal agreement on what 
the term exactly means and what the term exactly excludes. Everyone is aware of this, but almost no one 
questions it.

In fact, the term “international relations” is abused and circulated because of this nature. People are 
somehow convinced when someone tell them that “my specialty is international relations” or that someone 
say, “I want to study international relations”, but the term “international relations” serves as a kind of 
spell, or it leads us to suspension of judgment in Husserlian term. Because the meaning of the term is not 
unambiguously clear, it can be understood at once as a word that encompasses a variety of contents that we 
want to mean. Even if there are some discrepancies in the meaning, they can be settled by saying, “In short, it 
is international relations”. This is where the “cassette effect” of Yanagisawa Akira or the “use of language as 
amulet” of Tsurumi Shunsuke plays the role in our life. Strictly speaking our understanding on ‘international 
relations’ may fall into a range of “agree to disagree”, as in “my idea of ‘international relations’ and his idea 
of ‘international relations’ may be slightly different, but at any rate, we all seem to fall under the category of 
‘international relations’. 

Why is this the case? Of course, relying on the “cassette effect” or the “use of language as amulet” is not 
uniquely evil. Besides, most people in the international relations research world are not obsessed with such 
situation, or do not stop to consider them, even if they have some doubts. Most researchers study the “what” 
in the sac, but not the “international relations” sac itself.

However, if those in the international relations research world, who are charged with the responsibility of 
studying “international relations” academically, continue to rely on the same cassette effect and amlet- usage 
as those who are “outsiders,” they will not be able to avoid the slander of dereliction of duty. This is because, 
just as for the scholar of politics, the ultimate question is “What is politics”, for the scholar of international 
relations, the ultimate question is “What is international relations?” 

This book, therefore, is a head-on challenge towards the question “What is international relations?” 
Although the book takes a variety of perspectives and chooses a variety of subjects, all the questions 
ultimately come down to this one question. To answer the question posed by an outsider at the beginning of 
the book, the author’s specialty is to think as deeply as possible about what “international relations” had been, 
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has been, are and will be. I concentrate not on a specific place or subject in the sac of “international relations,” 
but rather on the sac itself, into which the totality of the myriad of such relations is thrown.

However, asking this question does not necessarily guarantee us to discover the only absolute answer to 
this question. Rather, what is important is to clarify the mechanism that makes this question and its answer 
possible. At the same time, it is to ask why this term has a “cassette effect” and is used in a “amulet” 
manner. It is also to clarify why the phenomenon of “international relations” exists in the world in the 
first place, and how the term “international relations” and the matters it signifies affect human thought and 
behavior in this world, and why. In other words, it is to delve into the meaning and function of the term 
“international relations,” which people consider self-evident and have never examined further. This question 
is a philosophical one in the sense that it attempts to grasp the facts as actually as possible. If we borrow the 
phrases from the prominent Japanese philosopher Shozo Omori, I try to pursue “more accurate description” 
of the fact, or to depict the facts “as they are,” or to search for “the true “view” of the facts2.

Nevertheless, the study of international relations as a normal science can be conducted without asking 
those questions. Once we define “international relations” operationally as basically referring to relations 
among sovereign states, we can take the position that, although there are some “exceptional” phenomena, 
there is no need to be concerned with the question of definition any further. In fact, many of my colleagues 
are not concerned with those philosophical questions but are engaged daily in examining and scrutinizing 
various phenomena that can be included in the sac of “international relations”: wars, civil wars, genocides, 
famines, poverty, disparities, human rights violations, infectious diseases, global environmental problems, 
and other pressing domestic and international issues that are causing misery to humankind.

However, this philosophical question is also foreshadowed in the examination of these pressing issues, and 
it defines people’s thoughts and actions, consciously or unconsciously. And even when we study and teach 
international relations, and practice something to make a better world, based on normal-science approach 
of IR, we are not free from some value judgment or position on this philosophical question. This is because 
the ideas that arise through or around the term “international relations” are the collective expression of the 
person’s world view and human view. In other words, to think about “international relations” is to clarify 
the nature of the world view and human view that inevitably come into light when we talk about the term 
“international relations.

Thus, the act of thinking about “international relations” is a way of knowing what intellectual attitude 
most international relations scholars, educators, and practitioners unconsciously take toward the question 
“what is international relations?”. The challenge is to understand the underlying determinants of how people 
see and think about the world by learning what kind of intellectual attitudes they have toward that question. 
To accurately describe the basis of how people see and think about the world is an essential task for better 
research, education, and practice, and occupies a position similar to that of basic medicine in relation to 
clinical medicine.

As described above, to think about “international relations” is to tackle issues that are fundamental to all 
activities that decipher the past, present, and future of this world. This book thus attempts to squarely face 
the philosophical question of “international relations”. The father of Tsunekazu Miyamoto, who is one of 
the prominent figure folklore studies in modern Japan, once told him, “Look carefully what others have left 
behind. There is always something important in it”3. The question I propose in this book is undoubtedly 
“what others have left behind”, that has rarely been directly asked in the international relations research 
community, and because it is so, it is an important one. In this sense, this book aims to provide clues for 

2 Shozo Omori, “I-1 Topography of Science, and Philosophy,” in OMORI SHOZO CHOSAKU SHU vol.4: MONO TO 
KOKORO (The Works of Shozo Omori, Vol. 4): Objects and Mind), Iwanami Shoten, 1999, pp. 29-30.

3 Tsunekazu Miyamoto, MINZOKUGAKU NO TABI (Journey of Folklore Studies), Kodansha Gakuakujutsu Bunko, 1993, 
p. 38.



Journal of Global Media Studies   Vol. 31

―  32  ―

　P.32　　［版下］　Journal of Global Media Studies   Vol. 31

realizing a better world by taking his words straightforwardly and tackling this simple question, which at first 
glance may seem far-fetched or meaningless.

Structure of this book

This book consists of eight chapters. It is organized in four parts: chapters 1 and 2 as Part I, 3 and 4 as Part 
II, 5 and 6 as Part III, and 7 and 8 as Part IV.

Part I directly expresses the author’s awareness of the whole issue on ‘international’. Chapter 1 asserts that 
“international relations theory” must move in step with changes in “international relations,” not by criticizing 
some-isms from some-isms, but by fundamentally rethinking the entire magnetic field of IR from which these 
isms are derived. Although this was nothing but a rough and somewhat outrageous challenge written by a 
young and derring-do Ph. D. candidate who had nothing to lose, I have dared to include it as an intensive 
expression of my academic interest that runs through the entire book. Chapter 2 traces the genealogy of the 
theory of International Cultural Relations (in Japanese, KOKUSAI BUNKA RON) as a basis for deriving a 
mobile International Relations Theory and clarifies the scope of research that considers the act of “thinking 
about international relations” itself as culture, in the sense of ingenuity of human to survive. Chapter 2, so 
to speak, specifies the perspective and framework for conducting research in line with the proposition of 
Chapter 1 in relation to previous researches by Kenichiro Hirano and Akira Iriye.

In Part II, I took up two Japanese, who are not usually being regarded as the subject of International 
Relations and grasped their ideas on “international”. What they have in common is that, while both have 
acquired an awareness that the world structure of “international relations” is not immutable, they have 
ultimately sealed off the possibility of envisaging an alternative world. From their philosophical struggle, we 
see the workings of intellect that intentionally stands on the side of the idea of “entering” and “maintaining” 
the nation-state world, even though they has found an opportunity that could lead to the idea of “de-” nation-
state world4.

Chapter 3 empirically traces the intersection and development of Kotaro Tanaka’s thoughts and actions 
rooted in his critique of “cultural imperialism” before World War II and reveals the process by which he 
became aware of the formation of a transnational world but at the same time sealed it off and he keep the 
nation-state configuration in which both universality and particularity were superimposed on each state. 
Tanaka has been the target of criticism for his conservatism and anti-Marxism attitude during his postwar 
years as Chief Justice of the Supreme Court. However, in his thought, such conservatism and state-centrism, 
and his idealistic view of the worldview that emphasize multicultural coexistence based on neo-Thomism 
and neo-Kantianism, coexisted. Chapter 4 is a summary of my doctoral dissertation, which was published 
as a monograph on Sanjuro Tomonaga5. This has already been translated into English in 20106. It traces 

4 For a comparison of Tomonaga and Tanaka, see Atsushi Shibasaki, “DATSUKOKUMIN KOKKA NO SHISHO KARA 
ALTER KOKUMIN KOKKA NOSHISHO HE: NYU KOKUMIN KOKKA NO SHIHO WO TEGAKARI NI” (From the 
Idea of exodus from nation state to the Idea of alter-nation state: examining the Idea of an acceptance of the idea of nation 
state], in Tadashi Karibe (ed.), CHITSUJO TO KIHAN (Order and Norms) (Iwanami Koza Nihon no Shiso vol.6), Iwanami 
Shoten, 2013.

5 Atsushi Shibasaki, KINDAI NIHON NO KOKUSAI KANKEI NINSHIKI: TOMONAGA SANJURO TO KANT NO HEIWA 
RTON (Modern Japan’s Perception of International Relations: Tomonaga Sanjuro and Kant’s Peace Theory), Sobunsha, 
2009. Now available in on demand print and e-book, Kodansha Book Club (https://sobunsha.bookstores.jp/stuffs/
T55cSMlKY5).

6 (Translated by Gaynor Sekimori)“Atushi Shibasaki: Tomonaga Sanjūrō’s Epistemology of International Relations: The 
“Self-State-International Relations” Proto-Paradigm in Modern Japan”, Transcultural Studies, 2 (2010), pp,159-187. 
(https://heiup.uni-heidelberg.de/journals/index.php/transcultural/article/view/9116/2975) This is the summarized version of 
the Book mentioned in Note 5.

https://sobunsha.bookstores.jp/stuffs/T55cSMlKY5
https://sobunsha.bookstores.jp/stuffs/T55cSMlKY5
https://heiup.uni-heidelberg.de/journals/index.php/transcultural/article/view/9116/2975
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the course of Tomonaga’s thought from after the Russo-Japanese War to just after the end of the war and 
reveals how he established a ladder structure of <self, state, and international relations> as a world formation, 
centering on his book Kant’s Theory of Peace (1922), and how he closed down the possibility of establishing 
World Republic (Weltrepublik) while recognizing its logical difficulties of denying it. 

In contrast to Part II, which examines figures in prewar-Japan who has been largely neglected in the field 
of International Relations, Part III investigates two of the most “mainstream” IR scholars in the U.S. from 
the postwar period to the present. By examining their key concepts and the formation process of their major 
works, I approach the gradual process of developing ideas on the ‘international’ in an academic discipline 
which I called English-speaking IR. 

In Chapter 5, I analyze the emergence and circulation process of Joseph S. Nye, Jr.’s concept of “soft 
power”, by comprehensively examining intrinsic and extrinsic aspects of its development, and envisage 
the real image of the term, which has been arbitrarily used or somewhat abused in connection with public/
cultural diplomacy and nation branding theory since the end of the Cold War7. As a premise for this study, 
we comprehensively examined the issue of words and images that we inevitably share when we think about 
international relations, from both theoretical and ideological perspectives. Chapter 6 traced the formation of 
Kenneth N. Waltz’s first book, Man, the State, and War (1959). This paper elucidates the nature of Waltz’s 
academic qualities and attitudes, and clarify the significance of his theory on “images”.

While Parts II and III were individual case studies based on the problematic consciousness of Part I, Part 
IV is an isagogic study that pursues the two theoretical and ideological issues that emerged from the case 
studies of previous Parts, namely worldview and view of human beings, in relation to the idea of international 
relations.

In Chapter 7, by interpreting a series of writings by Michael Hart and Antonio Negri, especially the so-
called trilogy of “Empire,” “Multitude,” and “Commonwealth,” I address the question of how the “world as 
a whole” can be described if it is expressed by a concept other than “international relations”. After evaluating 
the significance of their speculations, we extracted issues for further development. After the publication 
of this Book, I had a chance to talk with him including this issue8. In Chapter 8, I discuss how we should 
understand human beings as subject to think about the world, by synthesizing Toda Masanao’s Urge theory 
and his hypothesis on the making of civilization. If we follow Toda’s argument, to understand reason and 
emotion in binary opposition and focuses only on rationality or set unconditional superiority of reason, is 
wrong. Urge system consists of both intellect and emotion, and each has its rationality. This is also an attempt 
to organize how to look at human beings as subjects and what this requires for IR to change in the future. 
Chapter 7 is a discussion of macrocosms toward microcosmos, from the description of the world to “a man 
in the world,” and Chapter 8 is a discussion of the other way round, from the description of one person to 
“the world as a whole”.

Conclusion

Soseki Natsume acknowledged the usefulness of “ism” as “the outline of a given fact” to mankind, but he 
also stated that people feel pain and humiliation when they are dominated by “ism” in their mental life. The 
discussion in this book focuses on the “ism” of “international relations,” which is not an “ism” at the level of 

7 For the historical significance of this concept, see Atsushi Shibasaki, “TAIGAI BUNKA SEISAKU SHISO NO TENKAI: 
SENZEN, SENGO, REISENGO [The Formation and Development of the Ideas on Foreign Culture Policy: Pre-War, Post-
War, and Post-Cold War],” in Tetsuya Sakai (ed.), GAIKO SHISO [Ideas on Diplomacy] , Iwanami Shoten, 2003.

8 Atsushi Shibasaki, “A Conversation with Antonio Negri: Empire before and after, Multitude, Passion and Emotion, Bob 
Dylan and Michael Moore, and more”, Global Europe: Basel Papers on Europe in a Global Perspective, 118 (2019), pp.1-
27. (https://eterna.unibas.ch/global_europe/article/view/185)

https://eterna.unibas.ch/global_europe/article/view/185
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realism or idealism, but on “international relations-ism” or “IR-ism”. I try to concentrate on what it is like to 
be controlled and defined by the word “international relations” and the thoughts surrounding the word, and 
why this has happened. Why did this happen? What we have against being bound by this “ism” that can be 
described as international relations-centrism may not be so intense as to be described by Soseki as pain or 
humiliation, but it can at least be described as discomfort and skepticism.

The chapters in this book deal with various topics chosen to reflect these feelings of discomfort and 
skepticism as faithfully as possible. In Soseki’s words, the sense of discomfort may be “a prelude to the 
collapse of the past outline” of “international relations”. This book aims to discover new “contours that are 
true to oneself” in place of the “given contours” by scrutinizing “international relations” as such contours. 
The tentative name for the new contours at this point is “global relations” and the study of “global relations” 
as a discipline9. In other words, this book is an attempt to shed the contours of “international relations,” which 
have ambivalently defined us in the past and present, and to discover the new contours of “global relations.

Contents of the Book

Introduction: How to Contemplate the Idea of “International Relations”

Part I: How to dismantle international relations thought
 Chapter 1. You ain’t goin’ nowhere: does IR never change? → Part II in this paper
 Chapter 2.  Two Cultures in International Cultural Relations Theory: Methodological Considerations  

→ Part III in this paper

Part II: International Relations Thought in modern Japan
 Chapter 3.  Tanaka Kotaro and his Theory of International Cultural Relations: Thought and Activity of his 

“Critique of Cultural Imperialism”
 Chapter 4.  Tomonaga Sanjūrō’s Epistemology of International Relations: The “Self-State-International 

Relations” Proto-Paradigm in Modern Japan → Translation available ((Translated by Gaynor 
Sekimori)“Atushi Shibasaki: Tomonaga Sanjūrō’s Epistemology of International Relations: The 
“Self-State-International Relations” Proto-Paradigm in Modern Japan”, Transcultural Studies, 
2 (2010), pp,159-187. (https://heiup.uni-heidelberg.de/journals/index.php/transcultural/article/
view/9116/2975)

Part III International Thought of International Politics
 Chapter 5. On Soft Power: Study of International Relations as a phenomenon of international relations
 Chapter 6. The Birth of Man, the State, and War: International Thought of Kenneth Waltz

Part IV Wordview, Humanview and International Relations Thought
 Chapter 7.  Empire, Multitude, and Commonwealth: Antonio Negri and his concept for depicting the world 

as a whole
 Chapter 8. Fear, Emotion, and Urge: International Relations and its View of Human Beings

9 Atsushi Shibasaki, “KOKUSAI KANKEI KENKYU NO SHORAI [The Future of the Stud of International Relations: 
From the Study of International Relations to the Study of Global Relations],” in Annual Report of the Japanese Political 
Science Association 2015-I: Dialogue between Political Theory and Empirical Research,Bokutakusha, 2015. Original 
version is available here (https://www.jstage.jst.go.jp/article/nenpouseijigaku/66/1/66_1_138/_article/-char/ja/).

https://heiup.uni-heidelberg.de/journals/index.php/transcultural/article/view/9116/2975
https://heiup.uni-heidelberg.de/journals/index.php/transcultural/article/view/9116/2975
https://www.jstage.jst.go.jp/article/nenpouseijigaku/66/1/66_1_138/_article/-char/ja/
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Part II: You ain’t goin’ nowhere: does IR never change?

NOTE: This was originally published in 2000, in SOBUN 424 (2000), Sobunsha. Sobunsha was one of the 
most acknowledged academic publisher in the post war Japan, but it dissolved in 2020. It’s huge catalogues 
was succeeded by Kodansha. This chapter included as Chapter 1 in the Book, KOKUSAI KANKEI NO 
SHISHO SHI (Thought and Idea on the Idea of the ‘International’: Towards the study of global relations, 
Iwanami Shoten, 2015: ISBN 9784000229395). 

The terms “mobile International Relations” and “immobile International Relations” are sensuous and 
inaccurate. More precisely, there are two types of discussion: one about international relations created 
by moving actors, and the other about international relations created by non-moving ones. Orthodox and 
mainstream IR theories, especially concentrating on international politics and foreign policy, focus exclusively 
on the relationship between immobile actors such as sovereign states. Of course, diplomats and soldiers 
engaged in diplomacy and warfare move across national borders, but they are merely agents of states, and 
the subject of international relations is the immobile state. Traditional modern international relations theory 
is an “immobile theory of international relations10.

When Kenichiro Hirano describes a “mobile International Relations”, he is advocating a “theory” of 
“mobile international relations,” which implies that the focus of international relations analysis should be on 
the transformation of mobile actors and their impact on the world by their moving11.

In other words, the idea is to find the fundamental dynamism of international relations in the movement 
of people, goods, money, and information across national borders, rather than in the actors who control 
such movements. Here, it is possible to read a sense of reality like Michel Serre’s concept of “Genèse” and 
the shift in perspective introduced by Michel Foucault from the view of “legal-discursive power” to that of 
“power as a myriad of omnipresent power relations”.

At the same time, this view is supported by the view on International Relations theory that “International 
Relations should be a discipline that attempts to tackle over the question of why people are divided into 
nation-states in the modern and contemporary world, together with the question of how relations among 
nations, which are the units by which people are divided, work”. 

This perspective encourages us to turn to another shift. This challenge represents itself as the antithesis 
of “orthodox and mainstream IR theory,” which tends to focus mainly or only on “the question of how 
relations among nations work” and discuss “the question of why people are divided into nation-states” as a 
secondary issue, or almost completely ignoring it. Rather than pursuing the “how” issue by separating the 
“why” issue, we should follow his attitude of pursuing the “how” issue in relation to the “why” issue to the 
extent necessary to solve the “why” problem.

If we attempt to go further from Hirano’s problematics and to envision the theory of International Relations 
in the 21st century, it is important to point out that while “international relations” moves, International 
Relations also should move. To free the current theory of international relations from its yoke, that it is often 
satisfied with the clarification of the “how” problem within the world of “immobile international relations,” 
in which inter-subject relations are constituted by the divided glands of domestic and foreign, we must 
examine the possibility of “move” of theory and its implications.

10 Ken’ichiro Hirano, KOKUSAI BUNKA RON (International Cultural Relations), University of Tokyo Press, 2000, p. iii.
11 Hirano, Kenichiro (ed.), KOKUSAI BUNKA KORYU NO SEIJI KEIZAI GAKU (The Political Economy of International 

Cultural Exchange), Keiso Shobo, 1999, p. 293. 

https://www.iwanami.co.jp/book/b262021.html
https://www.iwanami.co.jp/book/b262021.html
https://www.iwanami.co.jp/book/b262021.html
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1. Get your mind off the wintertime

The realism vs. idealism of the 1940s and 1950s, the behaviorism vs. traditionalism of the 1950s and
1960s, the triumvirate of realism, liberalism, and Marxism in the 1970s and thereafter, the emergence and 
convergence of neorealism and neoliberalism in the 1980s, and the postmodernism that fiercely opposed 
these three movements The emergence of postmodernism in the 1980s, the emergence of neorealism and 
neoliberalism, and their mutual convergence, and the emergence of constructivism in the 1990s, and the 
mutual infiltration of neoliberalism, constructivism, and neorealism, with their conflicting influences. This 
has been the typical explanation of the history of IR we find in our textbooks or lectures in the classroom. 
How should we contemplate such long existing view of the development of the “paradigm” of International 
Relations theory described in this way?

What we can derive from Hirano’s discussion above is that these were all “orthodox and mainstream 
theories of IR” that concentrated their analysis on the “immobile actors” and focused mostly on how-
question, “What kind of relations are the relations among nations and how does it work?”

Ruggie labeled the convergence of neorealism and neoliberalism as “neo-utilitarianism,” and he hoped 
that neo-utilitarianism and social constructivism, on which Ruggie based himself, would come to a mutual 
convergence, while viewing them dichotomously12. Such a perspective is sound, but in a sense, it merely 
returns International Relations theory to the classic binary opposition between holistic and reductionist 
approaches in modern social science since Marx and Mill.

The challenge for International Relations scholars is not where to stand on these “paradigms,” or how 
to adopt or reject one or some of them. If there is a paradigm in International Relations, it is nothing but 
the <Paradigm> of “modern” International Relations only. Those paradigms of International Relations are 
nothing but derivative forms of one <Paradigm>. Those paradigms are anything but variations of immobile 
international relations. Furthermore, while these “paradigms” have provided us with powerful clues for 
studying international relations, they have the ambivalent effect of marginalizing many different kinds of the 
studies of international relations including mobile IR by throw them into as that map of existing paradigms. 
IR has been long accepted and included thoughts and insights from other field of study from anthlopopgy 
to philosophy, which could have impacts of change the paradigm map itself, but those has been rendered 
and reduced its impact when they were imported. Those imported insights has understood not for the 
comprehensive move or reform of change of IR. That is why IR is always interdisciplinary but also always 
keep one <Paradigm> whatever theory or thoughts imported.

However, as the paradigm has been shaken by the transformation of modern scientific knowledge itself, 
and it is required to question the <Paradigm> itself and reconstruct the theory of International Relations as a 
whole from there, rather than to keep fighting to take a position among “paradigms”.

In the first place, looking at international relations formed in the modern era through the theory of 
International Relations also formed in the modern era inevitably entails structural limitations, even if individual 
researchers try not to neglect consideration of self-referentiality. In this sense, the paradoxical situation in 
which an immobile/traditional theory of modern International Relations can be the most inappropriate tool 
for analyzing modern international relations cannot be dismissed as a mere matter of wordplay. In addition, 
by relying on the theory of International Relations formed in the modern era to look at international relations 
before and after the modern era, there is even a possibility that the historicity of international relations will 
be unjustly distorted.

Thus, the international relations theory of the 21st century must include “modern International Relations 

12 John G. Ruggie, “Introduction: What makes the world hang together? challenge”, Ruggie, Constructing the World Polity: 
Essays on International Institutionalization, Routledge, 1998, pp. 1-39.
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theory” and “those who have discussed modern International Relations theory” as objects of study. This is the 
first step in the process of acquiring a human-historical perspective from which international relations theory 
can relativize, as much as possible, each of pre-modern, modern, and post-/after-/non-modern international 
relations. To this end, it is necessary first to tackle with the idealized redesign (R. L. Ackoff) of international 
relations theory, with detaching from the “modern” theory of International Relations.

2. Pick up your money and pack up your tent

There is the question of the “origins” of international relations theory. In contrast to the common view
that the impact of World War I gave birth to international relations as an academic institution, Brian Schmitt 
did not necessarily deny this view, but instead indexed the thinking on international relations (especially 
the discourse on the concept of “anarchy”) that emerged around the Staatswissenschaft from the mid-19th 
century onward. Schmidt’s research has led to the development of the “anarchy” concept, which has been the 
source of the phenomenology of “anarchy” ever since13. This research revealed more clearly than previous 
phenomenological theories of “origins” that the theory of international relations belongs directly to the 
genealogy of modern social science.

As for the aporia of modern knowledge, modern science, and modern social science, Yujiro Nakamura, for 
example, articulated that is composed of three isms: universalism, objectivism, and logicism.14

Immanuel Wallerstein explained that aporia by proposing the dichotomy between human and nature, the 
obviousness of the state as the unit of analysis, the fixed opposition between the universal and the particular, 
and the excessively strongly assumed objectivity15. In addition, Naoshi Yamawaki describes that situation 
in which social sciences and philosophy are separated from each other because of the development of 
specialization and the difficulty of reintegration. In a sense, International Relations theory, which has its 
origins in the Staatswissenschaft, one of the most diehard-scientific knowledge of the modern era, is deeply 
and strongly imbued with such aporias16.

There is no need to deny all “paradigms” that have appeared so far, nor to bury “modern” international 
relations theory. As is clear from the discussions by the above three scholars, such an aporia of knowledge is 
faced not only by IR but also by the social sciences in general, and not only by the social sciences but also 
by science in general. The task of dealing with aporias by bridging the gap between what existing knowledge 
can meet and the “needs” that are currently arising must be solved in each field of science in a way that suits 
each specific situation, and international relations is no exception.

As a prescription for overcoming aporia, Nakamura presents “clinical knowledge,” which is comprised 
of cosmology, symbolism, and performance, while Wallerstein suggests the need to emphasize the 
complexity and interrelationship between humans and nature, to break away from state-centeredness, to 
establish pluralistic universalism, and to recognize the social constructiveness of objectivity. Yamawaki then 
formulated “holistic, dialogical, and generative individualism” as a methodology for the epistemology of 
society.

Formally, it can be considered sufficient to follow these various points when conducting research. However, 

13 Brian C. Schmidt, The Political Discourse of Anarchy: A Disciplinary History of International Relations, State University 
of New York Press, 1988.

14 Yujiro Nakamura, RINSHO NO CHI TOHA NANIKA (What is Clinical Knowledge?), Iwanami Shinsho, 1992. 
15 Immanuel Wallerstein, SHAKAI KAGAKU WO HIRAKU (Open the Social Sciences: Report of the Gulibenkian 

Commision), translated by Toshio Yamada, Fujiwara Shoten, 1996.]
16 Naoji Yamawaki, SHIN SHAKAI KAGAK SENGEN (Manifesto of a New Transdisciplinary Socialphilosophy), 

Sobunsha, 1999, now available in on demand print and e-book, Kodansha Book Club (https://bookclub.kodansha.co.jp/
product?item=0000356475).

https://bookclub.kodansha.co.jp/product?item=0000356475
https://bookclub.kodansha.co.jp/product?item=0000356475
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if we accept what is advocated in this way as an external rule, it will only lead to blind obedience to a new 
paradigm. It is important to understand that these proposals are only regulatory ideological orientations in 
terms of “der regulative Gebrauch der Ideen”(Kant) that have emerged as a result of emphasizing the need 
for change and exploring the possibilities.

It is in the field of individual research, in recognizing, understanding, and describing the subject matter, that 
these proposals will be put to use. As a result, the creation and accumulation of such research as individual 
practice in a variety of fields itself means overcoming aporias and raises further issues. Just as international 
relations are created by moving subjects, new studies are also created by the practices of researching subjects.

3. Strap yourself to the tree with roots

The transformation of the nature of knowledge has a great impact on the nature of scholarship, but it does
not invalidate the very act of scholarship itself.

Kei Takeuchi considers the purpose of science to be the objective understanding of an subject, and 
objectivity in this context can only be defined operationally17. Furthermore, he stated that we must distinguish 
between “approach” as a hypothesis (method), “ontology” as a substance, and “-ism” as an ethical proposition 
(value judgment), that neither holism nor reductionism is correct, that the contradiction between freedom and 
necessity is insoluble, that facts are inherently socially constructed, and that we cannot be perfectly objective 
in our perception of facts but that does not contradict our pursue for becoming scientific, that the distinction 
between social science = individualistic descriptive/natural science = law-establishing is a false one, and that 
the difference between historicism and universalism is only a matter of degree.

These are “assumptions” in social science that have been “modified” in a way that can respond to a 
considerable extent to the problems described by Nakamura and others, taking into account the linguistic turn 
and postmodernism in Takeuchi’s own way. If more things than necessary are determined as given before 
the subject is recognized, it deprives the researcher of free consideration. There is a danger of the researcher 
serving the “theory” rather than the “theory” serving the researcher. The basis of our research must be to 
deal with each individual situation in a flexible manner, minimizing the given, while at the same time being 
aware of the binding nature of the given, and to be in touch with complex reality, without relying on existing 
“paradigms”.

4. We’ll climb that hill no matter how steep / When we get up to it

It seems that “orthodox mainstream international relations theory” has failed to fully digest its own
relationship with the changing nature of knowledge, science, and social science, which is already becoming 
the norm outside of it. Although it has basically responded to these changes by making partial revisions, it 
has yet to rethink the whole theory of international relations.

Therefore, the task of international relations scholars in the future is not simply to focus on “mobile” 
international relations. If we look at “mobile” ir with “immobile” IR, we will only continue the chain 
of projecting existing notions onto phenomena and accompanying trivialization of the complexity and 
ambiguity of the phenomena. To break this chain, first, we must approach our research subject based on the 
transformation of international relations theory that can be derived from the transformation of knowledge, 
science, and social science; second, the transformation of international relations theory itself must also be 
made a research subject; and third, these tasks must be carried out in the field of international relations theory, 

17 Kei Takeuchi, “Man as an Object of Scientific Epistemology,” IWANAMI KOZA KAGAKU GIJYUTSU TO NINGEN 
(Iwanami Anthology: Man and Science/Technology) , Vol. 6, Iwanami Shoten, 1999, pp. 1-35. 
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co-working and corroborating with other sciences and social sciences. 
Only through the accumulation and intertwining of these three levels of practice will international relations 

theory in the 21st century be able to develop a “mobile” theory of International Relations in the fullest sense 
of the word, i.e., a theory of international relations that relativize modern IR (international relations theory) 
and that takes the question of “why” as its foundation from the perspective of human history, and that can 
examine international relations developed by moving actors, while keeping the problem of why at the base 
of the theory. This chapter is an attempt at the third level.

Front Page of the orisinal version(2000)
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Part III: Two Cultures in International Cultural Relations Theory: Methodological 
Considerations

NOTE: This was originally published in 2002, in KOKUSAI SEIJI [International Relations] 129, (2002), 
Journal of Japan Association of International Relations, Yuhikaku. The original version is available 
here(https://www.jstage.jst.go.jp/article/kokusaiseiji1957/2002/129/2002_129_44/_article/-char/ja/).
This chapter later updated and included as Chapter 2 in the Book, KOKUSAI KANKEI NO SHISHO SHI 
(Thought and Idea on the Idea of the ‘International’: Towards the study of global relations, Iwanami Shoten, 
2015: ISBN 9784000229395). 

1. Two Cultures

In 2001, Buzan and Little published an article arguing that International Relations (IR) was a failure as 
a discipline of social science research. According to them, IR only ingests a variety of theories, models, 
or concepts from other disciplines and rarely contributes to other disciplines, and IR’s self-defined inter/
multidisciplinary character is, in effect, a one-way dependence on other disciplines. Also, IR is unlikely 
to generate public controversy outside of its academia. Moreover, it still places the state at the core of its 
analysis, even though the international system must now be understood not only in terms of relations among 
states but also in terms of the entire network of interactions that bring people together18.

This point is valid not only for IR but also for the study of international relations in general, to varying 
degrees19. Therefore, we cannot ignore their point of view when we consider the future of the study of 
international relations. The purpose of this chapter is to outline the overall picture of International Cultural 
Relations (ICR, KOKUSAI BUNKA RON in Japanese), which is emerging as a new field of the study of 
international relations, and to explore its possibilities.

The following two classifications have already been attempted with regard to the research forms of ICR. 
The first category is (1) cultural aspects of international relations, (2) international cultural relations, and (3) 
international culture20. The second classification is [1] the cultural nature of international relations, [2] the 
cultural nature of units of international relations, and [3] the cultural nature of the relations in international 
relations21. The former is a classification that corresponds to the specific object of intercultural theory, while 
the latter is a classification that corresponds to the focus of ICR when it examines a specific object.

ICR deals two types of culture: culture in the narrow sense and culture in the broad sense. Culture in 
the narrow sense refers to cultural aspects in international relations22. Culture in the broad sense considers 
‘international relations’ itself as one culture. The former is an attempt to observe culture within international 
relations from inside of international relations, while the latter is an attempt to observe the culture of 
‘international relations’ from outside of it.

18 Barry Buzan and Richard Little, “Why International Relations has Failed as an Intellectual Project and What to do About 
it”, Millennium 30-1 (2001), pp. 19-39.

19 Here, “the study international relations” is used as a generic term for various studies on international relations, such as 
so-called ‘IR’, ‘international relations theory’, ‘international politics’, ‘international relations studies’, and ‘international 
studies’.

20 Ken’ichiro Hirano, “Kokusai Bunka Ron [International Culture Theory]”, in Kazumasa Iwata et al. (eds.), KOKUSAI 
KANKEI KENKYU NYUMON [Introduction to the Study of International Relations], University of Tokyo Press, 1996, pp. 
133-154.

21 Ken’ichiro Hirano, KOKUSAI BUNKA RON [International Cultural Relations], University of Tokyo Press, 2000, pp. 17-27. 
This book also includes note 3 thesis.

22 Ibid., p. ii.

https://www.jstage.jst.go.jp/article/kokusaiseiji1957/2002/129/2002_129_44/_article/-char/ja/
https://www.iwanami.co.jp/book/b262021.html
https://www.iwanami.co.jp/book/b262021.html
https://www.iwanami.co.jp/book/b262021.html
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The researcher of ICR faces “the dilemma of having to refer to culture, politics, and economics in the 
narrow sense in order to clarify the effects of culture in the broad sense”23. In the study of international 
relations, even the understanding of culture in the narrow sense is a recent development. And even with 
regard to culture in the broadest sense, to argue that there is an international, world, or global culture is 
“not in keeping with current realities and may lead to a failure to look at the dynamism of culture and 
cultural change”24. Thus, the researcher of ICR must use culture in both narrow and broad senses, proving the 
existence and significance of culture in the narrow sense, while analyzing culture in the broad sense without 
assuming its existence or formation.

The author’s hypothesis, based on the above discussion, is as follows. The methodological characteristics 
of international cultural theory are manifested in the use of the two “cultures”, rather than in the research 
forms presented in the form of (1)-(3) & [1]-[3]. This feature can be utilized as a perspective that actively 
overcomes the points made by Buzan and Little in the beginning of this chapter. In this chapter, I would like 
to summarize the development of ICR in the context of the two cultures and try to draw out the author’s 
vision of what ICR should be.

What follows is nothing more than a search for areas that can be considered within the category of ICR 
from my perspective. For this reason, this chapter dares to rethink the previous studies, most of which do not 
consider themselves to be studies of ICR, as pioneers of ICR research. However, the author does not intend 
to integrate all the studies under the name of “international cultural studies,” but rather to present an opening 
for cultural studies in international politics or the possibility of international relations research from the 
perspective of culture by constructing and looking at it from the viewpoint of ICR. 

2. Culture in the “Narrow Sense”

In ICR, “culture in the narrow sense” refers to the elements that constitute a given entity, and at the same
time it also refers to the elements that are constituted by those cultural entities. While a unit that is the subject 
of international relations functions and acts as a cohesive “culture,” the relations formed by such entities 
themselves also form a cohesive “culture”.

ICR based on such “culture in the narrow sense” have gradually emerged since the 1970s. There are 
two major genealogies25. The first is a genealogy in the international history in the U.S., and the second is 
a genealogy in Japanese international relations theory. The former focuses on “international relations as 
intercultural relations” and the latter on “international relations as cultural relations”.

(1) International relations as intercultural relations: from diplomatic history to the international
history

The former lineage emerged in the field of American diplomatic history from the late 1970s. The central
figure in this field is Akira Iriye, whose work, “Culture and Power: International Relations as Intercultural 
Relations,” published in 1979, can be considered the theoretical starting point of this line of research26.

The core of the paper’s argument is that nations form cultural systems and international relations can be 

23 Ibid.
24 Ibid., p. i.
25 Another study of international relations from the perspective of culture is Badie’s work in France (Bertrand Badie, Culture 

et Politique, Economica, 1993(3e edition)). On Badie, see Anna Leander, “Bertrand Badie,” in Iver B. Neumann and Ole 
Wæver eds. The Future of International Relations: Masters in the Making , Routledge, 1997, pp. 145-169.

26 Akira Iriye, “Culture and Power: International Relations as Intercultural Relations”, Diplomatic History (Spring 1979), pp. 
115-128.
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understood as the interaction between cultural systems. Iriye, relying on Leslie White27, argues that cultural 
systems include (1) intrasystemic and (2) extra-systemic behaviors, and that if these are applied to nations, 
then the former can be understood as domestic relations, and the latter as international relations. He states 
that it is necessary to fully examine the former in order to study the latter.

Iriye, however, does not make the easy assumption that the culture that emerges domestically directly 
determines foreign behavior. Rather, Iriye believes that such an understanding risk a mere tautology or 
narrow-minded generalization. His discussion here is carefully restrained to the level of checking the possible 
influence of domestic culture on foreign behavior.

In examining this point, Iriye introduces two sets of concepts: culture and power. Drawing on Foucault28, 
Iriye sees “culture” and “power” as two systems (série) inherent in a single cultural system. Following 
Geertz29, he considers culture as a set of control mechanisms that govern behavior, with “power” as the 
formal mechanism and “culture” as the informal one. Thus, “culture and power” are positioned as important 
elements that constitute and control the cultural system, and by analyzing the process of their interplay in 
intra- and inter-system relations, This leads us to a new way of understanding international relations more 
deeply than ever before. 

For example, in China, traditionally, those in power have been both the holders of power and the guardians 
of culture. In the sense that power serves culture, power and culture can be considered synonymous, 
interchangeable, and mutually reinforcing in China. In the U.S. Moreover, the traditional division has been 
that power belongs to the public sphere and culture belongs to the private sphere. Hence, it was often thought 
that the former’s excessive intervention in the latter had to be restrained.

Despite these different intra-system characteristics, both China and the U.S. have negative tendencies 
toward power politics in their external relations. In China, this is evidenced by the fact that conquered peoples 
were forced to assimilate into Chinese culture and become patrons of the Confucian cultural order because 
of the notion that cultural greatness determines the greatness of power. In the U.S., on the other hand, the 
rivalry with the “old world” led to a tradition of emphasizing trade and peace as opposed to power politics.

Furthermore, in Japan-U.S. relations, the friendship based on values shared through cultural relations that 
had been promoted until the 1920s and it receded in the 1930s as the confrontation based on power relations 
became more comprehensive, leading to a division between culture and power, and a process of war as power 
subordinates culture. In other words, the conflict as an inter-power relationship distorts the inter-cultural 
relationship, which should not have been confrontational in nature, and this leads to a catastrophe.

Since then, Iriye has published a series of works, including the book, Power and Culture (1981)30, which 
further developed this argument. These works opened up a new dimension in the study of diplomatic history 
by redefining interstate relations at the level of domestic/international and power/culture relations.

Later, Iriye summarized his research based on the subsequent developments in two nearly identical articles 
published in 1990 and 199131. In these two papers, “economy” was juxtaposed with “power” and “culture”. 

27 Leslie A. White, The Concept of Cultural Systems, Columbia University Press, 1975.
28 Michel Foucault, L’archéologie du savoir, Gallimard, 1969, pp. 9-28 (translated by Yujiro Nakamura, CHI NO KOUKO 

GAKU, Iwanami Shoten, 1881, pp. 9-31).
29 Clifford Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures, Basic Books, 1973, p.44 (translated by Teigo Yoshida et al., BUNKA NO 

KAISHAKU GAKU, Iwanami Shoten, 1987, p.60.)
30 Akira Iriye, Power and Culture, Harvard University Press, 1981; Iriye, 20 SEIKI NO SENSO TO HEIWA [War and Peace 

in the Twentieth Century], University of Tokyo Press, 1986 (enlarged edition 2000); id. Cultural Internationalism and 
World Order, Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997 (translated by Hatsue Shinohara, KENRYOKU SEIJI WO KOETE, 
Iwanami Shoten, 1998).

31 Akira Iriye, “Culture,” The Journal of American History (June 1990), pp. 99-107; id. “International History”, Michel 
Hogan ed., Explaining the History of American Foreign Relations, Cambridge University Press, 1991, pp.214-225. 
Although they differ slightly in content, both are considered here as same.
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In the study of the history of international relations, these three factors must always be viewed as complex 
and intertwined, and it is not desirable to reduce the explanation to any one of them. In this sense, Iriye does 
not take the position of defining “culture” in anthropological terms as including all human phenomena, and 
he also rejects cultural determinism as well as power and/or economic determinism. He defines “power” as 
“the ability of a nation to defend itself,” “economy” as “the production and exchange of goods and services,” 
and “culture” as “memory, ideology, emotion, lifestyle, academic and artistic works, and other symbols”.

Iriye presents the following three approaches. The first is the intra-system approach, the second is the 
cross-system approach (almost synonymous with the “external system approach”), and the third is the global 
approach. The first and second approaches have already been discussed, but here he emphasize that the first 
approach requires the analysis of (1) the relationship between policies and ideas, (2) cultural hegemony 
within a country, and (3) popular sentiment and prejudice, while the second approach requires the analysis 
of the relationship between policies and ideas. The second approach focuses on (1) human encounters, (2) 
transmission and dissemination of goods and information, and (3) cultural exchanges, and he pointed out that 
the main focus of analysis is often placed on non-state actors. 

The newly added third approach deals with issues of global consciousness. That is, research on “ideas, 
dreams, and issues that are shared on a global basis,” such as freedom, human rights, environmental 
protection, health care, peace, women’s rights, and prison reform. The focus is on whether and to what extent 
there is an international cultural order based on these shared values.

Underpinning these discussions is an awareness of the problem of shifting from diplomatic history to 
international history. According to Iriye, conventional diplomatic history based on “power” and “economy” 
tends to understand states as interchangeable entities, and rarely takes into account the characteristics of each 
entity. As a result, there is a tendency toward a self-centered understanding of international relations and a 
lack of understanding of the uniqueness of other nations. However, the international cultural historian, who 
starts from “culture,” is tasked with recognizing both the uniqueness and commonality of nations. Diplomatic 
history must thus be transformed into a history of international relations as a relationship between various 
countries, both in terms of methodological depth and in terms of the historian’s norms.

However, a intercultural approach does not automatically lead us to a sound history of international 
relations. Emphasizing the uniqueness of a nation’s culture through an intra-cultural approach paradoxically 
runs the risk of nationalizing the history of international relations. In order to avoid this kind of danger,

Iriye advocates two practice: (1) transnationalizing the study of the history of international relations by 
recognizing that the cultures of nations change through mutual contact, and (2) denationalizing the study 
of the history of international relations by shifting the unit of analysis to individuals and groups other than 
nations. 

Behind this shift from diplomatic history to the international history is Iriye’s own experience in his 
childhood. He was educated during the war and occupation periods and its experience awaked him to the 
need to abandon his own nation-centered view of history and to study the past, then he came to the United 
States to become a historian representing both Japan and the United States32. For Iriye, “the distinction 
between Japanese and American history became meaningless in August 1945,” and, “diplomatic history had 
to be the international history” 33. As Inoguchi and Bacon point out34, this type of awareness was not limited 
to Iriye, but was shared by many scholars of international relations in postwar Japan who experienced the 
war, defeat, and occupation.

Iriye’s argument was the starting point for a variety of studies in the United States. For example, 

32 Akira Iriye, “The Internationalization of History,” American Historical Review 94(February 1989), pp1-10.
33 Ibid., p.9.
34 Takashi Inoguchi and Paul Bacon, “The Study of international relations in Japan”, International Relations of the Asia- 

Pacific 1-1(2001), pp.13-15.
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Ninkovich, starting from the study of foreign cultural policy, pursued the relationship between power and 
culture while shifting the research subject to the analysis of policy makers’ discourses35, and Theo adopted a 
framework in which the promotion of friendly intercultural relations in the 1920s was frustrated by the full-
scale development of inter-power relations in the 1930s36. He rejects the monolithic view of Japan’s cultural 
policy toward China as a mere cultural imperialist plot, and places it in the context of the development of 
cultural internationalism in the countries surrounding China in the 1920s. In this sense, these works are 
essentially submitted in the context of countering mainstream diplomatic history, which still emphasizes 
political and economic power, by introducing Iriye’s method. Therefore, rather than a study of international 
cultural relations in the broader sense of the 1990 and 1991 papers, these studies rely on the theoretical 
framework of the 1979 paper, the “power/cultural model,” as Finkelstein describes it37.

The background of this situation is clearly illustrated in the methodological discussion contributed by 
Ninkovich to the collection of papers dedicated to Iriye38. The dilemma in taking a cultural approach to 
international relations research is that one must choose between dismissing culture as meaningless because 
it can explain almost nothing, and overestimating its ability to explain everything. In Ninkovich’s view, in 
order to overcome this dilemma, it is necessary to take a limited view of the concept of culture.

Ninkovich, therefore, based on the two categories of (1) purely cultural phenomena/culture linked to 
power and (2) formal (public)/informal (private) cultural activities, divides the role of culture in the study of 
international relations into (1) cultural relations (purely cultural and formal), and (2) Culture in the thinking of 
politicians (power-related and formal), (3) Cultural relations as social history (purely cultural and informal), 
and (4) World history as cultural transformation (power-related and informal). He concludes that the most 
significant and meaningful quadrant is (2), which goes deep into the bosom of realism and discusses culture 
at the level of discourse analysis, while the other quadrants are unimportant or difficult to implement, if not 
meaningless. This value judgment by Ninkovich paradoxically demonstrates that despite the rise of the Iriye 
approach, realist diplomatic history still persists in the United States.

In recent years, however, there has been a movement that is relatively free from such a context and focuses 
on cultural transfers and cultural transmission, focusing on the movement of culture across national borders 
while taking into account the debate over “cultural imperialism” and “globalization. Some are attempting to 
view cultural transfers and cultural transmissions from the perspective of the concept of “cultural transfer. 
One of these scholars, Gienow-Heckt, relying on the “power/culture model,” has argued that the post-Cold 
War era debate on the transfer of American culture abroad has four stage: (1) the theory of promoting foreign 
cultural policy (1945-60s), (2) the criticism of cultural imperialism (1960s-90s), and (3) the emergence of 
new studies (since the 1990s)39.

According to her, in the first period, culture was often discussed as an issue in policy debates as part of the 
promotion of foreign policy under the Cold War structure. In the second period, the influence of the Frankfurt 
School and the emergence of revisionism in the study of diplomatic history combined to increase criticism of 
culture as a tool of state power. In the third period, research shifted to “post-cultural imperialist” discussions, 
i.e., the analysis of global-scale macro-cultural transformations under the conditions of globalization and 

35 Frank Ninkovich, The Diplomacy of Ideas, Cambridge University Press, 1981; id., Modernity and Power, University of 
Chicago Press, 1994.; id. Wilsonian Century, University of Chicago Press, 1999. ; id., The United States and Imperialism, 
Blackwell, 2001.

36 See Heng Teow, Japan’s Cultural Policy Toward China, 1918-1931, Harvard University Asia Cener, 1999.
37 Amnon G. Finkelstein, “Why Power? Why Culture? Rethinking the Model and Its Implications,” in Robert David Johnson 

ed. On Cultural Ground, Imprint, 1994, pp. 23-46.
38 Ninkovich, “Culture, Power, and Civilization,” Ibid., pp.1-22.
39 Jessica C. E. Gienow-hecht, “Shame on the US? Academics, Cultural Transfer, and the Cold War,” Diplomatic History 24-3 

(2000), pp.465-494.
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the response, selection, resistance, and acceptance processes of individual recipients that are not limited 
to nations. And now, the focus of analysis has shifted from (1) the collapse of the self-evident nature of 
“America” and “American culture” as subjects due to the cyberspace revolution, (2) the reactivation of 
anxiety about the external image of “American culture,” and (3) a shift in the focus of analysis from the 
nation-state to the individual business programs, and (4) analysis of the period before the 1920s, when 
institutions were still underdeveloped.

As described above, the lineage of research on “international relations as an inter-cultural relationship” was 
initially developed in the context of establishing a “history of international relations” with “culture” as the key 
concept against traditional diplomatic history in the 1970s and later. This composition reminds international 
relations scholars of the debate in American international politics in the 1990s, in which constructivism or 
social constructivism opposed realism or neo-utilitarianism, using “culture” as one of the key concepts40. 
Although the issue of the relationship between the Iriye approach and constructivism is beyond the scope of 
this paper’s discussion, it is at least not impossible to believe that the constitution of state-centeredness and 
realism shared by many studies of US International Relations, as well as diplomatic history, have given rise 
to a kinship between the two approaches.

And since the 1990s, as Zino-Heckert has summarized, arguments that share the “power/culture model” 
but are not overly concerned with the rivalry with mainstream diplomatic history have emerged, and the 
scope of Iriye’s argument is also expanding in line with such a context. Thus, at this point, the debate seems to 
be moving beyond the framework of the history of international relations and toward a research perspective 
on “international relations as cultural relations,” which will be discussed in the next section.

(2) International relations as cultural relations: From an ‘immobile’ IR to a ‘mobile’ IR

The second lineage emerged in Japanese international relations theory, also in the 1970s. Kenichiro Hirano 
was the first to articulate this perspective, and his paper “International Relations as Cultural Relations” (1976, 
written in 1974) was the first to raise this theoretical issue41.

The perceptions underlying the paper’s analysis are as follows.

The uneven existence of knowledge and skills worldwide is part of the larger fact that human cultures are 
diverse and uneven. Individual cultures coexist alongside universal cultures, which often overlap with the 
contours of nation-states (though there are many exceptions)42.

Thus, because of the uneven and diverse existence of cultures worldwide, and the often overlapping 
distribution of individual cultures and nation-states, there are events of international relations that should be 
examined as cultural relations separate from political and economic relations.

In order to understand international cultural relations, the following understanding of international relations 
is a prerequisite.

The basic building block and actor of the international community today is the sovereign state, or more 
specifically, the government of that state. However, it must be said that it is concrete individuals who 

40 Johm G. Ruggie, “Introduction: What makes the world hang together?”, id., Constructing the World Policy, Routledge, 
1998, pp.13-22.

41 Kenichiro Hirano, “International Relations as Cultural Relations,” in Mushakoji Kimihide and Masamichi Royama (eds.), 
KOKUSAIGAKU RIRON TO TENBO [International Studies: Theories and Perspectives], University of Tokyo Press, 1976 
(written in August 1974), pp. 173-200.

42 Ibid., p. 173.
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carry out real activities in the international community. When concrete “individuals” are divided into two 
or more social groups called “states” and form various relationships with each other, the phenomenon of 
“international relations” is understood to emerge. The behavior of nations and individuals who are responsible 
for international relations, although of different dimensions, are both largely regulated by the elements of 
“culture43”.

The definition of culture adopted here differs from Iriye’s and is “the broadest definition used by cultural 
anthropologists,44” especially based on Eiichiro Ishida’s definition45. In its section, “Culture as a Principle of 
Nation-State Formation,” the paper shows that the nation-state as a unit of international relations is a cultural 
unit, based on Deutsch46, and “cultural exchange” is a phenomenon that attempts to conduct international 
relations by making people aware of the fact that international relations have a strong aspect of cross-cultural 
relations. Hirano attempts to discuss “cultural contact,” which focuses on the cultural transformation brought 
about by international relations.

The biggest difference between “international relations as intercultural relations” and “international 
relations as cultural relations” is that the former uses culture to deepen understanding of international 
relations, while the latter is based on the recognition that international relations are also one of cultural 
relations. The former is based on the understanding that international relations come first, while the latter is 
based on the understanding that international relations are also cultural relations. In the former, international 
relations come first, while in the latter, cultural relations come first.

As mentioned earlier, the former view the state as a cultural system and set up a “power/culture model” 
within it, thereby opposing the viewpoint that sees international relations, as represented by diplomacy and 
foreign policy, only as relations between powers, such as politics and economics. The position of culture 
has been adopted to the extent necessary to explain international relations as relations between states. In 
the latter case, however, the argument is based on the theoretical framework of the mechanism of cultural 
transformation based on acculturation theory, which can be applied to all levels of intersubjective relations, 
and international relations are one of them, which is no exception to the theory of cultural transformation47.

In the former case, the state as the subject of diplomatic history, foreign policy history, and the history 
of international relations is assumed first, and culture is merely one of the ways to understand international 
relations. In contrast, in the latter case, the theoretical framework that does not specify the subject takes 
precedence, and the state and international relations are merely one of the events that can be grasped within 
that framework.

In light of these differences, it is possible to understand that the development of research based on 
“international relations as cultural relations” is not limited to the modern era, but covers a wide variety of 
subjects, themes, and cases, while including research on foreign cultural policies that may resonate with 
research originating from the Iriye approach48. 

43 Ibid., p. 174.
44 Ibid., p. 175 fn.
45 Eiichiro Ishida, BUNKA JINRUIGAKU NOTE[Notes on Cultural Anthropology], Perikansha, 1967 (first published in 

1955), and BUNKA JINRUIGAKU JYOSETSU [Revised Introduction to Cultural Anthropology], Jichosha, 1966 (first 
published in 1959).

46 Karl W. Deutsch, Nationalism and Social Communication, MIT Press, 1953, 1966.
47 Ken’ichiro Hirano, “SOSETSU (Review),” in SOGO KOZA NIHON NO SHAKAI BUNKA SHI[General Lecture: History 

of Japanese Society and Culture], Vol. 4: Nihon Bunka no Henka, Vol. 4),” Kodansha, 1973, pp. 9-50.
48 Ken’ichiro Hirano, “CHUSEI NIHON NIOKERU BUNNKATEKI SEIJITEKI TOGO [Cultural and Political Integration in 

Medieval Japan],” KOKUSAI SEIJI (International Politics), No. 59 (August 1978), pp. 1-18. This also appears in Hirano, 
KOKUSAI BUNKA KORYU NO SEIJI KEIZAI GAKU [Political Economy of International Cultural Exchange], Keiso 
Shobo, 1999.
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What supports this perspective on “international relations as cultural relations” is the realization of the 
need to move from a “static” theory of international relations” to a “dynamic” one. The “immobile theory 
of international relations” refers to “orthodox and mainstream theories of international relations, especially 
international political science and foreign policy theory,” which “discuss international relations created by 
immobile entities” and “discuss relations among immobile entities, such as sovereign states,” while the 
“mobile theory of international relations” refers to “a theory of international relations that is based on 
the concept that international relations are created by immobile entities. In other words, it focuses on the 
phenomenon of diversification of subjects and permeation of national borders, and considers “international 
relations created by people who move beyond national borders49.

The difference between the two can also be seen in this respect. The position of “international relations as 
intercultural relations” was established to enrich the study of diplomatic history that consist a part of immobile 
study of international relations, while “international relations as cultural relations” is an attempt to prove that 
a cultural approach is possible in a immobile study of international relations as well as other studies. While 
sharing this line of thought, “international relations as cultural relations” also turns its attention to mobile 
study of international relations50. Therefore, “international relations as cultural relations” has the potential 
to transcend the existing frameworks of IR, international relations theory, and the history of international 
relations, and to become a field of study that can interact with international sociology, globalization studies, 
cultural studies, and other interdisciplinary disciplines. 

(3) Two ‘international’s: <international 1>and <international 2>

“International relations as intercultural relations,” which advocates international history, can be considered 
to have emerged from the view of international relations in the sense of relations between nations (hereafter 
referred to as <international 1>). On the other hand, “international relations as cultural relations,51” which 
advocates a mobile study of international relations, was born from the view of international relations in the 
sense of “relations created by various actors across national borders” (hereafter referred to as <international 2> 
that use the concept of ‘international’ which signifies both <international 1> and transnational or global).

In their article analyzing the history and current status of the study of international relations research 
in Japan, Inoguchi and Bacon argue that although much of Japanese international relations research has 
developed in a tradition different from that of IR, in recent years there has been an emergence, of a new 
generation scholar, mainly younger ones who share the same theoretical positions as IR, and states that we 
can expect further collaboration between them in the future52. 

The development of such collaborative relationships between researchers who share an <international 1> 
perspective, so to speak, is a welcome phenomenon. However, the potential for Japanese international 
relations research to contribute to diversify the study of international relations also lies in its ability to convey 
the distinctiveness of <international 2> research. In this sense, International Cultural Relations (ICR), which 
focuses on “international relations as cultural relations” in order to establish a study of mobile international 
relations in contrast to that of immobile international relations from the perspective of <international 2>, has 
the potential to enrich international relations theory and IR in its own unique way.

However, the study of international relations requires a theoretical structure that comprehensively integrates 

49 Hirano, above, p. iii.
50 As a discipline conceived from a problematic consciousness common to the “theory of international relations in motion,” 

Johm Urry, “Mobile Sociology,” British Journal of Sociology 51-1 (2000), pp. 185-203; id., Socioligy Beyond Societies, 
Routledge, 2000.

51 Hirano, op. cit. , “Internatinonal Relations as Cultural Relations”, p. 11.
52 Inoguchi and Bacon, op. cit., p. 18.



Journal of Global Media Studies   Vol. 31

―  48  ―

　P.48　　［版下］　Journal of Global Media Studies   Vol. 31

both the <international 1> and the <international 2>, “international relations created by immobile actors” and 
“international relations created by mobile actors”. If international relations are to be understood within a 
framework that does not presuppose any specific actors as cultural relations, the state is also an object of 
analysis. The accumulation of thoughts on international relations as an inter-cultural relations should also 
provide valuable insights when examining other inter-subject relationships. The fusion of <international1> 
and <international 2> should be conducted in this direction, and International Cultural Relations should be 
at the forefront of this fusion.

What is needed in this process is to break free from the “level-adhesion” between subjects and attributes. 
For example, although it seems to have lessened somewhat in recent years, there is a tendency for a long time 
in the study of international relations in general for the evaluation of the roles and positions of state and non-
state actors in international relations to be dichotomous, or to assume that state actors are more powerful and 
confrontational and non-state actors are more non-powerful and cooperative. This tendency has traditionally 
been carried by the study of international relations, as evidenced by the well-known categories of Hobbesian, 
Kantian, Grotian, and Marxian images, which take the form of state-centrism and realism, emphasis on 
non-state actors and liberalism, and so on. However, all relations can be both powerful and non-powerful, 
confrontational and cooperative, and wherever we move the bar, we must start with the ambivalence and 
non-determinism of synergies and conflicts within and between actors53.

3. Culture in the “broad sense”

International Cultural Relations based on culture in the broad sense targets the phenomenon of ‘international 
relations’ as culture. In other words, it regards ‘international relations’ as “design for living” in the sense that 
people form groups and devised international relations, in order to smoothly facilitate relations between 
groups54.

The scope of this type of ICR is not limited to “international relations as culture”. “International Relations 
as culture” is equally a subject of study of ICR.

The phenomenon of international relations as an object is called ‘international relations (ir),' and 
international relations as a discipline or field of study is called ‘International Relations (IR)’. It was Onuf, 
who is known to have provided the ideological foundation for constructivism, who consciously distinguished 
between the two55.

At the basis of Onuf’s strategy of distinguishing between ir and IR is the recognition that IR, as well as ir, 
is the subject of the study of international relations. Phenomena are constantly changing. At the same time, 
the device for recognizing phenomena also changes constantly. Historically, it is inevitable and normal that 
the way of looking at things changes along with the change of phenomena. Since the devices for recognizing 
phenomena are also phenomena, they are the subject of research in the study of international relations.

In addition to this logical consequence, there are also ethical and methodological reasons why we must 
study “International Relations as a culture”. First, for international relations scholars to engage in healthy 
and mutually productive interactions with academic disciplines and societies outside of their own, they need 
to be aware of the theories and perspectives that constrain their own perceptions and views on international 
relations. Second, it is necessary for researchers of international relations to relativize their own preconceived 
views of international relations if they try to advance research on “international relations as a culture” with 
greater precision.

53 For more information on this point, see Yusuke Maki, JIGA NO KIGEN [The Origin of the Ego], Iwanami Shoten, 1993, 
and “KAMADO NO NAKA NO HI[Fire in the Hearth],” Shiso (August 1994), pp. 55-63.

54 Hirano, op. cit., International Cultural Relations, p.11.
55 Nicholas Onuf, World of Our Making, University of South Carolina Press, 1989.
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(1) ‘international relations’ as culture

The perspective of “international relations as culture” is based on the view that international relations 
themselves are regarded as human culture.

Human beings, who have come to live in various parts of the earth and eventually in every corner of the 
earth, have created various individual cultures and formed unique social groups in response to various natural 
environments. Without the ingenuity to manage negotiations between social groups, people’s lives would not 
have been possible. This is where the prototype of international relations as a culture was born56.

As human beings acquire the “ingenuity to live” within the group of nations, and in such respect ‘nation’ or 
‘state’ can regarded as a culture. Then, they also acquire the “ingenuity to live” between groups by devising 
a culture of international relations. The resulting “international relations” have existed in various forms 
from ancient times to the present. Therefore, “international relations as culture” has been developed as a 
historical study that covers the entire human history. A representative work is Bozeman’s Politics & Culture 
in International History (1960, 1994)57.

This human historical perspective has not been sufficient in the study of international relations, especially 
in IR, which was officially born in the 20th century. Buzan and Little called such tendency as the “Westphalian 
Straitjacket,58” it tended to assume the international order after the Westphalian regime as a given and had 
relatively avoided the understanding of historical changes. In this sense, it is no coincidence that Bozeman 
is not a researcher of IR. However, recent studies that draw on historical sociological findings, such as 
Hobden’s59 and Buzan and Little’s60 analyses of the international system from a world-historical perspective, 
is an evidence of the emergence of international relations research from a human-historical perspective.

Ninkovich concludes his paper mentioned above, stating that the task of describing global history as an 
intercultural relations (quadrant 4 in his classification) is contrary to scholarly professional humility because 
of the enormous amount of literature to decipher and the numerous language skills required61. His point is 
half right and half wrong. It is certainly impossible for one scholar to write a perfect world history. However, 
it is possible for various scholars around the world to continue approaching the goal by focusing their efforts 
over generations without deviating from the “strict standards of scholarship”.62

When considering “international relations as culture,” we cannot avoid the problem of <international 1> and 
<international 2>. This is because Bozeman, , and Buzan and Little basically focus only on the <international 1>, 
i.e., international relations that do not move or interstate-relations and as intercultural relations, but not 
necessarily on the <international 2>, i.e., international relations between all transnational entities and as 
cultural relations. 

Another point of contention is that in order to accomplish this task, it is necessary to create a viewpoint 
that is not bound by existing theories of IR. This is because, as Buzan and Little formulated in the form of (1) 
presentism, (2) ahistoricism, (3) Eurocentrism, (4) anarchophilia, and (5) state-centrism63, there is a tendency 
to project the current perception of international relations onto the past when trying to understand international 

56 Hirano, op. cit., International Cultural Relations, p.18.
57 Adda B.Bozeman, Politics & Culture in International History , Transaction, 1960,1994.
58 Buzan and Little, op. cit., pp. 24-28.
59 Steve Hobben, International Relations and Historical Sociology , Routledge, 1998.
60 Buzan and Little, International System in World History , Oxford University Press, 2000.
61 Ninkovich, op. cit., pp.19-20.
62 Ibid.
63 Buzan and Little, op. cit., pp.19-22.
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relations. There is a danger that, by naively projecting the current perception of international relations when 
trying to understand past international relations, history is interpreted ahistorically to a considerable extent 
and becomes mere material for self-justification. Such a bias is relatively minor in Bozeman, but it is easy for 
international relations scholars, who tend to wear the “Westphalian straitjacket,” to fall prey to this tendency 
very easily.

Even in the face of these difficulties, “international relations as culture” remains a challenge for 
international relations scholars. We are obliged to grasp international relations from the perspective of 
human history, separating ourselves as much as possible from our own cultural backgrounds. This human-
historical perspective must not ignore the accumulation of international relations research to date, nor must 
it reinforce the legitimacy of existing views of international relations. In the words of Sadao Nishijima, 
who was considered as one of the most acknowledged scholars of oriental history in Japan, “the original 
intention of the literature and the content of its narrative must be understood under the original contexts,” 
and it is necessary to be committed to “accepting the errors as part of the original situation and not to try to 
understand them by incorporating later findings into the original narrative”64. Only by having such attitude 
of deliberately taking a bird’s eye view on IR, without completely withdrawing from it, will it be possible to 
conduct research that is meaningful not only for the study of international relations, but also for social science 
in general. In this sense, it is necessary to analyze “international relations theory as culture” before analyzing 
“International Relations as culture”.

(2) International Relations as culture

Not only Buzan and Little, but there has been a growing momentum in recent years for retrospection and 
international comparisons of what IR has been in the past and could be in the future. These take various 
forms, including an overview of the historical development of IR in the 20th century65, a sociological 
comparison of the study of international relations based on geographical divisions66, and an analysis of the 
internal development of the discourse from the history of the discipline67.

The research-agenda of “International Relations as culture” is to analyze IR historically in light of these 
studies, as well as the works of Parkinson, Knutsen68, and others, by regarding it as a “culture” in the sense 
of a cognitive device used by humans to understand the reality of “international relations. The goal of this 
project is to analyze the theory of international relations from a historical perspective.

“International Relations as culture” is, strictly speaking, one form of epistemology on the concept of 

64 Sadao Nishijima, WAKOKU NO SHUTSUGEN [Emergence of Wakoku], University of Tokyo Press, 1999, p. 287.
65 Ole Wæver, “Figures of international thought,” Neumann and Wæver eds. op. cit. pp. 1-38; Peter J. Katzenstein, Robert 

O. Keohane, and Stephan D. Krasner, “International Organization and the Study of World Politics,” id. eds. The Study of 
World Politics (MIT Press, 1999), pp. 5-45; Yoshinobu Yamamoto, “FUTATSU NO SENGO TO KOKUSAI SEIJI GAKU 
[Two Postwar Eras and International Politics],” KOKUSAI SEIJI [International Relations], (April 2000), pp. 4-28; and “20 
SEIKI NO KOKUSAI SEIJI GAKU [International Politics in the 20th Century],” SHAKAI KAGAKU KIYOU [Bulletin of 
Social Science], v. 50 (2001), pp. 1-8. (April 2000), pp. 4-28.

66 A. J. R. Gloom & Margot Light eds., Contemporary International Relations (Pinter,1994), Part 4; Ole Wæver, “The 
Sociology of a Not So International Discipline”, Katzenstein, Keohane, and Krasner eds., op.cit, pp.47-87, Knud Erik 
Jørgensen, “Continental IR Theory”, European Journal of International Relations, 6-1(2000), pp.9-42; Richard Little, 
“Contribution of the English School in International Relations”, European Journal of International Relations, 6-3(2000), 
pp.395-422.

67 Brian C. Schmidt, The Political Discourse of Anarchy, State University of New York Press, 1998.
68 F. Parkinson, The Philosophy of International Relations , Sage, 1977 (translated by Ryuhei Hatsuse, KOKUSAI KANKEI 

NO SHISO, Iwanami Shoten, 1979), Torbjørn L. Knutsen, A history of International Relations theory, Manchester 
University Press, 1992, 1997.
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‘international Relations’. IR is one of the tools by which human-beings try to explain what international 
relations is, how it works, and why that is so. The study of international relations including IR are merely 
the modern and contemporary forms of such epistemology and its validity is limited of short duration in the 
human history. However, what the study of history of epistemology of ‘international relations’ must tackle 
is “International Relations as culture,” its modern and contemporary one. In other words, “International 
Relations as Culture” or epistemology of ‘international relations’ is not only a study of disciplinary history, 
but more than that, it is a history of ideas. It is also a bridgehead to break the “circuit that reproduces the 
deadlock between international relations theory and the history of ideas,” and to keep the perspective of the 
history of ideas in the study of international relations69.

The first task here is also to break away from present-centrism. Many of precedent studies, whether 
intentionally or unintentionally, fall into an ahistorical interpretation of history by strongly adopting a “rear-
view mirror fashion” in their search for the origin of present theories of international relations. The question 
is how to construct a new perspective on the history of ideas that breaks away from this tendency and how to 
reread the preceding discussion.

Second, the issue of <international 1> and <international 2> also comes into play here. For, most of the 
preceding studies have been conducted from an <international 1> perspective. As in the case of “international 
relations as culture,” it will be a difficult task to comprehensively grasp and integrate the perception of 
international relations as interstate relations and the perception of various actors crossing national borders. 
But in the end, it must be done.

4. One Culture?

Atsushi Sugita, one of the leading political theorist in Japan, concludes his article, which outlines the 
political theories of the 20th century and looks forward to the 21st century, by stating that “the problem 
facing political theory today is not ‘liberation’ from the state, but ‘opening’ of all boundaries that bind our 
imagination”70. He defines the political theory of the 20th century as “the political theory of the nation-state 
era” and clarifies the characteristics of the totality of nationalization pressure, relying on Foucault and others, 
and examines the significance and limitations of liberalism as an attempt of pluralism in opposition to this. 
Then, Sugita states, “We know that the unit of the nation is arbitrary, but since any other unit is arbitrary,”71 
“the conventional strategy of counterposing one unit to relativize another unit must itself be called into 
question”72.

Since any unit has arbitrary or coincidental nature, in the sense of its historical existence and artificial in 
the sense that it is the outcome of power relations, we should not assume that some “herd” must be assumed 
a priori as a good/bad unit. Nevertheless, political theory must inevitably refer to some kind of unit, and the 
gist of Sugita’s argument is that it is necessary to give sufficiently nominalistic consideration to any actor and 
to continue to question the practical meaning of the unit even after it has been chosen.

This paper also shares the same awareness of the challenge of trying to grasp the phenomenon without 
trying to fix the boundary setting itself in advance. However, while Sugita’s point of departure is to reflect 
on the arbitrariness of units, there would be a more positive goal to go further and develop a theory that 
consistently captures the aspects of separation/dispersion, conflict/coexistence of all arbitrary “herds,” 
including nations, while maintaining such reflection he underlined. That is the goal for International Cultural 

69 Tetsuya Sakai, “The Formation of ‘International Relations Theory’,” Sobun (May 2001), p. 7.
70 Atsushi Sugita, “ZENTAISEI TAGENSEI KAIHOUSEI [Totality, Plurality, and Openness],” in 20 SEIKI NO SEIJIGAKU 

[Political Science in the 20th Century], ed. by the Japanese Political Science Association, Iwanami Shoten, 2000, pp. 3-17.
71 Ibid., p. 16.
72 Ibid.
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Relations. What ICR should do is as follows: to construct a human historical and ideological perspective 
that avoids present-centrism and ahistoricism in grasping international relations as a whole; to detach itself 
from ‘level-adhesion’ between subject and attribute and should adopt the ambiguity and non-determinism of 
synergy and rivalry as prerequisite; to build a theory that integrates <international 1> and <international 2> 
or of ‘immobile’ and ‘mobile’ international relations. 

In addition, we must always be aware of ‘who’ makes a certain boundary setting. It was Brubaker and 
Cooper who discussed the necessity of avoiding the confusion between the analytical concept derived 
from researchers and the practical concept derived from the people involved, in the context of the abuse 
of the concept of ‘identity’73. They argued that the fact that people use ‘identity’ frequently today does not 
automatically make it appropriate to use the term as an academic analytical concept, and examined the 
relevance of ‘identity’ as an analytical concept and its substitutability by other terms.

The term ‘culture’ as well as ‘identity’ is abused in the modern world as a concept that creates boundaries 
of difference and superiority/inferiority, and is one of the most difficult concepts to handle where analytical 
concepts and practical concepts infiltrate each other.

Relatively speaking, research based on “culture in the narrow sense” is more likely to be mixed with 
practical concepts, and the issue is to make a sharp distinction between the two. In this sense, International 
Cultural Relations in the narrow sense is an academic discipline that mainly observes phenomena that people 
call “culture” in the real world while avoiding such confusion, and has the potential to enrich the study of 
international relations from within, including both <international 1> and <international 2> in its perspective. 
It has the potential to enrich the study of international relations from the inside.

On the other hand, research based on “culture in the broad sense” has relatively little possibility of mixing 
with the concept of practice. To apply the term International Cultural Relations to research based on “culture 
in the broad sense,” which aims to conduct research outside of the study of international relations and not to 
be subordinated to any existing school or theoretical position within, would be useful to keep the perspective 
of human history and the history of ideas connected to the study of international relations. At the same time, 
calling “international relations” and “International Relations,” which are the object of “culture in the broad 
sense,” ‘culture’ can be regarded as a convenient nomenclature to separate the researcher’s existence from 
these phenomena as much as possible and to establish a position from which to analyze them with taking a 
certain distance.

In this way, culture in the narrow and broad sense as an analytical concept, although they are at different 
distance from the practical concept, could function as a neutral one, as a common property of humanity as a 
whole, rather than as an ideological device of exclusion and inclusion, while avoiding a cultural reductionist 
orientation. The introduction of the perspective of two cultures provides an opportunity to correct the existing 
research tendency in IR. On the one hand, “culture in the narrow sense,” it opens the opportunity to modify 
IR theories which tend to be formed only by deviations in evaluation of <sovereign state systems(anarchy) + 
state-centrism + power politics>. On the other hand, “culture in the broad sense,” could be a breakthrough for 
the study of international relations to find its potential for interactive and constructive exchanges with other 
disciplines and for discussions open to society. In this sense, I believe that International Cultural Relations 
can provide a perspective for discovering clues to solving the problems that Buzan and Little pointed out, 
which was mentioned at the beginning of this paper.

Thus, the researcher of International Cultural Relations, while making the good use of the two cultures, 
freely moves in and out of the study of international relations, attempts analysis and synthesis by shifting 
perspectives, and takes upon himself the task of enriching and opening up the study of international relations 
both from inside and to the outside. This work can be carried out either as a division of labor within one 

73 Rogers Brubaker and Frederick Cooper, “Beyond ‘identity’,” Theory and Society 29-1(2000), pp.1-47.
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individual or as a collaborative effort by a group of researchers. This is the author’s vision of what International 
Cultural Relations should be.


