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Introduction

   If archive research is essentially important for progress in the study of international history, the problem of methodology is also faced by us as a question which we cannot make light of, either.  The classical idea of international history was presented by Pierre Renouvin, who questioned the traditional discipline of diplomatic history, which had been satisfied with a description of diplomatic intercourses between nation states.  He made a challenging proposal for a synthetic and multidisciplinary study, short of world history.  In response to this encouragement, diverse attempts have successfully been made.  Particularly interesting for me was the fact that some congresses of CHIR reexamined traditional perceptions in view of their births, developments, transformations and declines.

   That approach had a significant meaning as an attempt at dialogue with general theory. of international relations.   In my opinion, howver, one may also start by questioning the premise for so-called general theories itself.  Particularly in recent decades, IR study has shown colorful development even to the point, where critical theories on it were born, and further, criticism on its extreme specialization and even demands for a synthetic approach has come up.  Needless to say, the English School has been outstanding for its contribution to advance in historical approach.
 

 The purpose of my paper is to say something, even if trivial, in this stream of reappraisal to IR study, and, at the same time also to serve discussion on the methodology of international history,  I could not resist the lure of putting forth an idea I have carried on the basis of my own poor experience of research and teachin.  The topic I have chosen is the fact that, while realities of international scene have worked as stumbling blocks for discourses of historical development, our existent perception supposed to serve as a standard for observing the international scene has rooms for reconsideration.
   In the following chapters, I will first examine the existent perception of so-called “international relations” to propose the perception of “relatedness”, which I have managed to reach in my thinking, which happened to be in the Japanese language (I and II).  Then, I will go to examine three different approaches to historical development - a classical Westphalian discourse, which assumes a system consisting of “atomized” states, the discourse of modernization theory, which formed itself in the neglect of the problem of “time lag” in the international scene, and the discourse of globalization, which misses both time and distance in a kind of virtual reality – in the light of my proposed perception (III, IV, V). 
I “Kankei”, Relation and Relations
   The Japanese words “kokusai kankei” usually assumed to be corresponding to the English “international relations” are composed of two different words.  The word “kokusai” meaning “international” was created by Yoshiaki Mizukuri, a translater of Jeremy Benthum’s work on international law.
  This word itself is problematic, because the international society has transformed itself and became diversified.  Nation states grew into colonial empires and lived the period of “grossraum" as a harbinger for the age of integration.  While states more or less “retreated”, international organizations, transnational actors and even individuals came up on to the stage in parallel with them.
  However, our more essential trouble is that the second word “kankei” means two different things, which may serve us to develop discussion particularly in the field of international studies.  The Japanese dictionary usually explains the word “kankei” by giving two different cases: (1) intercourse between individuals or groups of individuals, (2) relation or relatedness between things or individuals.  While it is common that Japanese students have used the words of “kokusai kankei” in terms of (1), it is also true that some have used it also in the sense of (2).

   It is not rare that two different meanings are being fused into one and the same word, and that the very fact invites discussion on an important problem.  In this case, the lack of differential plural apparently contributed to the fusion of the two meanings, which does not happen in many other languages including the English, apart from the necessity of lingua-psychological examination.  In my own opinion, however, the happy fusion may bridge and overcome what seems to be an insurmountable gap in international studies to strike out a synthesis of international relations and regional studies.

   At the starting point of international study in Japan, the curriculums of international relations and those of respective area (regional) studies had been juxtaposed in an institute of liberal arts.  The idea of synthesis of international relations and area (regional) studies, which had already been put forth by some of the concerned, was materialized in one and the same curriculum of a newly born institute of another university, and once the new system was officially approved, it  was followed in a relatively short time by other universities.  A trouble was that the synthetic idea appeared to be nearly impossible in practical stages, owing to disciplinary differences  between international relations and area (regional) studies, with the former belonging to social science dealing with “relations” (intercourse) between nations, and the latter belonging to humanities dealing with different (national) cultures in comparative terms.
  A key to the solution of this knotty problem was apparently the conception of “relation” ( preferably, “relatedness”, as I will explain later).  The reason for this is in the fact that the conception potentially lies as the basis for comparison and also for the observation of intercourse.
   To begin with the basis for comparison, I remember a scene which I myself witnessed in the first half of the 1950s – a really old story.  In an accidental joint meeting of teachers of international relations and comparative studies at a university, which had been a harbinger of liberal arts in Japan, I was impressed with words a professor of comparative philosophy mumbled: “Ah, I have now realized.  Comparison is possible, only when the things are related to each other!” Nothing new came out of that meeting, but, that statement was correct.  A mere comparison for comparison will never produce any positive results, but for questioning why one is so different from the other.  Unless the cause for differences be explained in terms of time and space, discussion on differences appears to be anything but a mere waste of time.

   The problem of “relation” necessarily comes up at least, once intercourse between individuals or groups of individuals has come into being.  Any two individuals, or groups of individuals who have relations with each other necessarily reflect their respective positions in an interconnected space.  In any intercourse between actors, one can discern “relation” lying there, only if one wish to do it.
   Before going to discuss in the limited scope of international studies, however, I would like to stop here to define our concept of “relation” in more general terms.  I have been aware of a recent trend at home and abroad that the term of “relationship” (often put into Japanese as “kankei-sei” ) assumed to be a synonym of it has frequently been used by scholars of different fields or commentators.  While that term sounds very close to what I have called “relation” in my preceding discussin, there has been a division in the way of using it.
   On the one hand, not a few people have meant no more than a functional relation.  For example, a comic artist soothed frustrated people in office by referring to the “superior – subordinate relation”.
  Or, economists characterize an aspect of the Japanese micro economy by using the term of “kankei sei” to describe the “Main Bank System”, in which specific banks customarily “take care of” (monitor) specific enterprises.

   On the other hand, other people use the same word in the context of momentum for commitments, or the consciousness of responsibility.. For instance, the conception of “relationship” (for which a Japanese researcher has used the word “kankei-sei”) has been developed on the spots of medical treatment to improve the weak position of patients vis a vis doctors, or in any general case, where an asymmetry of the weak and the strong works under the disguise of formal equality..
  This seems to be only natural and more significant.  Once any specific relation (functional relation) has been recognized between individuals or things, human beings may use the knowledge to serve improvements, so far as the relation produces inequality or discrimination in the society. While I support the latter interpretation of “kankei sei”, I propose the word of “relatedness” as the synonym of that, not only because “relation” has rooms for different interpretations, but also because “relatedness” implies a situation of commitment more positively than “relationship”.  

II “Relatedness” and Diachronic International Studies  
   In spite of the growth of the idea of “relation” oriented theories in various disciplines, prevailing general theories of International Relations fail to have much to do with that trend. A superficial observation may lead us to believe that easily we can find certain cases similar to our proposal.  For example, the theory of interdependence contends that actors in the international society could not be independent from each other, and that there can be any possibilities for cooperation.  Firstly, “relatedness” is different from “interdependence” in the sense that the former assumes diverse cases, including that of subjugation.  Secondly, the perception of “interdependence” implies a functional relation, excluding any rooms for change.

 Superficially speaking, the linkage theory may be another case carrying “relation” oriented hues even more than the theory of interdependence.  It is not only concerned with relations between states, but also between the domestic and the foreign policy.  Being different from the theory of interdependence only concerned with a certain situation, the linkage theory deals with “a given interaction sequence”, in which “the entities continue to be related in some fashion, however distant and remote they may be from each other”.
  Further, it is concerned with “behavioral events”, which “occur in sufficiently rapid sequence to permit their identification and classification as relatively discrete episodes, well-founded in time”.
  However, case studies standing on the basis of the linkage theory is apparently concerned with some commonness which makes actors play a troll by producing similar phenomena in different entities through interaction, showing itself to be different essentially from the theory of “relatedness”, which connects different things in a diachronic chain covering a good many years.

  More than anything, however, what distinguish between the above two theories ( theories of interdependence and linkage) and our idea under discussion is that, while the former are essentially general theoretical, the latter, not.  Apart from basic doctrines of modern science born in the process of specialization in the Modern Ages, which necessarily carry the features of natural science, I wonder how problems of complicated contemporary world, even if things may take place in any pseudo-circles, could be understood without historical perspective.  A general theory can present at most a picture of synchronically juxtaposed phenomena, which do exist there actually as the result of respective historical processes.       

   It is characteristic that we can see a logic of “relatedness” in amateurs’ discriptions or criticisms of international problems rather than in their academic theories.  An European case is a criticism by Max Jakobson on the conception of “Nordic Balance”, which had once prevailed in and around Scandinavia in the 1970-80s.
  In a comment on the classical balance of power interpretation of the very perception, Jakobson implied that what had kept Scandinavia as an atoll of peace and stability was anything but a troll of the balance of power dynamics.  It was precisely Scandinavian “comonness in diversity” among respectively related actors.  Apart from political circumstances surrounding Jakobson as a spokesperson of President Kekkonen, his contention is in its context very close to that of our discussion on “relatedness”, particularly in view of a logic of responsibility for the regional stability. 
   What may be interpreted as another case close to discussion of “relatedness” was presented by Paik Nak-Chon, a Korean specialist of the “Third World literature”, who discussed “Japan as a Korean problem and Korea as a Japanese problem.”
   He thinks that “it is importamt to see the two problems together in their mutual relatedness”.  However, his starting point is different from any “synchronic observation” of the two neighboring countries, as his following words shows: “Japan as a Korean problem dates back to the days before Korea’s division and may in fact be seen as a cause for the latter…..” 

 These two cases may appear to be similar to those of linkage theory.  Yet, Finland’s case had her own unique historical background with her relatedness to the Soviet question.  The subject of Paik’s discussion was not a story of mere interaction, though he mentions many contemporary problems including the Japan’s policy of 9% economic growth, which caused waves of greedy capitalism in East Asia. His contntion apparently demanded a reappraisal of Japan’s position in East Asia since the birth of Modern Japan.

   When we attempt at a positive definition of the idea of “kankeisei” or “relatedness”, I think we have to discuss a diachronic feature of this approach, and possible disciplinary contexts in which the “kankeisei” is expected to work.  While “relations” to be observed by such as IR study work in the synchronic arena of  the Modern State System, “relatedness” works in a picture of diachronic diversity.   “Relations” and “relatedness” are accompanied by each other.  If different peoples live scattered and separate without mutual relations, “relatedness” may come out only in the mind of observers belonging to generations to come, taking shape in the so-called “world history in the broad sense”.  Only when peoples came into relations with each other, the sense of “relatedness” could be born in their consciousness.  Unless relations become frequent and ordinary, what relates peoples to each other could be nothing but of accidental nature..  However, it was precisely the Modern Ages that peoples became related to each other essentially owing to growing world capitalism.

    I come to discuss the second question I have raised.  The disciplinary aspect of “relatedness” varies.  Human beings are living in intercourse with each other, with different factors as mediums – power, goods, institution and value system - , though different fields are being entangled with each other in their respective ways.  In my own opinion, however, our perception of “relatedness is particularly concerned with the power political and the market economy levels.
   Looking back on the modern history, we realize that the Modern State System and the world market economy have developed with hand in hand, transforming themselves.    As I mentioned in the above, actors in international relations have increasingly diversified, and the market economy or the realities of the capital have also changed considerably.
III  vs. Westphalian Discourse
　　The so-called “Westphalian System”, or traditionally called “Modern State System”, no doubt found a solution to abominable chaos at the end of the Middle Ages.  The fact put the contemporaries before a new prospect for the world.  The belief in a structure of equal sovereignties, or the belief that the modern world was composed of atomized actors with permeability (meaning “nation states” with equal conditions) covered the realties of the modern international arena, where states of different development showed life and death struggles under expanding capitalism.  That contradiction between belief and realities were being recognized by revolutionaries, for instance, by Kartl Marx carrying a totally negative view of the international society, who designed a strategy of European revolution to be initiated by the overthrow of Tsarist Russia as the head temple of reactionaries.

   The early diagram of Modern State System became far less adaptable to the realities of the world toward the “Age of Imperialism”.  The belief in a homogeneous international society composed of equal nation states prevailed even among the labor class in countries oriented toward “welfare states”, particularly apart from the Bolsheviks who noticed the unequal development of contemporary world as a momentum for world revolution.  This situation was reflected even in academic circles’ discussions on the Age of imperialism.   
   If I have to find its example in the realm of my knowledge, I have to mention a dispute among Japanese historians in postwar years.  While not a few historians were of the opinion that the forming of the world of  Imperialism had taken place only on the premise that all the Great Powers had respectively attained a “standard” for the “highest stage of capitalism” defined by Lenin, Bokuro Eguchi, a researcher with a profound knowledge also of diplomatic history, presented another hypothesis that Great Powers under different conditions of economic development formed the world of imperialism through playing different roles corresponding to their respective situations
  He reminded his readers of Lenin’s description of “militaristic-feudalistic imperialism”, contending that, in parallel with advanced countries like Great Britain, France and Germany, late comers like Russia and Japan also contributed to the forming of the world of imperialism in their respective ways.  Although it was later proved that Japan had already exported capital to Korea at the time of the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-5, the fact does not devaluate the meaning of Eguchi’s arguments, so far as they were essentially concerned with a methodological question. 
   Further, Eguchi connected his picture of diverse developments with a description of dynamic political process leading to the outbreak of the First World War.  In my opinion, this makes the dual meaning of “kankei” come up clearly concerning Japan and Russia.  In terms of ordinary diplomatic history, Japan scarcely played a role in the process.  In terms of deep thinking of relatedness, however, Japan was related to the cause of the War, precisely because she was a late comer.  Great Britain found non–European Japan as her partner in a new situation with challenges on all sides, contributing to the outbreak of the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-5.  Freed from her tradition of “Splendid isolation”, and owing to Russia’s withdrawal from Far East, Great Britain was allied with France and Russia only to deepen confrontation with Germany.
   Also, Russia was only a member of the Entente confronting the Alliance, if a simple diagram of alliances is in question.  In deeper meaning, however, Russia was related to world historical process in its own way.  Russia was achieving a rapid growth of heavy industries in the sacrifice of peasants only partially “liberated” from serfdom, and exploited also as seasoned labor in cities.  The Russo-French Alliance of 1891-94 promising a considerable Russian military cooperation with France was backed up by voluminous French economic contribution to Russia to assist Russian economic development, as well as to help the Russian government to put down peasants’ rebellion in its own country, contributed in a unique way to the process to the War.
< vs. The Discourse of Modernization>

   W. W. Rostow, an economic advisor to J. F. Kennedy, once struck out a theory of modernization, according to which any country has a common pattern of economic development.  On the way of modernization, every country experiences inevitable stages of “taxing”, “taking off” and “going up into the sky”, like an airplane.  The theory modeled after the Marxist classical doctrine of development with a total exclusion of the conception of “production relation”
 prevailed very soon in academic circles of area study, in addition to its strategic purpose to serve the President John F. Knnedy’s policy of “Alliance for Progress”.
  For all the brilliant presentations, however, the theory lacked consideration to an important factor, international scene.
  In the realities of history, different from the scene of athletic competition where each runner keeps the rule of track, a predecessor can step out to obstruct followers, even jump upon their backs to enjoy colonial free riding.  Countries or societies modernizing in “time-lag” are related to each other in the arena for competition of the contemporary world.  Since not a few writers have discussed the ideological impact on the “third world”, I will turn around to examine the case of Russia, whose “modernization”, could never be explained without consideration to the international scene.
      

When the theory of modernization was applied to Russian study, as it was applied to many other area studies, it produced a new interpretation of the Russian Revolution of 1917: But for the outbreak of the First World War, Russia, which had continued a rapid economic development since the end of the nineteenth century, might have attained remarkable achievement soon even to compete with advanced Western Powers.  As was showed in III, however, realities of history had taken a different course.  It was precisely the rapid and asymmetric development of heavy industries of the Tsarist Empire that considerably contributed to the accumulation of causes for the outbreak of the First World War.
 The Russian Revolution and the birth of the Soviet State reflected the situation of “backward” but “rapidly modernizing” Russia in the international circumstances as its background.  And, the same situation survived the revolution to cast its shadow on the Soviet history.
It is apparently misleading either to attribute all causes for Stalinism to Russian “totalitarian” features, or to define it as the Russian way to “modernization”.  In that sense, it seems to the point that the recent trend of Russian study in the Western academic circles has notified the strong impact of international circumstances upon the Soviet domestic politics.
  One may scarcely deny the role of Stalin’s leadership in Soviet politics at the time of external crisis.  In other words, the Soviet system failed to imbibe pressure by the world capitalism and the hostile international political circumstances, but radiated it into the domestic politics.  Yet, the question at stake in the context of our discussion is again the “picture” of relatedness in a specific period.  

The Inter-War Period, on which I would like to focus my discussion here, may be described as the prehistory of the Cold War Period, in which the ideas of “living space” was prevailing.  Except for a cosmopolitanism carried by the United States still waiting for its turn, such factors as time-worn colonialism, Europeanism in cradle, crazy racism and “Socialism in On Country” were working as ideologies for diverse designs for “living spaces”.  In this context, I have to hurry to mention the question of scale which made the Soviet Union survive the period.  What “international relations” did develop, then?  
As a description of the international scene of the ninety-thirties, there have prevailed a discourse of “international relations”: Great Britain and France appeased Nazi Germany, and adamantly refused to be allied with the Soviet Union, who had rather  well accustomed to the traditional policy of balance of power. (Frederick L. Schuman is known as the earliest watcher with such an opinion.)  This discourse of “international relations” may become more intelligible by referring to a discourse of “relatedness”: there was an asymmetrical structure with Great Britain sticking to the defense of her old Empire, France faltering in the fear of division of Europe and only the Soviet Union adapted to the statism with the immense expanse of her territory. The Cold War may be described as a phenomenon which took place as a continuation of the prewar international situation, though with such additional factors as the Fascist Powers’ defeat, the United States’ participation with an overwhelming influence, and  peoples’ movements suppressed or neglected at the intensification of the Cold War.
V  vs. Globalization Discourse
   What characterizes the intellectual situation in the world since the “End of the Cold War” is a prevalence of the word of “Globalization”, which does not necessarily mean any acceptance of the idea by peoples living in different regions.  According to a dictionary, the word “globalize” means “to make global”.  Anything could be the object to be made global: things, customs, ideas, knowledge, information, technologies or even feelings.  The development of IT communication technologies contributed particularly to the sudden and rapid growth of “globalization” phenomena since around the turn of century.  A popular discourse of “globalization” is such that any two persons can communicate each other on the inter-net to share a common feeling of living on the globe at the same moment, and to have, for instance, any dealings as fellow traders on the spot.  Thus, they can trade anything valuable even equal to the revenue of a small country, without recognition that they are far from being based on popular daily life in any regions.

   A problem haunting the conception of “Globalization” is that no attempt at any reappraisal of the existent naming has been done, though many writers including those supporting the idea are scarcely satisfied with the concept. 
 A certain researcher critical on the existent name commented that it was too late to reconsider the naming, now that it had so prevailed in the world.  Yet, the fact remains that the concept lives on misunderstanding, unless any semantic question be raised.

   People may imagine how the globe is only in a figurative sense most likely derived from a terrestrial globe, whose paper made surface is slippery, though, in reality, the surface of the globe is only uneven with insurmountable mountains, valleys and seas.  The word “globalization” drives people to believe that they can easily share things, customs, ideas, knowledge, information, technologies and even feelings, unaware of unfathomable crevasses they are leaping over.
   The perception of “globalization” has created “virtual realities” among people to put the realities out of sight.  The word has concealed the following two matters.  Firstly, it covered the fact of unequal “globalization”, which has necessarily happened because of regional differentiation, by scattering an impression that the phenomena were taking place equal and general.
  Secondly, the word “globalization” has probably misled people to a belief that general “globalizations” took place in a joint process, though actually “globalizations” had taken place in respective fields in close connection with specific political powers, specific “national interest” and so on.

   As for the first one, inequality is taking place as those within states and those between states, or, in other words, “advanced “ countries and countries belonging to the so-called “Third World”.  Many researchers are writing that “liberalism” has created increasing inequalities, for all those contentions that “globalization” has overcome national frontiers to do away with regional differences.
   Contention on the second case can be found, for instance, in critical comments on the conception of “global standard”, with the Japanese–American relationship as an example. According to an economist, Masaru Kaneko, the United States contributed to  a situation in which Japan jumped into “babble economy” finally to degenerate in deflation.  But, it was only a beginning of the last.  While Japan enjoyed low price yen, the U. S. government let the situation go.  Then, the accumulated Japanese money moved to the United States where the high interests was being maintained.  In spite of her “twin deficits”, the United States maintained her influential position in world economy.  This was not any natural course of event, but the result of American economic policy.

   Here we can say that “globalization”, which assumes its general features, has again formed itself on the ignorance or exclusion of “international scene”.  Then, how is it possible for us to grasp the “international scene”?  A very interesting case can be found in Urlich Beck’s discussion.  He writes: “One should speak of world society when global players see each other as differently related to one and the same world, and this becomes reflexive”.
  This statement is worthy of our notice, not only because he puts an importance on the situation of being “related”, but also notifies actors’ “different experiences”.

   However, what we need notice is two things.  The first question is: who are “players”?  They are essentially supposed to be individuals, or any units – either nation states, international organizations, regions, subregions, transnational movements, ethnicities, feminism, the human beings, or any other category, with which individuals feel they are identified.  The second question is: On what occasion?  Not on a “particular occasion”, because individuals are living in an age of crisis.  And the third question is: To what are they related?  The answer may be: They are related to “others as contemporary problems”.  “One and the same world” is yet a “virtual reality”, which could only be attained essentially with individuals’ initiatives, and through increasing mutual understanding beyond the yoke of history.
 
By Way of Conclusion
　　I have to admit that this my paper is still practically a manuscript subject to improvements in plot and documentation.  Yet, I think I can say by way of conclusion as followds:  

　　What we need in contemporary world is the recognition of “relatedness”.  The reason for this may only easily be understood.  The Modern Ages may be described as the period of division and specialization.  The history of international relations shows this more than anything.  The world of diversity and confusion came to be divided into nation states with territories separated by clear boundary lines, and there dominated a “State System” with a set of three corollaries of “sovereignty”, “international law” and “the balance of power”.  While the development of technology made nation states change into empires, blocs with “living spaces” and even two gigantic camps of alliance, their boundary lines cut peoples’ intercourse with increasing strictness.

   Below the surface of water, however, reversal moves had increased in strength, accompanied by the “retreat of states”, orientation toward integration, moves of people, goods and money and the awakening of ethnicities and people’s movements everywhere in the world, all of which have demanded the thoroughgoing transformation of existent international system through connecting things, instead of dividing.  If so, actors’ consciousness that they are being related “anyhow” to any problems in contemporary world may be said as the first requisite.

   The classical system dividing people into nation states has obstinately survived in any new designs only to be betrayed by realities of the world, either through missing diverse domestic affairs (the Westphalian discourse), through ignoring struggles between entities (the modernization discourse) or through hiding itself behind a jump into the virtual reality of “globalization”.

   On the other hand, however, the version of  “relatedness” have transformed itself according as the actor in the international scene has diversified even to the point, where nation states, international organizations, regions, subregions, transnational movements, ethnicities, feminism, the human beings and even individuals, with the last one as essential actors.  Since an individual assumedly lives with the identity of diverse dimensions, the problem of choice for any individual is more important than never.    .                         
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