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B SRR SR R0 T BB A%E € 1 (International Studies Association )
¥EER Margaret G. Hermann fE—A/\ERIBRIER TSR » BB ERE B&
TEMEE 1 (Tower of the Babel ) —1 > RMESASENTHNRES  FEE
EERAESRE RS — T#REHE AT, (administrative holding company ) i~=2
— A — B FI B PRSI B R R - BB T IR E LIRS (stereotypes ) * FHEET
Wz HRERE ONEERRMI  BHHEEESH  LEREAFAANHA -0
Martin Shaw #tiR » BB REREE B2 MHE T F/E (paradox ) » R A
FHPW ~ BBIRE FFE (postrealist) HWE SR (RER DWW E R A » WHEHR
HEFHENERER  BHEFREARVREFENRS  -GCEBSWHE  REE
£ MRE NS (assumptions) ° MRBEBETFENEBERRZBERFIE
( state institutions ) K3 & MHIBHRIIR M ABIEHZL » ERRRDEENN—E

¥ KXREB GRS (FHERE NSC89-2414-H-135-001 ) Z &85 » e b BH -
HO FKEENEBELAHLSERELHRATCEEBEYRRXARNEE » BH%RKAMK - Margaret G. Hermann,
“ One Field, Many Perspectives: Building the Foundations for Dialogue,” International Studies
Quarterly, Vol. 42, No. 4 (Dec. 1998), pp. 605~ 624,
@ Christopher Hill and Pamela Beshoff, eds., Two Worlds of International Relations: Academics,
Practitioners and the Trade in Ideas (London: Routledge, 1994).
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#40 Stephen M. Walt AiTEH » BIBREEH RUIR 3K 5 B B %5 5 b 15 Bl IR B (R TR 52 22
% » AEMATEENE—EHEEATR - BERNEHF A RF B R RER -
THE » EREEEEELS  LHSBEHARKRE  BESRAREREMND I - HepE
ERRE "HEEH ) (realism) ~ THHFEFE, (liberalism) # "E#F2, (con-
structivism ) ° ®

BHEH > B#EE Wales Aberystwyth #9232 5K David Davies 5 R~ ¥ X BB H
# ( Woodrow Wilson ) #E#{E K "EEHEE | ( League of Nations ) B3 » iB— 7L
— JLEEFE & HIF University of Wales 5% 37 B MR BUA Y S BB B S BUA FEE ( Woodrow
Wilson Chair of International Politics) * BB R SR T GEREL —REAKX
BREEDNEE - OR AR HERHAHERSERERER » 5 HEERHRERE
—P9E8El - (H—BAsh » RRAWIEMERmE TR AR ( great debates)
ESERRKTZ - MRNER AR o R85 MRS H & RABRITEY
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FEAN NS U ST BRI ER B R -
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5@ Martin Shaw, “ The State of International Relations,” in Sarah Owen-Vanderluit, ed., The State
and Identity Construction in International Relations (London: Macmillan, 2000), p. 3.

#H® #h Stephen M. Walt MERFBREEH (neorealism) ¥ HMEHE (neoliberalism) 3 E mkl& T #
(liberal institutionalism) * B REE FHH H h FE H WM ° Stephen M. Walt, “ International
Relations: One World, Many Theories,” Foreign Policy, No. 110 (Spring 1998), pp. 29~ 39.

#® University of Wales, “ History of the Department of International Politics,” <http://www.aber.ac.
uk/ ~inpwww/history_brief.html>. R BEBERAMK (BUE) RB—ME2HERE » 28 Brian C.
Schmidt, The Political Discourse of Anarchy: A Disciplinary History of International Relations
(Albany: State University of New York, 1998).

#® Stanley Hoffmann, “ An American Social Science: International Relation,” Daedalus, No. 106 (Summer
1977, pp. 41~ 60; reprinted in James Der Derian, ed. International Theory: Critical Investigations
(New York: New York University Press, 1995), pp. 212~ 241; Steve Smith, “ Paradigm Dominance
in International Relations: The Development of International Relations as a Social Science,” in
Hugh C. Dyer and Leon Mangasarian, eds., The Study of International Relations: The State of the
Art (London: The Macmillan Press Ltd., 1989), pp. 3~ 27; Ekkehart Krippendorff, “ The Dominance
of American Approaches in International Relations,” in Hugh C. Dyer and Leon Mangasarian,
eds., The Study of International Relations, pp. 28~ 39.
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HREE, <R

Ray Maghroori SRE S — R R KRB RE - BB RWFRERE = RAESR ¢
B—RR—NZ0 - MOFERW "HEFE, H THREXSE, <fHm s FRE—N
EO - AROERK MEfiEs, 8 "FEEE, 28R F=RE-NW\OERH "1
BE¥Xs, B 2R, 2RRm -0

Miles Kahler F i RE—KRE—H1L=0 » ZOFEMRW "HEBF= | H "HEFHK,
BEZRRE—NRO ~ LOERN TEMAIK, B "Rk, s F=R2—NAN0 » A0
FERNUBERF L (state-centric) ~ B ( rationalist model ) RNEHS

5@ 268 Yosef Lapid, “ The Third Debate: On the Prospects of International Theory in a Post-Positivist

Era,” International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 3 (Sep. 1989), pp. 235~ 254. Thomas J. Biersteker,

“ Critical Reflections on Post-Positivism in International Relations,” International Studies Quarterly,
Vol. 33, No. 3 (Sep. 1989), pp. 263~ 267; Jim George, “ International Relations and the Search for
Thinking Space: Another View of the Third Debate,” International Studies Quarterly, Vol, 33, No.
3 (Sep. 1989), pp. 269~279. Brian C. Schmidt, * The Historiography of Academic International
Relations,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 20, No. 4 (Oct. 1994), pp. 349~ 367; Georg Sorensen,
“IR Theory after the Cold War,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 24, Special Issue (Dec.
1998), pp. 83~ 100; Brian C. Schmidt, The Political Discourse of Anarchy: A Disciplinary History
of International Relations (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1998), pp. 7~ 10.

#® Ray Maghroori, “ Introduction: Major Debates in International Relations,” in Ray Maghroori and
Bennett Ramberg, eds., Globalism Versus Realism: International Relations’ Third Debate (Boulder:
Westview Press, 1982), pp. 9~ 22.

#O® Kahler B 1960 » 1970 ERGEHMAFIRE T - #18 d T HHAFHG ZEOER  REXK
R %R © Miles Kahler, “ Inventing International Relations: International Relations Theory After
1945,” in Michael W. Doyle and G. John Ikenberry, eds., New Thinking in International Relations
Theory (Boulder: Westview Press, 1997), pp. 20~ 53,
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Michael Banks £ — L\ A FEREE N EEMAHEREE SMHS —RE X
LU EBRREETE IR RERNER S S EHHE 2 R © ©Paul R. Viott
and Mark V. Kauppi IV E %% - S UFBHERKFHFEREHAERN =T
FMETR (alternative images ) ° OERWFEEE T URHFSEENSE > Hiks
IR 2 —  EENSE - A > BEFEREn &k "HE MR (inter-para-
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Brian C. Schmidt FIZB— N ZO0FRKXKE—~NMOERYRRE FRHEEHF
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TRBAZHEZNEL » Ole Waever FIRBENXK » FERB—INNOER
B T#EM:FEE | (rationalism ) 82 " KEFE#E | (reflectivism ) ZHH » HURLE—
AFOFERM rf_ﬂi’lﬁﬂ&%:‘ﬁ 4 (rational choices) 82 " f## ¥ %, ( deconstructi-
vism ) ZEE c @B — (IR EE MR KRR EE Z Fred Halliday > 35—/ 0
EREE f%:iﬁ.ﬁi%ﬂ’]?:lll‘%%%@aﬁ  AIERFENAK KRR -0
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FE—RKEERWBLE » HE 2 Edward H. Carr fE— A= NEH R The Twenty
Years’ Crisis » #1H BT & ( BHEAER) BHBENIT (REE(CHERFERE -
TEER - B AEZE) > il "B, (utopia) 7EH "HE, (reality)
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##@ Michael Banks, “ The Inter-Paradigm Debate,” in A. J. R. Groom and Margot Light, eds., International
Relations: A Handbook of Current Theory (London: Pinter, 1985), pp. 7~ 26.

HO MAFLESHRE%E] James N. Rosenau HEBBUAHRRTSE (BP0 SA0 - 2FRPL)
HIF2 % » Paul R. Viotti and Mark V. Kauppi, International Relations Theory: Realism, Pluralism,
Globalism, 3rd ed. (New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1999), pp. 6~ 12.

#® Brian C. Schmidt, The Political Discourse of Anarchy: A Disciplinary History of International
Relations, pp. 7~ 10.

F® Ole Waever, “ The Rise and Fall of the Inter-Paradigm Debate,” in Steve Smith, Ken Booth and
Marysia Zalewski, eds., International Theory: Positivism and Beyond (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996), pp. 149~ 185.

HO® YT RARMTR  RSMUEER (" ) EEESREE MK KR - Fred Halliday, Rethinking
International Relations (Vancouver: University of British Columbia press, 1994), pp. 37~ 38.
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845 Norman Angell * Arnold Toynbee * Alfred Zimmern ° ®H H % - BEEIfRE
RN E LR B tie B F R BRI EE > DRMM& BREREE - b
YEBEEBHBE-NL_0  —AZONB/E—-ANOERNIMEEIF » BEEEEH
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hler #9EH%E » FEB—RAFESRT » "HEFE ) BN FEEEEZ Norman Angell f
James T. Shotwell > fff1&R5RFA A R FHITEEEZE ( democratic activism ) F S E
B2RAfR - ®William C. Olson and A. J. R. Groom fE— L A —FEHF HR T — K IFEFT R
K2R (R 78 8 0 E—International Relations Then and Now: Origins and Trends in
Interpretation * AR —i—AR~—NANTEEFEIEF - FRPMERHEEER
MEE R EEEL - MERRELEEFPERBEREERELBRNER : —A=—
ERIFBRMZE (a quest for peace) ' Uk —NIMA~—HSNOFEMHEBERMESN (a
quest for power) o IRAE (1991 £ ) AR Z TR » HEFT 2 IH 78 R0 H 3R H 4
It ©

%%ﬁ:ﬁ%ﬁ’l‘ﬁ%ﬁ%f’? » EEEE X HBIRERAE(F 0 EH#E— VR4 David
Long 1 Peter Wilson £ — Ju L AL &% T Thinkers of the Twenty Years’ Crisis: Inter-
War Idealism Re-assessed —& » fi7ai Bl Carr IR B = REEFHE, » BREE
A Alfred Zimmern * Norman Angell » Leonard Woolf * J. M. Keynes * David Mitr-
any ° @A T R 2 E SRR ) BARHMER - X [ERAFHEEN
HAHF #EE R Zimmern * L2 University of Wales B ERBUA % B BB B %N
B—{IEEEE (1919~21) - MRVE/FE REE TR A REIES - ®Norman Angell
WREHFAEEFREE » A RBENBERESAERBUFLEE  UE
EHEEBENTRET - oMEFHNBEETHRIT : @

OAEREZLA M > A EEEE

#® Edward H. Carr, The Twenty Years’ Crisis, 1919~ 1939: An Introduction to the Study of International
Relations (London: Macmillan, 1948, second ed.).

§¥@® Miles Kahler, “ Inventing International Relations: International Relations Theory After 1945,” pp.
20~ 53. BB Shotwell HBEMBUARIZFRIIEM » 2R Charles DeBenedetti, “ James T. Shotwell
and the Science of International Politics,” Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 89, No. 2 (Jun 1974),
pp. 379~ 395,

Z® William C. Olson and A. J. R. Groom, International Relations Then and Now: Origins and Trends
in Interpretation (London: Harper Collins Academic, 1991).

#FE® David Long and Peter Wilson, eds., Thinkers of the Twenty Years’ Crisis: Inter-War Idealism Re-
assessed (Oxford Clarendon Press, 1995). :

F® D.]J. Markwell, “ Sir Alfred Zimmern Revisited: Fifty Years On,” Review of International Studies,
Vol. 12, No. 4 (Oct. 1986), pp. 279~ 292.

@ C. Navari, “ The Great Illusion Revisited: The International Theory of Norman Angell,” Review of
International Studies, Vol. 15, No. 4 (1989), pp. 341~ 358.

# @ Charles W. Kegley, Jr., “The Neoliberal Challenge to Realist Theories of World Politics: An
Introduction,” in Charles W. Kegley Jr., ed., Controversies in International Relations Theory (New
York: St. Martin’s press, 1995), p. 4.
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FHEE X HBENRE S — (A Hans J. Morgenthau % Politics Among Nations:
The Struggle for Power and Peace —& » WEBRRRKEBHE FEIKMEIE » U2
B EER PRI SE AT BRI S > B EMIEC 25 » (HREIE] - EHE—ERiEH
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WAERNZIHRESREEEN TIRAKRE, > BUEREEFRMWELREE -
EENAEREMEWEEFRELHRAEEENETHATERE  HHREFEL
BEREFEH o (AFETEE Morgenthau FI 25 AL - BIMERI(RIFREEE th% DL Carr FI
Morgenthau £ MBI EF2 | (classical realism ) B E o B UMTFEE EH
BE BEARURETIXE2FEMRNBEMAS T - HEERTHEFRME
HEmHYE2E Z Kenneth N. Waltz » fi7E Theory of International Politics —&FrE T
HREBERECRMER  RETHEIRNR2ERNATHEBERER "TEBEEE
# . (structural realism ) 3 "#HEF#E , (neorealism) - U EFHREFHSE
DAESE —RABIERT  IDREHERE RN - EERE =R KRER DU EFES
ERBEHIOARENE  FLUEZIHA o

REFRNFERBAE-ASOFEREZINRE » BNt RBERRL (1758
#ZHE @, (behaviouralism revolution ) » JH AR L th 8 FE 3 B i 28 51 B MR BR (R R 3R

@ Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace (New York:
Knopf, 1978), Chapter 1.

H® HHEEEZHZRobert O. Keohane Fifh » MBI B I RMFHEEIRREMFEH  FIHEETHRER-
chard K. Ashley Fif§ ; Waltz X ARRFHTEHE T ° Robert O. Keohane, “ Realism, Neorealism
and the Study of World Politics,” in Robert O. Keohane, ed., Neorealism and Its Critics (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1986), p. 17; Richard K. Ashley, “ The Poverty of Neorealism,”
in Robert O. Keohane, ed., Neorealism and Its Critics, p. 257; Kenneth N.'Waltz, “ Realist Thought
and Neorealist Theory,” Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 44, No. 1, (1990), pp. 21~37 - EHY
BEAGEES HAENZR » 28 Barry Buzan, Charles Jones, and Richard Little, The Logic of
Anarchy: Neorealism to Structural Realism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993), pp. 1~ 14.
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B o BB —(IHEEEE - B IRHERY M E AP 2R ARRIRER L
EREH o (HE B —(IERHEERENEE » tEIRH-EEIER (propositions) » BEE
BRAEREHPEEHRAERNELSATER  EEREEFEA - A HHRARER
HERRREREEEN - @8 World Politics ~ International Studies Quarterly
Millennium SHFIF > FHHE T EIEMXE - BEFEZEENRE Bull iR 2RE
2% Morton Kaplan 7 World Politics —/LSNEETNEBE—EEXT “The New
Great Debate: Traditionalism vs. Science in International Relations” —3¢ » #Ei &
MIRER BRI ZER » BREZE "HWAKESH ) (new great debate) - fﬂ_’.w%%ﬁ
IRE R BIRH B R E AT B WHEET - EIRE BB RS H R -
B R OK B SUBR Y AR B 1R 15 HE— JU 7S JL4E Klaus Knorr F James Rosenau &
¥R Contending Approaches to International Politics —& » &I T FI&1E World
Politics 1 International Studies Quarterly & =& B & Bull — XX #EH3C ° Knorr
Rosenau ZE M EHE —FF - l«)\fﬂﬁéﬂ%/ufimﬁﬁi@I‘mfﬁ%‘%ﬁ’gaﬁﬂﬂﬁvﬁm% AR ( reso-
urces ) RKEE; (bones) ' HEMIKER EFHTNAEELRR - OHERWL » HEFEFK
R R EE - LB O FEME -
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HY® TREREGWBUASWENEE - 28 David Easton, A Framework for Political Analysis (Englewood
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1965); idem, The Political System (New York: Knopf, 1971).

#® Hedley Bull, * International Theory: The Case for a Classical Approach,” World Politics, Vol. 18,
No. 3 (April 1966), pp. 36~ 377.

Z® Steve Smith, * Paradigm Dominance in International Relations: The Development of International
Relations as a Social Science,” in Hugh C. Dyer and Leon Mangasarian, eds., The Study of
International Relations: The State of the Art (London: The Macmillan Press Ltd., 1989), p. 4.

@ Hedley Bull, “ International Theory: The Case for a Classical Approach,” pp. 361~ 377; reprinted
in Klaus Knorr and James Rosenau, eds., Contending Approaches to International Politics (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1969), pp. 21~ 38.

@ Morton Kaplan, “The New Great Debate: Traditionalism vs. Science,” in Klaus Knorr and James
Rosenau, eds., Contending Approaches to International Politics, pp. 39~ 61.

#@® Klaus Knorr and James Rosenau, “ Tradition and Science in the Study of International Politics,”
in Klaus Knorr and James Rosenau, eds., Contending Approaches to International Politics, pp. 3~ 19.
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#IETH ( propositions) ° 1 @

HETREE Waltz MRS EEE2EWARKERTHIRE (FHBEET - HEN
BERIEE) » RREMAEGRENTIEEE  CRBERENLTEE B
3 A B R BUR ST - @fth7E Theory of International Politics —&H % B H 8 DS
BRHER - E ARER  ERNEEAE  EREEBERINTAR  BAME
ERS BT EHE RSB S EYEE HARE R o MERR R EE
HAREE N G RMARRER GBS TEREEEBBIANRER > 2EEN
BFSE 5 - @fhdt DU W F RS EAMERNBER > BY ACHEEBERE (18
) (polarity ) EHif - OME WS | BEZR AR HTHFABEIREFTEHFEER
2w (T EREXBMEERMRER) » FERHRR -

Z - HRAERE

IR3® Wayne S. Cox 1 Claire Turenne Sjolander W& » B — R KRN
REREPBEEEMRMERE (subject matter) » FIREFNBEREGR TH#E , WHER
(a theory of being ) 5 8 ZRAHR E’Jm%ﬁx&ﬁﬁ?@ﬁ“%ﬁﬁwﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂ%ﬁ’]ﬁnﬁ
¥ (method ) @ EDRIEFIEMERIR THF5E TH | #3E5% (a theory of doing ) 3 =
RABAROHERBIN B SRR AR S (itself) » BIREENBIEG T3, wE
#@ (atheory of knowing ) ° ®

7 bR A3 = Z BB B Morgenthau #9NTE RN » BT A% W & 1 P s
REFEET o Carr BB THE—RKEH > thE—BRERREEEEBRRVERE M
RSB G BT TR E S RIWERR TR BOS R 7 K B A B0 s
RIGHEZBUGHBPIA - | OURERMEHBIS M FH » EEEE RS

@ Morton A. Kaplan, System and Process in International Politics (New York: John Wiley and Sons,
Inc., 1957), p. xi.

# @ Kenneth N, Waltz, “ Theory of International Relations,” in Fred I. Greenstein and Nelson W.
Polsby, eds., Handbook of Political Science (International Politics), Vol. VIII (Mass.: Addison-
Wesley Publishing Company, 1975), pp. 1~ 85.

HO® AHEEE BRBCARRER (10T AEEEUKAR 0 KE 80 EHIRTM) c H1~20-

H® RFIEE - H45~275°

568 Wayne S. Cox & Claire Turenne Sjolander, “ Critical Reflections on International Relations,” in
Claire Turenne Sjolander and Wayne S. Cox, eds., Beyond Positivism: Critical Reflections on
International Relations (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1994), pp. 1~5.

#® Eaward Carr, op. cit., p. 42.
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Ray Maghroori EREZRABMRE—NASNOFERKYREGET > SHEFHHE
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B PE ¢ Paul R. Viotti and Mark V. Kauppi, “ Theory, Images, and International Relations: An Introduction,”
in Paul R. Viotti and Mark V. Kauppi, International Relations Theory, p. 10. '

#® Ray Maghrooi, “ Introduction: Major Debates in International Relations,” in Ray Maghrooi and
Bennett Ramberg, eds., Globalism Versus Realism: International Relations’ Third Debate (Boulder:
Westivew Press, 1982), pp. 9~ 22.
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BERAEGRT > ERERHE "HEEFEEFTEHFEFEE ) (neorealism
vs. neoliberal institutionalism ) F %R » HRERSEHEAE F R HEE B FHOE
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¥ AT Z B R BT R MR o BR 0 MIDRAEE T ES R FHE - David A. Bal-
dwin ###8 ) Neorealism and Neoliberalism |72 2374 5 i B BE RO B - {38
HE SRR STEEDR BB AEREBR - BREAF - HEASEEHAE - B
FKEENELEYE BREBHEED - HIEEAR - ®34) » Charles W. Kegley fig
Controversies in International Relations Theory TR KBRS CE < 58
BEERIKIR Ole Waever WiRE: » E— AN OERYPIMBEE I HERFRETE &
Fh 3 2 T B I 88 PR B E RN B R RR ) 9 2 7 SR T e — fRE S T
L~ 54 H5 (theoretical minimalism ) FYEIEL » WE W tirES > LA R
FHHWTRE s "H—FEF S 1 (neo-neo synthesis) ° ®John Gerard Rug-
gie ISR ENESTCE "HH¥AHEE , (neo-utilitarianism ) ° @ Py E235 &G
RIERHT B i) B AT S PEE T H R E F R HEREDMERENAREBEN
BLETHINL - @

WEESERSHE=RAAHSHAMAFTRERVEZ I RTEER (BEX
BEER ~ AIERGRE ) lﬁ%%f%%ﬂ’]ﬁ?”ﬁi%@ﬂ%ﬁﬁbﬁﬁ&%”ﬁi% ( post-
positivism ) HYEEGR o L BEMERA T ER v RIS B RRRRE R AITSE » bR
EAFRBENATRBFIED - Eﬂﬁfﬁﬁ’]%&'ﬂlﬂ ' REFRESHRFERTRERE
F o MAAEBA - AR EREE U EERAEE - #HEAFEE (postmodernism )
HREHEER (poststructuralism ) ~ BH F 2 HHEE HHE ( normative theory )
b3t BZ RRES E FRERMERNIE - FEHOSEHE (AIEBHER) WEE
(social reality ) * B HEEEEEFEHNWER (truth) - HPEBFERUETE
RBERES 5 HEHES2RNEF (KR BRI ) ftal B EE %

#@® Charles W. Kegley, Jr., “ The Foundations of International Relations Theory and the Resurrection
of the Realist-Liberal Debate,” in Charles W. Kegley, Jr., Controversies in International Relations
Theories, pp. 25~ 34; David A. Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism : The Contemporary
Debate (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993).

#@® David A. Baldwin, “ Neoliberalism, Neorealism and World Politics,” in David A. Baldwin, ed.,
Neorealism and Neoliberalism, pp. 4~11.

5@ Ole Waever, “ The Rise and Fall of the Inter-Paradigm,” pp. 163~ 170.

@ John Gerard Ruggie, Constructing the World Polity: Essays on International Institutionalization
(London: Routledge, 1998), pp. 1~ 39.

HO HWmENER T2EEEE 0 TEREHG (FansEER ] BRI, o MEENE £36%
B2 (RESE12R) " H1~22¢
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F i > FEEEE Robert Cox » Mark Hoffman & Andrew Linklater ¢ @23 X,
FHE (BEREE) IRIEBEE 2K Jean-Francois Lyotard * Michael Foucault 1
Jacques Derrida FEES #iE » MERFRERNWTAEEE (B2) BREARABRRF
B B RBEREESE > M HBERE (deconstruction) ER (discourse) » #it
PURE ) BEAN R B RBR RV E R SL B S - 25 H Richard Ashley 1 Robert B. J.
Walker - @2 EFZRIZ5 | AtE ((0LE ) 2% George H. Mead ~ Anthony Giddens
4t @ H 8 (social interaction ) %5 » #2F FIEAHVH G EEEE ( social reality
isgiven) i’ BEBFEIESH ITEHIBEEELRESHEEE (social construction )
RITEBETHEENERLBHEZEME (mutual constructed ) T Bk o A 2 H7 k17 B ER
REERT ERHES (ideas ) HEHEZ HNME AR ER R > FRMFABA (rule and ru-
les) ~ FIEHEXXLWEENY - FEEEF Alexander Wendt * Nicholas Onuf * John
G. Ruggie - @R #1452 8P F IR EHREME P LA T REHT ) TR RN

H® Robert W. Cox, “ Social Forces, States and World Orders: Beyond International Relations Theory,”
Millennium, Vol. 10 (1981), pp. 126~ 155; Robert W. Cox and Timothy J. Sinclair, eds., Approaches
to World Order (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996). W&k # T Cox EHEE{E - Mark
Hoffman, * Critical Theory and the Inter-Paradigm Debate,” Millennium, Vol. 16, No.2 (summer
1987), pp. 231~ 249; Mark Hoffman, “ Conversations on Critical International Relations Theory,”
Millennium, Vol. 17, No. 1 (Spring 1988), pp. 91~95; Andrew Linklater, Beyond Realism and
Marxism: Critical Theory and International Relations (Masingstoke: Macmillan, 1990); Men and
Citizens in International Relations (London: Macmillan, 1990); Andrew Linklater and John Macmillan,
eds., Boundaries in Question: New Directions In International Relations (London: Pinter, 1995).

@ Richard Ashley, “ The Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space: Toward a Critical Social Theory of International
Politics,” Alternative, Vol. 12, No. 4 (Fall 1987), pp. 403~ 434); Richard Ashley, “ Untying the
Sovereign State: A Double Reading of the Anarchy Problematique,” Millennium, Vol. 17, No. 2
(Summer 1988), pp. 227 ~ 262; Richard Asley and Robert B. J. Walker, “ Introduction: Speaking the
Language of Exile: Dissident Thought In International Studies,” Infernational Studies Quarterly,
Vol. 34, No. 3 (Sep. 1990), pp. 259~ 268; Richard Asley and Robert B. J. Walker, “ Conclusion:
Reading Dissidence/Writing the Discipline: Crisis and the Question of Sovereignty,” International
Studies Quarterly, Vol. 34, No. 3 (Sep. 1990), pp. 367~ 416; Richard Ashley, “ The Achievements
of Poststructuralism,” in Steve Smith, Ken Booth and Marysia Zalewski, eds., International Relations
Theory, pp. 240~ 253; Robert B. J. Walker, “ Sovereignty, Identity, Community: Reflections on the
Horizons of Contempdrary Political Practice,” in Robert B. J. Walker and Saul H. Mendlovitz, eds.,
Contending Sovereignties: Redefining Political Community (Boulder: Lynne Reinner, 1990), pp.
159~ 185; Robert B. J.Walker, Inside/Outside: International Relations as Political Theory (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1993).

@ Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1999); Nicholas Onuf, World of Our Making: Rules and Rule in Social theory and International
Relations (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1989); John G. Ruggie, Constructing the
World Polity: Essays in International Institutionalization (London: Routledge, 1998). A €# £ 5
REEEFZENER, VEEAEXE "HEEAEGTOEREE - MEEMRE  E388F9
M(RBBEIH) »HI3~109°
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AP R EEBEGERE > WEEES S FBREENHERENURRNGHEEE - £
REBIRHES - ROERHNIEEESERE - THELEH Chris Brown & Charles R.
Beitz - ®AEH T RERBH T HNERT S » SFBHB T £ AKFHWE > Ken Booth
0 Steve Smith &#&HY International Relations Theory Today; Claire Turenne Sjolander
1 Wayne S. Cox &#m Beyond Positivism ; Steve Smith * Ken Booth 1 Marysia
Zalewski & ¥ International Theory; MR A. J. R. Groom #1 Margot Light & #&#9 Con-
temporary International Relations SE# R IRIFHIZEHE ©
FHEEBZFEE  FEZRAEHSREEPBEEEAERIERIE (question of
foundation ) - ¥R "TEBERE , H T RERRE L WPEH ° FEE Mark Hoffman
# Nick Rengger Z [R5 - @FHWELZERMETHEHAELUPIHEFHIE
7 ORISR iiEREMENEE I REETHEER  RFNRSERTRE
TREFIE BIR » AB MU FAEERBRWILBHRKFE - @Marc G. Doucet B FRIEFHIE
EREMTTEEME ( possibility ) BLANTTAEM: (impossibility ) FIRER: » MR BERN 5
o MAREMABIE#E % (thinking politically ) 1EEBE =R E - lﬂ%[‘ ( 21
%) BRI ERMEY KEIBUAREBUE (the political or the politics ) FI&E R
EATEERY T EBERGRE , TR TAIERER L R - B %w%iﬂaﬁiﬁﬁﬂﬁ*u?ﬂ%ﬁ
18 RERGE R FRABHNERMEAEER  AESEERSBEHEIS > BEY

5 ® Chris Brown, International Relations Theory: New Normative Approaches (New York: Colubia
University Press, 1992); Charles R. Beitz, Political Theory and International Relations (Princeton:
Priceton University Press, 1999). 75 BakH ik 250 1 BB BRAREER U DK BR {75 2:B Paul Wapner and
Lester Edwin J. Ruiz, eds., Principled World Politics: The Challenge of Normative International
Relation (New York: Rowman & Littlefield Publisher, 2000).

@ Mark Hoffman, “Critical Theory and the Inter-Paradigm Debate,” Millennium, Vol. 16, No. 2
(Summer 1987), pp. 231~ 249; Nick Rengger, “ Going Critical? A Response to Hoffman,” Millennium,
Vol. 17, No. 1 (Spring 1988), pp. 81~ 89; Mark Hoffman, “ Conversations on Critical International
Relations Theory,” Millennium, Vol. 17, No. 1 (Spring 1988), pp. 91~ 95;Nick Rengger and Mark
Hoffman, “ Modernity, Post-Modernism and International Relations,” in J. Doherty, E. Graham
and M. Malek, eds., Post-Modernism in the Social Sciences (Basingstoke: Macmillan Press, 1992),
pp. 127~ 146.

H@® Steve Smith, “ The Self-Images of a Discipline: A Genealogy of International Relations Theory,”
in Ken Booth and Steve Smith, eds., International Relations Theory Today (University Park:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1995), pp. 29~ 30; Marc G. Doucet, “ Standing Nowhere-(?):
Navigating the Third Route on the Question of Foundation in International Theory,” Millennium,
Vol. 28, No. 2 (Summer 1998), pp. 289~ 310.

HE® MmIRBEBUAT R R Claude Lefort B "BiA 1 (the political) #H%: - REEWEHRUNEKF
(symbolic order) FREEILHY » EHRIERMUENRMBFEN L (heart) @ IR MBRAH LB T
HBENER  ELEDEXA MR EREE - EHNES —EERIRMOEZ (absence) ~ 2iH (void)
ZHERG MOTERKFBBRNUERE T EHERRHOHEK o RUBRET AR K —BEE4OR
$EBUAM (unconditional or unpolitical) E# » KL » FA/ B R - ERIERBIAN » Marc G. Doucet,
op. cit.
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SCHARERFIE MBI ER c EWHERENESSEMBRN "RBRERNRE,
( metatheoretical ground ) * MAIEHERNER  KERRENAEBUON - @
HPRRIETENER  HEIH R RHEBERAHE  FttbE2%5H Tho-
mas Kuhn 8y " 2885 ; ( paradigm ) #2 Imre Lakatos ¥ " B¥%2f%8 1 ( research pro-
gram ) B FRIRHE "Iut&EM% , (incommensurability ) #E& > #HBREREI %
MR TS R 0 EE TR REM ) RMIEHN (weak) AT
BRELSEAERN "oWEEHE  (framework ) » ATEEMY MTHRH | H2 T HEEOHE
(imaginary paradigm ) ° AIfRSESEFREMM THEME L - 9B Banks S
H#ERNNRHRERSRE RS ITEEEEN SR (a discourse about choice of analytic
framework ) ’ MARENHAWH RE 2 M BERBE - ES BRI - 1843
THI - HFEHEE - o fRBIFHETHEFRSTENRE "%, > 41 John Vas-
quez i The Power of Power Politics: A Critique — &2 I F I EE - REEENE
&~ PRSERIRRET ~ BRI ROEE Ah T B R E 3 2 A8 E M B B BR R (R U R 2 R 5 *Eﬁé’ﬁ
RFEHER CHRE ) RETHE - FEHE RN REBRE T SNERBE
REFHNTEEERAFHANER - @ FEE - A/ EHBREERIEETIR The
Power of power Politics: From Classical Realism to Neotraditionalism £ Bl ERE £
FEHMBBF R TR BEEE o SRR E FRIER(C AR (AEE ST ~ BERLE
HERER ) RRPHEERDEETHENME -

v BREERAVER

HRERTS > WP ERRNERE? REACHE ? BREMIERE I BRE
PIERERHBE ? BREMESFIIRE ? TREZFMENESRR > flEhEEd
M BRI ERRNEE c ERERKERNWER 25U ESBETRRNEE -

ERE2EEZTHBIRRNMEST ARERIERE » 40 Steve Smith #iiR » BE—REH 2
ERES  SRERATRR R HEBIARRATG2RZWEMER - FEK
RURE T HEREA T LA EEE] - @340 Miles Kahler ATE @ S RESRTNEAMEE
IR T » BREEARE RO SERED » R RE 1 E RO RIERREAHHE
IR EER - REFEFEWFRLREBERN > EEMAPHILRE (ZFEHN) BE

3@ Steve Smith, “ New Approaches to International Theory,” pp. 167~ 169.

& Michael Nicholson, “ A Skeptical View of the Inter-Paradigm Debate International Relations,” <
http://www.ukc.ac.uk/politics/kentpapers/nicholson.html>,

#6 Michael Banks, “ The Inter-Paradigm Debate,” p. 20.

@ John A. Vasquez, The Power of Power Politics: A Critique (New Jersey: The State University of
New Jersey, 1981).

# ® John A. Vasquez, The Power of Power Politics: From Classical Realism to Neotraditionalism
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998).

E® Steve Smith, “ The Self-Images of a Discipline: A Genealogy of International Relations Theory,”
in Ken Booth and Steve Smith, eds., International Relations Theory Today, p. 17.
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M 2E ° ® Michael Banks 835 & R aR I B E < RRERE > E—EEoHhE
(analysts ) ZRPEEE (synthesizers) @ KLEIEE I RET—MKEH (gen-
eral theory ) HIER%E » TR EFTE/NRRWEZHE  EELASERNWER i
BIFEE THEEAE , ( “islands” of theory) s B_FHEREH EWEREMEEIER
o BRI E R AR 2R RN SCOR - BRTHEF 2 KB R A E RS - e
DIGEHEEERESENINEE - ®

B —R KGR S - SR ﬁ?f%%ﬂ%ﬁﬁ'ﬁiﬁﬁ&iﬁmﬁﬂgﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ IE
M E A K ET EEHAL o AT Peter Wilson BIRBIRA KRG AHEN T8~
BEh, 0 WROEEARE FTHREE A THMAH > EHMRE Carr BAFMREN r@
o HEFHRELZIRTEAEE  MRR Carr AZREIEMAEANELEEL S Carr
EEHEATEN T RIS 2P R AN RRBEKE K BHEFHE i
REHEE o LRENIEERE » R ALRBEBREAE » AT E—RKERTER
HEFEEBAFRNER  LEFEIRESE TS  BEEREEEFENER
BEZREME "#E ) (myth) o OEERAN > S AHESCEHE = 200 F IR HAL

B RREERHIRESE E’fi%lll‘mgﬁf{*ﬁnffﬁa VRS R BB IRB B BB
ML B R E BB KBIER (RIS T E L WER - BRI BNB 2T
T EMERRERNYE > BE - AN OERKIPNE ZRKEHEIZR - Waever iR
o FTERFEZEZFTLUHF (neo) » BREPHBIEM S (concept of science ) * M
ErXrulBaiigFr8THERE - RAB R TRIZIRIBH - @F K5 hil X H
B EEBRRRARNESMAIER 0 MMAEE (EFFERE) TIHBREHIEhkE
FRE o MMEZTE RO EEIE S8 -

ERAXHER » BIEEZRARROER  BHFIEE SR -

A~ HF ZRKFFRWGITHR

BE=RRBWR-BSERMIOMTEBEENGRE  EYRIIZEREREMEN
(metascientific ) PEEAL (EIRHHE ) - 1 HIBERBREFE P& LE A AR
& (premises ) B2{&#% (assumptions) °
—NNNEE =+ =B =W International Studies Quarterly ) H > Yosef
Lapid #9—& &4 3X——The Third Debate: On the Prospects of International Theory
in A Post-Positivist Era @ 5 &k 5 E R KBRS E - R BEZRARHE

569 Miles Kahler, “ Inventing International Relations: International Relations Theory After 1945,” p. 22.

5@ Michael Banks, “ The Inter-Paradigm Debate,” p. 9.

@ Peter Wilson, “ The Myth of the 'First Great Debate’,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 24,
Special Issue (Dec. 1998), pp. 1~15. :

FH@® Ole Waever, “ The Rise and Fall of the Inter-paradigm Debate,” pp. 162~ 163,

#® Yosef Lapid, “ The Third Debate: On the Prospects of International Theory in a Post-Positivist
Era,” International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 3 (Sep. 1989), pp. 235~ 254,
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FEASBENREFFBNTLHUBRT GLHUBNMES > 5 Z 58 (R 5 B KRR
REBABRAEHES o bl TH# F % , (paradigmatism) - TEE T,
( perspectivism ) & THI#fF 2 | (relativism ) ZEEEHWE =R AR - S8
FHEEBUERFRPIZEIT ( meta-scientific units ) B% ) BETREBHTIESRELN
iREMRE s HEFERESFERNESTER - MH hESEEHEEHERY
BHEMABRHRRE (axis) ~ SWEHETEH=MAERNESE  HREKE
TRHBNREBAS > SRS T R - SR REGRE  FERET R EE
E (reality-defining ) FIRE ~ ZIRFAATIR - MAKH M BAY K2 B3 A (ideolog-
ical ) Bi5T LM ( metaphysical ) {7 ©

John A. Vasquez R85 85 — REELEE — R 2 B < MM EER » B REGa TR
W THREFE ) HEAEEY (adequacy) ' EFFHEIZHNESR TSR ES FHE
EHEFEIEE o il Lakatos 1y T ES RIS ) B TRIGNIEME ) BE
W5 TR UEHERE (EHHHF - WEXE (Crimean ) BF ~ £—&
BRI K ) EHEMEE (Paul W. Schroeder * Colin Elman * Miriam Elman »
Thomas J. Christensen  Jack Snyder ) FYEIES - 78 Waltzf#y " #5485 , 8 TiHE
f&1%E 5 (structural polarity ) BB > LIRRBA THEFH | BREEEELAFITHE -
A KB T Martin Hollis 1 Steve Smith AT 5 THRE ¥ % | HERL T EWHE » NS
EBHHEMBHEEEREREFEN -OFLR2ERUABERESHSE T (F) H
BXa. NEEE IR oRpIRSEAT SR ERBEESREHRHE -

Brian C. Schmidt A " #&4E5" ; (historiography ) BIAE - 18T BRI (REFE
B SCR » R BEZRABREEE T WHFSEBMLIRIRE L » EMERT ERE
BB EEREWED -

Mark Neufeld BA T KM ; (reflexivity ) FFER 5 = KBRSt » FTEE rﬁm
%, REER{GEESH KA (reflection on the process of theorizing ) » fli#—
PTG K B R B EER 1L . (theoretical reflexivity or reflexive theorlzlng)
B1 Kohn WHEHES » (FRFRESRABRVERE - giERRHAERTS - KE%
Al ST O BRI © (1) BERIRTIRERW B HIEE (selfawareness ) 5 (2) %

@ John A. Vasquez, “ The Post-Positivist Debate: Reconstructing Scientific Enquiry and International
Relations Theory After Enlightenment’s Fall,” in Ken Booth and Steve Smith, eds., International
Relations Theory Today, pp. 217~ 240; John A. Vasquez, “ The Realist Paradigm and Degenerative
versus Progressive Research Programs: An Appraisal of Neotraditional Research on Waltz’s Balancing
Proposition,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 91, No. 4 (December 1997), pp. 899~ 912.

i@ Richard Ned Lebow and Thomas Risse-Kappen, eds., International Relations Theory and the End
of the Cold War (New York: Columbia University Press, 1995).

#® K.]J. Holsti, “ Scholarship in An Era of Anxiety: the Study of International Politics During the Cold
War,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 24, Special Issue (Dec.1998), pp. 17~ 46.

5@ Brian C. Schmidt, “The Historiography of Academic International Relations,” Review of International
Studies, Vol. 20, No. 4 (Oct. 1994), pp. 349~ 367.
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b AT 3 SR A BRAE AT BB FBUA— SR HETE 1 » DABGREI IR R > #EETRED 5 (3)
TR Z R WBEES T B WM P S PR T Ay SEE 2 IS - PAEIRER
RELERT S » RS SR ARG I R AEHE 8 B R R 2R KB » RRE=
RELGRTF L HAEIIE (interventions ) B2 LUBE EHHNBEFRER s L HEH G
HRSEGRERBEEERUSHEENTH<Y - @

B~ 4 Bl PR A5 B3R BT R 005k

BEFERBERKERT > TR EARTHNEREY MEEE—-FRH
RRMIFIFCBEHEE - HHRE=ZRARFMME TEHES2RE (KB - FEwmES
i) MESRS KB T ERESHEERAERMRENEE  BIREEEE
REZTE  2EE . H{AEE - RE2EER (scentific realism ) ~ BHEE (prag-
matism ) HRBEZ T RN FEE - ©

MERNEET S » MMALERRAENT2WEPESRKSENTREL  XH
A+ HE ALK (pragmatists ) 41 William James * John Dewey * Hilary Putnam
Richard Rorty H3 {Emt 625 35 Bl B R BR PRI BT S8 8 H H 5 LA HEE - F2BI= Rorty
W98i%h ° Ronald J. DeibertBA5 | F Rorty 9 " ¥R AR EF R 1 ( therapeutic rede-
scription ) Bt Y B R B (R R Y H 22 % 885 ( philosophical holism ) ° ® Molly
Cochran A3& A Dewey 1 Rorty f'E FI 152 » BURERTHUM I BIRRRA (R IS
R FEZE (cosmopolitan ) EHEEFZE (communitarian ) ¥ BRI R MEEENF
o ®

WEEEZ5H TREHTE, (historical sociology ) & {K5a LB KRR REE R
ARt gR2ERRRAHRBRLEABR —EH e B B RABREE BN
BEHREEERMEEBNAY 0Nt gl R  EEEREE - 2REREEM
artin Shaw RIFRER MEHL SR ) WHRER > KERERAHRELES @2
BRI &2 | (aglobalized social science ) F I+ 55 ( central forum ) ° ®

#F® Mark Neufeld, “ Reflexivity and International Relations Theory,” in Claire Turenne Sjolander and
Wayne S. Cox, eds., Beyond Positivism : Critical Reflections on International Relations (Boulder:
Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1994), pp. 13~ 18; 21~ 28,

H® Steve Smith, Ken Booth and Marysia Zalewski, eds., International Theory: Postivism and Beyond
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996); Jenny Edkins, Poststructuralism and International
Relations: Bringing the Political Back In ( Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, Inc., 1999).

5@ Ronald J. Deibert, “ ‘Exorcismus Theoriae’: Pragmatism, Metaphors and the Return of the Medieval
in IR Theory,” European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 3, No. 2 (June 1997), pp. 167~ 193.

#® Molly Cochran, Normative Theory in International Relations: A Pragmatic Approach (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999).

@ Martin Shaw, “The State of International Relations,” <http://www.sussex.ac.uk/Users/hafa3/
stateofIR.htm>.
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Hendrik Spruyt R T BTG | FEBEEERRERARNESHEME >
1R B BRI SR b - ®Stephen Hobden 8 H W R BRI (2 H EH R BR
MRS R R W E 2 HRR - HERRIRIART S R EEER - o ERF LR KE
BRI EHSWEEI®EE > BEHRE FREE B g8 ka0 B R fRE
RN E TR I ARSAZE S (W1 S8 HLER A AT BEAE 58 S0 ) BB RIS B B
BIRHRAERAE R MERRERMBEE (catalyst) @

Mark A. Neufeld #ti% » BIERBARE SR Z ABHAEM (human emancipation ) #J
W WEPL TIEEEHS 5 (non-postivism ) I FMEITER (restructured ) » 4
HEMR—E THAER MR (aform of “critical theory” ) - DA NEMRKIE
HEBZENER - @52 (interpretative approaches ) SRR ELER 2 »
B EZEBRRNATEEEAEERVHAAE R TTHEENE  HREWE
BRAFHPAEERERBBUAHE  BREEBRERNITERE TEEMK.
( web of meaning ) Fit& B —fE+L & EE (a form of social practice ) » HIERKE
BUASEB A2 BB T 2 S B BEREE LA TE N2 NHESE - ek E
EHAEE -

BEIWEEIAMATENRRE S EETHERRTE  WETH (dis
course ) ~ R ( genealogy) - f## ( deconstruction) ¥ EBJH ( double read-
ing ) & ° Brian C. Schmidt#if& & " #tAIMAEEIERER 1 (critical internal discur-
sive approach ) 82 Mi@&Esh | Ak ' WIEBERMRPIEEBNEE » REERANWEE
Eedh o HHER2NEBNEZHENR  BUERKERN T EER% ) (real his-
tory ) o @ — AR ERE LW 5T /5 Y BIRRRA R ZF 1E 2 — /1/\JL4E B James Der Derian
and Michael J. Shapiro & # k" International / Intertextual Relations: Postmodern Re-
adings of World Politics —& » 1Rt 2EHRERW R S ENERIE - ®

#® Hendrik Spruyt, “ Historical Sociology and Systems Theory in International Relations,” Review of
International Political Economy, Vol. 5, No. 2 (Summer 1998), pp. 340~ 353.

@ Stephen Hobden, International Relations and Historical Sociology: Breaking Down Boundaries
(London: Routledge, 1998).

5@ Ibid., pp. 16, 167~ 196.

F® Mark A. Neufeld, The Restructuring of International Relations Theory (Cambridge: the University
of Cambridge Press, 1995), pp. 1~ 2.

#ZF@® Mark Neufeld, “ Interpretation and the Science of International Relations,” Review of International
Studies, Vol. 19, No. 4 (1993), pp. 39~41.

HO BHeERtEs TEREL%E . (discourse scholars) ° Jennifer Milliken, “ The Study of Discourse
in International Relations: A Critique of Research and Methods,” European Journal of International
Relations, Vol. 5, No. 2 (June 1999), pp. 225~ 254; Brian C. Schmidt, The Political Discourse of
Anarchy: A Disciplinary History of International Relations.

#Z#@® James Der Derian and Michael J.Shapiro, eds., International/Intertexual Relations: Postmodern
Readings of World Politics (Lexington: Lexington Books, 1989).
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Steve Smith HU# "FEEFim, (VG (BRANTEE - LETE - HHMEER -
HAER BRHef) BEEREFE > MEHREEZEFTEhEBEZHNER
WESHEEFREANER  KEFZHEEFBRCHENWRYE > FELUEBEHIESR
2~ FREER > UMERRKEFRHEEEFRNES (synthesis) - ORHEF 8
BEHFETHEEAE & SARMMEEHAERNEBE o ERREE
MEBsRESR - UREHEHAEAEEEARRERIENSERRNAESR 28
UM% BB - ®H Georg Sorensen HIHLEF Smith FERBEL RN » MMFE SR
IHEREBEWEEEE (static objectivism ) BRHBEEFZNBEE EBH (vol-
untaristic subjectivism ) B BREME > MEZFER2 LR THEZE ) (middle
ground ) ’ BIR2EFIMHFURRAMBRHE S REFHERIRE > CHEEHEAES®
HiER 5058 (intersubjectively transmissible knowledge ) © {3 Robert Cox #J
5 T8 ¥ 28 Alexander Wendt WEBF R 2T FRENTHES » BrrEranE
RIBNERAE ) N#RERREZSEENEERCESE I BEFERES oo
HIRIRE - OREER I ARBRESE M » (EHBEERNB LR -

B E R R ER 55 (methodological individualism ) » {HfE#&
Z I Pm 2485w (ontological ) T A2k ( epistemological) < A &
HEEE TARKHHEHREER > ERFRERISLFAN  FIARENZEHIEEE
WAE  -ORBIRFERTEETFENLGRREEN  ETREM (empirical )
3% WIlR BB EHEWAER T USEER T RNARAES - OETRLESTE Wendt
MR Nt E 8EE R Wendt R TR EEEE— T EM '@

F® Steve Smith, “ New Approaches to International Theory,” in John Baylis and Steve Smith eds.,
The Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to International Relations (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1997), pp. 183~ 188.

@ Steve Smith, * New Approach to International Theory,” p. 186,

Z@® Steve Smith, “ Positivism and Beyond,” in Steve Smith, Ken Booth and Marysia Zalewski, eds.,
International Theory: Positivism and Beyond (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp.
11~ 44, .

#® Georg Sorensen, “ IR Theory after the Cold War,” pp. 86~ 92
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Assessing the Great Debates in
International Relations Theory

Da-hua Mo

Abstract

International Relations (IR) theory research has undergone several
great debates. These debates not only provide scholars with a comprehen-
sive understanding of the IR discipline, but also make research on IR theory
more pluralistic. The third great debate —on the foundation of the IR—
has especially effected the development of the IR as a discipline.
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