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FOCAL TOPIC:
The Revival and Construction of the Discipline
of Diplomatic Studies

The Position Object of Study and Short+term Agenda of Diplomatic
Studies in China ----------------------------------------- Zhang Qingmin ( 3)

The end of the Cold War has ushered in an unprecedented opportunity
for the revival of the study of diplomacy. China’s rise has brought diplo—
macy to the forefront of China’s domestic political agenda. The situation
of diplomatic studies in China reflects changes in external factors that
have had an impact on China and bears obvious characteristics of the
times. While diplomacy has become a central issue in China diplomatic
studies face some immediate problems such as the vagueness of the ob—
ject of study and the confusion of diplomatic studies with International
Relations and Foreign Policy. It is imperative to free the study of diplo—
macy from the power-centered influence of International Relations and
to sort out the connections and differences it has with the studies of Inter—
national Relations and Foreign Policy. After clarifying the “object of
study” and its system short-erm progress can be made in such areas of
research as diplomatic history diplomatic theory contemporary forms
and practice of diplomacy and regional and country-specific diplomatic
studies.

The Renaissance of Diplomatic Theory —+---eeeeeeneeee Stuart Murray (23)
When traditional diplomacy was institutionalized in the seventeenth cen—
tury diplomatic theory and theorists were invaluable in overcoming a pe—
riod of confusion as to what diplomacy was or ought to be. Similarly the
modern diplomatic environment with its mixture of state non-state and
rogue diplomatic actors is equally puzzling. Charting the historical and
modern relationship between diplomatic theory and diplomatic practice
this article argues that such confusion is a sign of a theoretical and prac—
tical renaissance in diplomacy. In order to make sense of and explore the
full potential of diplomacy this paper argues that diplomatic studies
needs to move beyond its culture of resistance to theory and embrace the
idea of general and abstract theorizing. The complex study of diplomacy
can be categorized into the Traditional the Nascent and Innovative
Schools. This alludes to the remarkable collection post-Cold War writing
and thinking on diplomacy; it demonstrates that our modern theoretical
understanding of the “business of peace” is only just beginning.



