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Abstract

The article aims to explain international relatiomsd conflict resolution in

combination with the neorealist and neo-Gramsciations of the hegemony
during the 1990s. In the first part, it focusesrmorealist hegemony theories.
The Hegemonic Stability Theory (HST) is tested Vability as an explanatory
tool of the Cold-War world politics and conflict s@lution. Because of the
limitations of neorealist hegemony theories, the-@egamscian hegemony and
related concepts such as historic bloc, passiv@uen, civil society and war of

position/war of movement are elaborated. Later, @axian approach to

international relations and world order is expldiress a critical theory. Finally,

the article attempts to establish a model of stmattconflict analysis and

resolution.
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Ozet

Bu makale uluslararas ikiler ve ¢cat ma ¢6zumu( kuramlar n neorealist ve neo-
Gramsiyan hegemonya kavramlarn cercevesinde 1990lar kapsayacak
ekilde ac klamay hedeflemektedir. Birinci bolimdeeorealist hegemonya
kuramlar n odaklan lacakt rHegemonik istikrar kuram (H) So uk Sava
sonras dunya politkas ve caha c¢cozuma ile ilgili olaylari a¢ klayabilme
kabiliyeti test edilecektir. Ozellikle neorealisegemonya kuramlar nn Sok
Sava sonras dunya dizenini ac¢ klamakta yetersiz kalnsmucu, neo-
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Gramsiyan hegemonya kavram ile birlikte Gramsai'siyasi diiince tarihine
kazand rd o6teki 6nemli kavramlar — tarihsel blok, pasif day, sivil toplum ve
pozisyon sava/hareket sava — ac klanacakt r. Daha sonra uluslararaskiiker
ve diinya duzeni hakk nda 6nemli ¢adalar bulunan Cox’un kuram , kritik teori
olarak incelenecektir. Makalenin sonunda yap sal igalar n ¢6zimu ve analizi
konusunda bir model olturulmaya ¢al lacakt r.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Neorealizm, Neo-Gramsiyan, Hegemonya, Qad
C6zimu, Uluslararasli kiler

1. Introduction

From a structural-systemic point of view, the intgional system
has entered a new phase in which conflict resaiutias hold priority
and is much more applicable. Since the end of thld @/ar, perceptions
of international conflicts have changed dramatjcalh the post-Cold
War era, international politics has revolved aroumdrnal and intrastate
conflicts, including the collapse of states, etmabionalism, and
separatism. Some theorists argue that the ended®aihd War ushered in
the end of history that might have brought peacefibble, and
cooperative world order. However, many realistsehpredicted a return
to a Hobbesian world where the fragmentation afrimational order and
the emergence of rivalry among atomistic natiomadsuexist. (Kupchan,
1998: 40)

The decline of the US as a world power in the 1956d 1980s
has given birth to many studies on the rise and deeline of
“hegemonies” (Wallestein, 1984, Keohane, 1984, iGilfx981), “world
powers” (Modelski, 1987), and “great powers.” (Kedy, 1987) In these
studies, they focus on the term of hegemony aslattes to dominance
and the rise and the decline of a state’s power.

Interestingly, the international community is a¢ tintersection of
structural change in international relations syst€harles Doran (1995)
argues that “conflict resolution is more necessmmgay because the
structure of the international system is changirith wnore uncertain
consequences than in recent decades.” (179) Fremethlist point of
view, structural change occurs when there are sydaeexpected, and
nonlinear shifts in power relations among majortestain the
international system. In any systemic transfornmtione international
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system (balance of power, unipolar, bipolar, mol&p, or hegemonic)
gives birth to another system. Historically, manyystemic
transformations have all ended in massive regianal global warfare.
Therefore, conflict resolution promotes peacefdrade during systemic
transformations of international systems and igm®issl as “a strategy to
help manage the ensuing systems transformatidsid: (180)

This paper aims to bring hegemony theories intostiely of the
peaceful structural change of the internationatesysin order to derive
from a theoretical explanation that makes the tefrmegemony more
applicable in the field of conflict resolution. International Relations
literature, the studies of hegemony have been lgl@ssociated with the
neorealist and neo-Gramscian schools. This papalses an attempt to
bridge neorealist and neo-Gramscian approachesomtriloute to the
discussion of and construction of a “new world otde the post-Cold
War era.

It is certain that the deficiencies in neorealistions of hegemony
and in hegemony theories that are based on coeatidrdomination to
understand the post-hegemonic world order exists T made clear
when one applies the Gramscian/neo-Gramscian iofehsgemony that
emphasize more consensus and leadership to expldip the
disappearance of American hegemony has not ledgegemonic wars
but rather the relatively peaceful transformatiéma dipolar international
system. In other words, this paper aims to assbsshwer the explanatory
power of the neo-Gramscian concepts of hegemostorig bloc, war of
position/war of movement, and civil society prowda basis for
understanding the new international system.

In the first section, the article will shed lighh dhe neorealist
concept of hegemony and the hegemonic stabilitpriheAlso, it will
explain the limitations of these theories. In tbddwing section, it will
focus on the Gramscian/neo-Gramscian idea of heggnia order to
understand Gramsci’s idea of hegemony, it is necgds examine other
Gramscian concepts such as war of movement/war asitipn,
political/civil society, passive revolution, andstoric bloc. This section
will also summarize Robert Cox’s neo-Gramscian ysiglof the role of
social forces, form of state, and world order soe@onceptualize and
re-define the state-centric international order.e Tlast section will
introduce a structural conflict resolution modektthcombines both
structural neo-realist and neo-Gramscian ideaandepts.
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2. Neorealism, Hegemony, and Hegemonic Stability
Theory

According to realist/neorealist theory, power is #ey variable
shaping international behavior. However, the conhoépower has many
different meanings. In its basic meaning, powemodes the ability of an
actor to get others to do something they otherwismild not do.
(Keohane and Nye, 1989: 11)

In his book “Peloponnesian War”, Thucydides (40C.Bwrote,
“What made war inevitable was the growth of Athengower and the
fear which this caused in Sparta.” (Thucydides, 919222-230)
Similarly, Thomas Hobbes viewed power as crucighuman behavior:
Man has a “perpetual and restless desire of powter aower that
ceaseth only in death.” Hobbes asserted “covenaiitisput the sword,
are but words and of no strength to secure a matl.'a{Hobbes, 1999:
35-38) Furthermore, Max Weber put power at theareot politics. For
Weber, the principal characteristic of politicsasstruggle for power.
(Weber, 1986: 28-37) One of the modern realistsnsH®lorgenthau
(1966) assumed that states would act to protect poaver positions:
“International politics, like all politics, is arsiggle for power.” (25) He
argues that international politics can be undedsthwough the concept
of interest defined as power. (Ibid: 5) When &taldiscuss about power
and hegemony, they refer to dominance, coercichfamce.

2.1. Neorealism and Hegemony

Neorealism is mostly based on the realist approath
international relations theory. Its aim is to redefand refine classical
realism in order to develop more empirical and exyst approach.
Neorealism shares three most fundamental assurspidnclassical
realism:

(1) States are the principal actors of the worllitigpe (the state-
centric assumption);

(2) States’ behavior can be explained rationalhe (tationality
assumption);
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(3) States primarily seek power and they defingr timterest in
terms of power (the power assumption). (Keohan@41964-
165, Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, 1997: 58)

Neorealism focuses on the international system stsuature that
shapes the political relationships among its membeor the structural
realism, international politics can be explainedonir patterned
relationships among actors in a system that ischinzal. According to
Waltz, structure has three connotations. First, ist defined as
international system that characterizes as an hitaome. Second, it is
an interaction among units with similar functiom$nally, structure is
defined by the distribution of capabilities acradates in the system.
(Waltz, 1959; Waltz, 1979: 93-101)

For Waltz, structure is the principal determinaihbatcomes at the
system level. Structure encourages certain actiamd discourages
others. It leads to unintended consequences. Thity abf states to
obtain their objectives is constrained by the powfeothers. (lbid: 104-
111) In Waltz's perspective, an international systés shaped by
changes in the distribution of capabilities amohgirt units. When a
structure changes, interactive patterns among mengrel outcomes of
such interactions also alter the international esystAs the power of a
state changes, so does the anarchical nature aitdraeational structure
and world order.

Neorealist theories of hegemony suggest that asderresult of
the concentration of power capabilities in a singlate that uses its
commanding position in order to maintain order. THecline of
hegemonic power means that order will decay. (6jli981; Keohane,
1984; Ikenberry, 1998) Robert Keohane defines hegym as
“preponderance of material resources.” (1984: 28pétnonic powers
must have control over three things: raw materistsjrces of capital,
and markets. They must hold comparative advantaegédse production
of highly valued goods. (Ibid) For Gilpin, a hegembcontrols or
dominates the lesser states in the system” thesaligs the other states
into a single international system. (1981: 28)
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2.2 Hegemonic Stability Theory (HST)

The hegemonic stability theory (HST) attempts tonbme two
theories of international relations: realism/nebsea and
liberalism/neoliberalism. It asserts that interoadél economic openness
and stability occur when there is a single dominpotver. In other
words, the HST argues that a dominant hegemoncisssary for: (1) the
existence of a liberal international economy; (2glatively peaceful and
secure international system. (Gilpin, 1987: 88) Aharles P.
Kindleberger has said, “for the world economy tcstailized, there has
to be a stabilizer, one stabilizer” (1973: 305)stdrically, the emergence
of a hegemonic power and of a liberal world econdmay occurred only
twice: “the Pax Britannicaand Pax Americanalike the Pax Romana
ensured an international system of relative peawk security. Great
Britain and the United States created and enfotisedules of a liberal
international economic order.” (Gilpin, 1981: 144)

Robert Keohane (1984) argues that hegemony is@ssary and
sufficient condition for creating a hegemonic ordddegemonic
leadership creates cooperation. The decline ofrhegg does not mean
that liberal world economy and peaceful and stabteld order are
collapsed. When a hegemon declines, the interradtiepstem and a
hegemonic leader establish international regimasrttake possible post-
hegemonic cooperation. (lbid: 31-32)

There are two versions of the HST: the collectivedversion
and the security version. (Webb and Krasner, 1989) The security
version of HST holds that world order is created amintained by a
hegemonic state that uses its power capabilitiesrg@nize relations
among states. The preponderance of power held digta allows it to
offer incentives, both positive and negative, te thther states. As a
result, states agree to participate a hegemoner ofatcording to Gilpin,
an international order is the reflection of the were distribution of
power in the states system. (1981: 40) He asskatfseven though a
hegemon is motivated by cosmopolitan economic gtiasUnited States
as a hegemon has been more motivated by enlighteitdhterest and
security objectives. (Ibid: 88) In the next sectitimis paper will highlight
the limitations of these theories.
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2.3. Limitations of Neorealist Hegemony and Hegeman
Stability Theory

The critiques of neorealist hegemony theories aset on its
theoretical as well as its empirical validity. Thiest critique argues that
“hegemony is less important for the continuationcobperation, once
begun, than for its creation. (Keohane, 1984:12nil&rly, Snidal
concludes that, “there is no reason to expectardgcline in hegemonic
power lead to the collapse of current economic mrd@985: 612)
Second, neorealist hegemony theories do not aceeeihfor the rise of
hegemons in the first place. Third, neorealist hegey theories have
several problems to explain the beginning of hegemavar. Even if
there is a challenge the hegemon, it may not leaa thallenge to the
system. Also, war is not the only means to resslveh challenges. The
explanation confuses possibility with causalitysécond problem is the
nature of evidence. Even if the hegemonic theoryld/explain the onset
of World War |, it cannot answer the question whg US became the
number one power after the War. Last, the theory &danumber of
empirical and logical problems with the few cas&mr example,
Vayrynen claims that significant major power wagfamccurs in all
stages-ascending hegemony, hegemonic victory, agenhonic maturity
except hegemonic decline. Similarly, Boswell and e8tvfind no
statistical relation between war intensity and Imegeic ascent, victory
or decline. (Vasquez, 1993: 97)

3. Gramsci, Hegemony and World Order

This section introduces the main ideas, issuestlaales that are
related to the neo-Gramscian concepts of hegemodywerld order in
international relations. It is based on not onlytdmo Gramsci's
writings but also the neo-Gramscian school of IReeslly Robert
Cox’s works. The revival of neo-Gramscian perspecin IR contributes
to the explanation and understanding of the pos#-Gdar conflicts.
Especially, the concepts of hegemony and ‘worldedrdre helpful to
examine protracted and deep-rooted violent cosflict

Before elaborating Gramscian approach of hegemawly veorld
order, it is useful to discuss the Marxist insighis international
hegemony. For Marxists, the fundamental forces rizehlvorld politics
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are class struggle and uneven development. Intenaht history is
dynamic and dialectical rather than cyclical precds order to discuss
the Marxian notion of hegemony, it is fruitful tonderstand the
contemporary world system within a capitalist cahte

For Marxists, the theory of hegemony is partiatsiworld history
IS based on the contradictions of capitalist refedi of production.
Nevertheless, Marxists have often used the conoégtegemony as
dominance. Both Marxists and Mercantilists assufreg twealth and
power are complementary; each depends on the otliex. Realists,
Marxists emphasize the role of U.S. hegemony imtarg world order
after the Second World War and the effects of teelide of American
power. (Keohane, 1984: 42)

Robert Cox has undertaken the most important sbiid3ramscian
concept of hegemorlyAs a pioneer, he introduced the neo-Gramscian
analysis of world order and international relatioRsr Cox, Gramsci's
concept of hegemony differs from neorealist usagBeorealist
hegemony refers to the dominance of one state other states. For
Gramsci, hegemony was more than dominance througgrcion,
sanctions, punishments and inducements. It alsoliad “intellectual
and moral leadership.” (1971: 182) Gramsci empleasithe national
level, the supremacy of a social group manifedlfitsn two ways, as
‘domination’ and as ‘intellectual and moral leadeps A social group
dominates antagonistic groups, which it tends fquitlate’ or to
subjugate perhaps even by armed force; it lead$rédhor allied groups.
A social group can, and indeed must, already eser&adership’ before
winning governmental power (it indeed is one of phiecipal conditions
for winning such power); it subsequently becomemidant when it
exercises power, but even if it holds it firmly its grasp, it must
continue to ‘lead’ as well. (Ibid: 57-58)

Robert Cox stressed the difference between doménaaed
Gramscian’s “ideological hegemony”: Antonio Gramgsed the concept
of hegemony to express a unity between objectiveena forces and
ethnic-political ideas-in Marxian terms, a unity aftructure and
superstructure-in which power based on dominan@ pwoduction is
rationalized through an ideology incorporating coompise or consensus
between dominant and subordinate groups. (1977) B&gemony is a
structure of dominance, leaving open the questibather the dominant
power is state or group of states or some comloinadf state and private
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power, which sustained by broadly based consenugtr acceptance of
an ideology and of institutions consistent wittsthiructure. (1986: 251)

The objectives of following paragraphs are to assdise
application and the explanatory usage of the ne¥Scian concepts of
hegemony, historic bloc, political/civil societyagsive revolution, war of
position, and war of maneuver that provide the da®r an
understanding of the global state system and ‘newdnorder.” (Rupert,
1993: 76; Arrighi, 1993)

3.1. Hegemony, Leadership and Civil Society

For Gramsci, the concept of civil society offered laistorical
generalization to reflect the experience of thesBeliik Revolution and
to explain the revolutions in the Western Europe. ¢bncluded that
experiences and revolutions in the Western Europee wifferent from
those in Russia. In Russia, the state is the n@meffor the revolution
because civil society was undeveloped. Thus, “Wwanavement”, as an
active revolution was more appropriate for the lésgeloped East. The
notion of war of movement is one of Gramsci's frequ military
metaphors. It indicates a frontal confrontationtlee kind of struggle
associated with the 1848 revolutions in Europeher917 revolution in
Russia.

In the Western Europe, on the contrary, civil sgciwas much
developed and enabled to play a revolutionary vargjuole. The
alternative strategy was the war of position tHatvly builds up the
strength of the social foundations of a new st@@ex, 1993: 53) In the
war of position, all wide-ranging social organipas involve in the
movement. Because of the hegemonic state-sociefiehe Western
Europe, “passive revolution” was succeeded with ktedp of civil
society: In Russia, the State was everything) sntiety was primordial
and gelatinous; in the West, there was a propeatioel between State
and civil society, and when the State trembleduadgtstructure of civil
society was at once revealed. (Gramsci, 1971: 238)

In Gramsci, the superstructural levels, “civil sigl and “political
society” constitute the domain in which force arghgent operate to
combine power: What we can do, for the momentpigix two major
superstructural levels: the one that be calledil'cuciety’, that is the
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ensemble of organisms commonly called ‘privated #mat of ‘political
society’ or ‘the State’. These two levels correspam the one hand to
the function of ‘hegemony’ that the dominant graexercises through
society and on the other hand to that of ‘direghof@tion’ or command
exercised through the State and ‘juridical’ goveenin (Gramsci, 1971:
12)

For Gramsci, “civil society” consists of the vargodorms of
voluntary associations and it constitutes the mdno¢riransition from
economic structure to political society. Becauseil csociety is the
primary political realm, all of the “dynamics of adtity formation,
ideological struggle, the activities of intelledsjzand the construction of
hegemony” take place. (Augelli and Murphy, 19931 Z9vil society
would include parties, unions, churches, educatioarnalism, art and
literature etc.

On the other hand, Gramsci located “political styiethe
institutions regulating society, above civil sogieAlthough Gramsci’s
political society seems to be equivalent of reglisbncept of the state,
he combines political society and civil societyttbanstitute Gramsci's
“extended or integral state”. (Rupert, 1993: 78ydfined as the unified
site in which Western bourgeois classes have estaol their social
power as “hegemony protected by the armour coefc{@ramsci, 1971:
263) In other words, realists assume that forcethedhreat of force are
the necessary and sufficient condition for statemédion. However,
Gramscian approach assumes that coercion as weheasonsent of
subordinate groups creates the basis of hegem@adeiship and
Gramsci’'s expanded or integral state.

3.2. Passive Revolution and Historic Blod3Jocco StoricQ

According to Cox, the concept of passive revolution a
“counterpart of the concept of hegemony.” (Cox, 3:985) It describes
the condition of “non-hegemonic society in whichdmminant class has
been able to establish hegemony (intellectual awndalmeadership).”
(Ibid) In short, Gramsci uses it to describe bofecsfic historical
developments, the establishment of an Italian nattate, and a style of
politics that preserves control by relatively sntathup of leaders. At the
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same time, he refers to economic, political, secaid ideological
changes.

Another concept that is related to hegemony iscibrecept of a
“historical bloc.” Gramsci referred to the sociabrhation of an
intellectual-mass dialectic as an ‘“intellectual amral bloc.” The
moral-political bloc helps to create a new “histofloc” in which
proletarian leadership of the various classes awtdipg subordinated
under capitalism could be organized and expreSdslconstruction of a
historic bloc is a precondition for the exercise hifgemony in the
Gramscian sense, and entails a “reconstructionabé/society relations
through organically related processes of politieebnomic, and cultural
change.” (Rupert, 1993: 80) When he describes thmaptex way in
which classes and factions of classes are relatedociety and the
complicated relationship between economic, politicand cultural
aspects of reality, he referred to an *“historic cbloAs a Marxist
metaphor, state and society together constitutedlid structure. In the
Gramsci’'s writings, a historic bloc replaces angn@e notion of an
economic base or structure that gives rise to digadl and ideological
superstructure. The historical bloc is a dialettwoacept:

Structures and superstructures from a ‘historic’blbhat is to say
the complex contradictory and discordant ensembtleosuperstructure
is the reflection of the ensemble of the sociahtiehs of production.
(Gramsci, 1971: 366)

A historic bloc cannot exist without a hegemonacial class.
Where the hegemonic class is the dominant classaauntry or social
formation, the state (Gramsci’s integral state)ntans cohesion and
identity within the bloc through the propagationao€ommon culture. A
new bloc is formed when a subordinate class (agrkers) establishes
its hegemony over other subordinate groups (e.gallsfarmers,
marginals). Moreover, Gramsci rejects the idea thdtistoric bloc is
only a simple alliance of classes or class frastioh encompasses
political, cultural, and economic aspects of aipalar social formation.
For example, a bourgeoisie class creates a histoloc through
education and media. Its self-interest is acceptedubordinate classes
as being its own interest. (Adamson, 1980)

In short, hegemonies always grow out of historiats, but not
all historical blocs are hegemonic. A social grauglass that establishes
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an “intellectual and moral bloc” is by definitionetpemonic vis-a-vis
itself, but its political alliances with other sughoups may or may not
develop into a hegemonic relationship.

3.3. Hegemony and World Order

The concept of the neo-Gramscian hegemony is agipécto
analyzing conflicts at the international or worldvél. Robert Cox
presents the most important implication of Granssctoncept of
hegemony. Cox developed the notion of hegemonyobuBramsci's
ideas inPrison NotebookgGramsci, 1971)

Cox’s approach to the study of hegemony is diffefeom the
conventional meaning of the term “hegemonic” thefers the dominant
state’s relationship with other less powerful statele prefers to use
“‘dominance” to define hegemony in a neorealist sefsstead, he uses
hegemony as a “structure of values and understgadibout the nature
of order that infuse a whole system of states amad-state entities.”
(Cox, 1992: 140) In a hegemonic order these vadumesunderstandings
are relatively stable and unquestioned. They appeas the natural
order for most actors. Such structure of meanisgsniderpinned by a
structure of power, in which most probably oneestatdominant but that
state’s dominance in itself is not sufficient toeate hegemony.
According to Cox,

hegemony derives from the ways of doing and thinkihthe
dominant strata of the dominant state or statesfasas these
ways of doing and thinking have acquired the acspeace of
the dominant social strata of other states. Theséas practices
and the ideologies that explain and legitimize tlwamstitute the
foundation of hegemonic orddtbid: 140)

In his article, Cox impressively analyzed the roleocial forces,
the form of states and the world order (Figure(Cpx, 1986, 1987) He
aims to identify the potential for structural tréorsnation and the
determination of breaking points between successivactures. His
framework is oriented to a study of strategic camssness and ideology
formation at the ruling class level linking suchif@tion to the historical
cycles of successive world orders. The framewodanisittempt to escape
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the state-versus-society centered political realnst neorealist analysis.
It provides a structural concept of power where toestitution of a
stable order is the result of a manufactured coibiiat between
dominant ideas, institutions, and material captddi

Figure 1. Hegemony and World Orders (adopted from Cox, 122a).

Social forces

/

Forms of state ——— World orders

Cox theorizes that all structure is the outcomeindéraction
between these three variables (ideas, institutioard material
capabilities) each of which possesses a real aotgfino determinism
need be assumed.” (Figure 2) (Cox, 1986: 218) Heganstructures are
distinguished from non-hegemonic inasmuch as thoseontrol of
institutions do not predominantly resort to the néorce. The consent
is strengthened if the controllers make concesdioribe dominated and
express their relationship in terms of a univegeleral interest. While
the power basis of hegemonic structures is impltbié management of
power relations in non-hegemonic orders is alwayhé¢ forefront.

Figure 2. Structural forces (Cox, 1986: 218)

Ideas

Material Institutions

capabilities

At the international level, Cox’s triad is transd into the
historical study of social forces generated by pneduction process,
forms of state derived from state/society compleaed world orders.
Each level is interrelated but with no universalusality assumed.
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Historical phases are identified when a coherertitas occurred between
material power, the development of collective woidages and the
administration of an order through a set of instius claiming
universality. (Burnham, 1991: 75) These are hegeémphases-periods
of relative stability in the international ordeistinguishable from non-
hegemonic phases where “state advance and prdtecinterests of
particular national social classes” (Cox, 1987:18),single power can
establish its legitimacy and international instiils the result.

Cox theorized world hegemony as an outward expansif
internal national hegemony established by a donisacial class. In the
reading, world hegemony is not simply another otulgrone in which a
“dominant mode of production, culture and systersaifial institutions”
penetrates all countries.” (Cox, 1996: 137) Worlégémony is
describable as a “social structure, an economiciire, and a political
structure; and it cannot simply be one of thesaghibut must be all
three.” (Cox, 1993: 62)

Coxian understanding of hegemony implies thatribeessity of
global structural change and world order in termé&tlee dynamics and
dialectics of their normative [ethical, ideologicg@ractical] as well as
their material dimensions.” (Gill and Law, 1993:)9€ox’s theory
emphasizes the structural and macro level of veesato understand the
triad relationship of social forces, form of stadad world order.

For Cox, the creation of world order is resulbefjemon and the
formation of a “historic bloc.” A historic bloc isrganized around a set
of hegemonic ideas—a dominant ideology—that forhes ltasis for an
alliance between social classes. Therefore, a ssfidehistoric bloc is
organized through the exercise of “intellectual amatal leadership” and
forms the organic link between political and cisdciety (the extended
or integral state). (Cox and Sinclair, 1996) As weicated above,
Gramscian idea of state consists of not only theegoment but also
“civil society’—press, church, mass culture— thabgdizes existing power
relations. The emergence of a new historic blothésresult of passive
revolution (war of movement). Moreover, it neederfuasive ideas and
arguments (Gramsci’s ethnic-political level) whighild on and catalyse
its political networks and organisation.” (Gill ahdw, 1993: 94) In neo-
Gramscian sense, hegemony is based on consentoasdnsus rather
than coercion:
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Between consent and force stands corruption/fraud
(which is characteristic of certain situations whiris
hard to exercise the hegemonic function, and when t
use of force is too risky). This consists in praogrthe
demoralization and paralysis of the antagonist (or
antagonists) by buying its leaders—either coverly,in
case of imminent danger, openly—in order to sow
disarray and confusion in its rankgGramsci, 1971:
80n)

A hegemonic order therefore emerges out of the emsfal
formation of an international historic bloc of salcforces that in turn is
premised upon the articulation of a dominant idgpl@accepted by
subordinate classes. The hegemonic world ordeeli@etual and moral
leadership in international system) is createdhayimteractions between
the dominant state and dominant social forces hadtbordinate states
and social forces. In other words, it is a prodafca universal dominant
society and civilization. (Cox, 1992: 141) For exd@) during the post-
war years, a neoliberal form of state took shapgberEuropean countries
based on a negotiated consensus among the majastiiad interests,
organized labor, and government. The neoliberaktofics bloc is
represented by the G-8 countries.

There is a controversy over the nature of new advortler. Cox
argues that fundamental changes in global soaiattstres and global
processes of structural changes may be undersioAdtonio Gramsci’s
term historic bloc. (Gramsci, 1971) He stressesttiere are three issues
that affect the future of world order:

(1) the globalisation of the world economy and ris&ctions of it
may provoke (post-globalisation); (2) the transfation of the
inter-state system as it has been known since th&tphalian era
(post-Westphalian); (3) the problematic of a pasgdmonic
world order [post-hegemonic]. (Cox, 1993: 259)
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4. A Model for the Conflict Analysis

Conflicts occur when separate parties realize thay have
incompatible goals. Many armed conflicts have talgace in less
developed countries because the countries undemd modernization,
political transition, and the collapse of internpblitical structure.
Incorporating Burton’s description of basic needs can translate
Gramsci’'s theory of hegemony into the familiar terraf conflict
analysis. When social systems deny participatiothéndecision-making
processes among social groups, non-negotiableicisndiver deprivation
of human needs of identity, recognition and segwakist. Conflicts may
surface at the inter-group, interpersonal, or sstpacture levels, but it
cannot be resolved at those levels. Conflict cast bbe meaningfully
addressed by changing the social structures thiatamathe conflicts.

Realist/neo-realist theories have emphasized tdiietence and
the absence of war. Direct violence refers to gtalsviolence that can
be resolved through military means. The Gramsaitas of IR theory
help theorists to analyze “structural violence” lfGag, 1969) or indirect
violence that includes economic, cultural and ewinental violence. In
the case of structural violence, people harm opeaple indirectly by
way of their social system. For example, the pusitor of immigration
moves many people to the slums and some of thelpadggeady living
there may suffer from the rising housing costsher jpb competition. It
is hard to observe structural violence because dmni indirect, slow and
steady process, and the victims and perpetraterbad to identify. The
Gramsician and Coxian concepts of hegemony and ipassaime that it
is possible to resolve structural violence and owere political
repression. With the help of the Gramscian con¢ejpbecomes easy to
take a snapshot of structural violence or at lexstapolate patterned
effects. The victims of homelessness and streédreim are victims of
structural violence. As a result, conflict resabati practitioners have
advocated the view that it is necessary to incltige concepts of
structural violence and structural conflict in taea of conflict analysis
in the new world order. It is evident that theraiseed for a structural
change that can be achieved through economic dhgauhegemony in
the international system. It becomes obvious thegative peace-
protecting human life and ending wars- is not emoubherefore, the
conflicts should be analyzed using a holistic applo There is a need
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for introducing positive peace that advocates thmimation of both
structural and direct violence. By eliminating stire-generated social,
political, and cultural violence, conflict resoloti can attain justice,
protect human rights, eliminate exploitation, pdevibasic needs (food
and shelter), and give rise to equal power and legpaortunity.
(Galtung, 1969, 1996: 67)

The realist/neo-realist theories of hegemony andetm®nic
stability theory have been applied to understandliogy negative peace
(the absence of war) could be achieved and magdaifihe theories
argue that the absence of a hegemon results inclvaos, and instability
in the international system. From a different anglenflict resolution
theories believe that conflict is necessary forghgine of social change,
but in fact a system of the constructive, not desive conflicts must be
created. When foreign policy-makers understand thatresolution of
conflict requires both negative and positive pedttee absence of
structural conflict), it become easier to elimin#tte conflict cycle and
propose post-peace building strategies and poltb@saddress not only
the interests of the states but also their needgaals.

Long-term, intractable conflicts that result frahre deprivation
of needs such as identity, recognition, and secumiay be caused or
maintained by the institutionalization of the vauand norms of a
dominant social group. If this is the case, thditmsonal structures
supporting the deprivation must undergo changederofor the conflict
to be resolved. (Burton, 1997) Modifications brougtbout through
passive reform will not affect the core structufesacial institutions and
will not change the hidden structures that trigdettee conflict, and the
conflict will repeatedly re-emerge.

In the Coxian analysis, there are three princifhes can be used
in conflict analysis and resolution in the new wlowrder A post-
hegemonic order should move into the common grdbat consists of
three distinct and separate principles:

(1) recognition of the requisites for survival asdstained
equilibrium in global ecology; (2) mutual acceptaraf restraint
in the use of violence to decide conflicts - natththis would
eliminate organized political violence, though iight raise the
costs of resort to violence; and (3) common agreeraeexplore
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the sources of conflict and to develop procedunesdping with
conflict that would take account of distinct codxig normative
perspectives. (Cox, 1992: 142)

It is not enough not to examine immediate cause®wofiict. The
structure of the prevailing civil and political $gms supporting and
containing the parties in conflict must also beieexed. The best hope
for transforming relationships between parties amftict is a full and
informed dialogue; the dialogue must include disauss concerning the
core causes and sources of the conflict. The Ghiamsand Coxian
concepts and theories are helpful to explain trdodue in conflict
resolution. The dialogue is possible only with dlyfuresponsive
“antithesis” that identifies the hidden messagesiaplicit assumptions.
The antithesis must understand the deeply embedtiuktd structures
support and empower the systems, such as the ngeangated and
reinforced by a state’s language and prevailinghalggy. (Sassoon,
1982) The goal of dialogue in conflict resolutios mot absorption,
domination, or conversion by either side, but rathmthesis. Synthesis
is not a compromise combination of the thesis (agsstructure) and
antithesis (counter-hegemony) but a completely névwird. When
structural violence is the cause of conflict, teealution —the synthesis—
will be something as different and separate from eiisting structure
and from the counter-hegemony.

One of the applications of the concepts of hegemang
hegemonic stability theory is water conflicts ahe ttheory of hydro-
hegemony.” (Zeitoun, 2005) The theory asserts tthafpower of a state
and its capabilities determine how it obtains asdsua scarce resource
like water. If a state has hegemonic power overagewissue, it can
control the agenda of the water conflict, deternfioes the water conflict
is framed and analyzed and propose a resolutioallebto its interests
and power. (lbid) The theories of conflict resadatihelp us to explain
how a hydro-hegemon may use its capabilities amdl @ehieve a
“durable stability” together with *“a principle of geity and
interdependence.” (lbid: 9)

Another characteristic of the Gramscian theorhefemony in
the field of Conflict Resolution is that the war pdsition can be subtle
and nonviolent and is conducted by the press, madia-governmental
institutions, educational and religious institusoim the domestic and
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international political arenas. Similarly, conflicésolution practitioners
have often called for peaceful and nonviolent dodange (the Velvet
Revolution). They apply counter-hegemonic concepesgries and tools.
Therefore, the struggle can be with military meaasvell as with ideas
and institutions. The conflict resolution is a ical theory that counter-
balances the dominant hegemonic ideas. Also, abnfiesolution

practices emphasize multi-track diplomacy, track-tdiplomacy, the
involvement of non-governmental organizations dreléempowerment of
the individuals.

The benefits of the conflict analysis model suppadrby social
structures are two-fold. First, conflict analysisdaresolution theorists
must acknowledge that they cannot address deepeseattractable
conflicts without examining underlying structurglseems that support
and maintain the conflict. Second, they must ackedge that structural
conflict can only be addressed at the expense @fsthucture of the
social systems that support it. In these types arfflicts, researchers
should look at: 1) the power relations between ambng individuals,
groups and social institutions; 2) the sources @nimstances giving
rise to and supporting the power relations (coexdiorce, consent, etc.);
and 3) the impact of the power relations on theflms.

5. Conclusion

The article attempts to summarize the literatweiated to the
neorealist and the neo-Gramscian ideas of hegemithyan emphasis
on the historical developments of the two schodlse purpose is to
show the reader how the ideas and concepts of ¢imoots can be used
in the explanation and understanding of the casflidhe resolution of
deep-rooted, protracted, and violent conflicts nexgithe implementation
of negative and positive peace. The neorealistribeaan be used to
explain interest-based and violent conflicts. Tle®-Gramscian school
can be instrumental for shedding light on strudturalence and idea-
based conflicts.

The neorealists believe that international cotsliare mostly
between states and are based on the struggle ¥arpdhe solution of
international conflicts is either based on a batawt power or the
existence of a hegemon in the international syst@y.using war as a
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means, states aim to obtain ends such as intepedgtamation, survival,

power and wealth. The neorealist theorists arga¢ @hhegemon is a
necessary and sufficient condition for a stableldvorder and a peaceful
international system. The hegemonic stability theasserts that a
hegemon breeds stability in the system. A hegemeates, maintains
and shapes international institutions which in tiunction as stabilizers
of the international system even in the declineaohegemon. When
international institutions and regimes emerge, flystem functions
without a hegemon that in turn creates stability peaceful international
environment.

Keohane believes that post-hegemonic cooperatiopossible
because of interdependence, institutions, and eginte identified
complex relations between cooperation and instisti such as
international regimes and global governance. Swsfgkedegemonic
leadership depends on a certain form of asymmeétcoaperation.
Cooperation may be fostered by hegemony, and anfmge&reates an
environment for cooperation and creates and erdomdes. For
Keohane, hegemony and cooperation have symbolidigathips with
one another. (Keohane, 1984, p.46)

This article introduces Gramsci's ideas as an rare to
mainstream international relations approaches sash neo-realist,
neoliberal, institutionalist, and world system thies. It outlines the core
Gramscian concepts as well as the main argumemisioed in them.
The concept of hegemony is used to highlight thgzak political and
normative differences between mainstream approactied neo-
Gramscian concepts. While mainstream theories tatee @nd constant,
Gramscian concepts are dynamic, and they explaat $tructural
changes occur in complex relationships among sdorakes, forms of
states, and world orders. The concepts of histdoc and civil society
are important to expand a theory of the state asttumental to explain
the relationship between state and civil societg #éme integration of
different class interests. Various social forcesmfdiistoric blocs that
lead to a complex and dynamic ensemble of sodiafioas and domestic
as well as international orders with political, Bomic and cultural
aspects. The historic bloc first creates a hegetneocial class that
expands to international arenas via ideas andutistns. For example,
the European Union was created by the pro-EU histdoc. It can be
argued that there is a European civil society amdiigpean order. The
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Gramscian theoretical framework can be used toyaeathe role of

global civil society and historic bloc that helps build normative

structures (rules and rights) and internationalimeg (norms and
decision-making procedures). The neo-Gramscian oagpr to IR

provides a critical framework that enables analystsassume that
interstate cooperation is possible without a simgigemon. For example,
a regime emerges as a result of not only instibatidoargaining among
states and state elites but also industry and essimepresentatives,
environmental interest groups, non-governmentalamimations, and
progressive movements (global civil society). Tlee+Gramscian school
of IR reveals that the political, economic and axdt struggles among
states and social forces explain the emergencébélgcivil society and

international regimes.

The neo-Gramscian idea of hegemony introducessidead
institutions. Instead of emphasizing power and neteapabilities for
the international behaviors and policy-making astha neorealist IR
approach, the Coxian approach attaches an impertamideas and how
hegemonic ideas define states’ actions, shape ypwdikers’ acts and
explain their policy-making choices. Also, the Caxiapproach tends to
emphasize the impacts of a state’s institutions sindctures on the
international policy-making processes. Certain itngbnal structures
and forms of states are necessary for a peacefuldwarder. For
example, it has been observed that democracy alioe@l political
economy are instrumental in creating peace anédsolving conflicts in
post peace-building and conflict transformationgasses. In addition,
the Gramscian ideas in international relations mhesve important to
progress from one-dimensional analysis (nationtdrést and power) to
multi-dimensional analysis (ideas and institutiorfsy international
issues and conflicts. It is important to combindeinational and
domestic factors, societal forces and state irigiita, and power and
ideas, in analyzing international relations. It tenargued that the Unites
States has structural power and is still a cultdragemon. It has
dominance on hegemonic ideas such as free tradeadacy, the rule of
law, and liberal economy.

For Cox, the first condition for a post-hegemonides would be
“mutual recognition of distinct traditions of ciwhtion.” (Ibid: 141)
The hegemon has to receive its “normative contentisearch for
common ground among constituent traditions of @ation.” (1993:
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264) In other words, a post-hegemonic era wouldohe in which

different traditions of civilization could co-exisThe assumption of the
co-existence of different civilizations has becomere important since
the new world order has disproved the old inteometi system theories’
assumptions and introduced new forces such as i@edsnstitutions
(globalization, terrorist organizations, civil seti, etc) in the
international system.

In order to examine about peace and conflict reéswiuit is
necessary to think in systemic terms. The analgbifegemony may
provide some structural foundation on which to ¢amt conflict
resolution theory and practice. According to therealist hegemonic
theory assumptions, whether the conflict will emchot depends on the
hegemonic world order that can be created by tmairtent state or the
leadership of social forces (class, civil societsar of movement, and
passive revolution).

The presence or absence of hegemony may makeeaeditee in
the international system. In the neorealist disseurthe term
“hegemony” is reduced to the single dimension omgiance, i.e., a
relationship among states that is defined by tipbiysical capability.
However, the Gramscian meaning of hegemony thatiasxused (1993)
introduced new dimensions and levels of analystx §iresses that in a
hegemonic order, the dominant power makes a cecdantessions or
compromises to secure the consent of lesser pdeens order that can
be expressed in terms of a general interest. Theia@oideas of
hegemony have applications for the analysis ofriatgonal regimes,
particularly on the environmental, trade and ecanomssues. For
example, the success of the ozone regime negaisatinthe world trade
negotiations can be attributed the concessionsogfegful economic
blocs and the compromise between the North (theldped countries)
and South (the developing and the less developaatiges). (Cox, 1986:
246)

In the conflict resolution theories, the complexndstic and
international structures have contributed the esmrg of the violent
conflicts. The causes of the structural conflicas ®e understood with
the help of neo-realist and neo-Gramscian hegenmamcepts. It is
obvious that most of the post-Cold War conflictyédnénad roots in post-
globalization, post-Westphalian and post-hegematractures in the
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international system. For example, it is necessargesolve intra-state
conflicts not only by peacekeeping and militarycks but also social-
psychological and cultural means such as the nesatilacivil society. It

has become more obvious that we need to first gtaled how and why
the domestic and international structures and systéorces affect the
conflict processes and outcomes and then how tdemgmt both

negative (absence of war) and positive (the elitonaof structural

violence) peace.

The relationship between the concept of hegemonlycamnflict
analysis is that not only power is important busoalideas and
institutions. In a complex world environment, imtational relations
theorists cannot explain and understand the neweolg@s in the 21
century by using only neo-realist or Gramscian hegegy. There is a
need for integrative and comprehensive theorieisaimato achieve both
negative and positive peace and to eliminate bbyfsipal and structural
violence. The conflict resolution field may be mshental to introduce
the idea of nonviolent social change that aimsh@nge interests, needs
and goals of the conflicting parties.
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Endnotes

! Robert Cox extensively has written about the subjend has a profound
influence on recent developments in thinking ireinational relations theory,
world politics, and political economy. Most of stesland important essays about
the theme of world order led to new book. In thelyaall of his essays that |
used can be found. See Cox, Robert W. and Timothgidclair (1996),
Approaches to world orde€ambridge University Press: New York.

% There are some Turkish resources on neo-realism@ramscian, hegemony,
and international relations. See Deniz Ulke Ar &0, Globalleme Senaryosunun
Aktorleri (Uluslararas li kilerde Gug¢ Micadelesi), Der Yay nlaristanbul,
1996; Tayyar Ar, Uluslararasii kiler Teorileri: Catisma, Hegemonyairligi,
Alfa Yay nlar : stanbul, 2003; Tayyar Ar, Uluslararasi Kiler ve D Politika,
Alfa Yay nlar : stanbul, 1999;hsan Da, Turk D Politikasinda Gelenek ve
De i im, Siyasal Kitabevi: stanbul, 1999; Atilla Eralp, Devlet, Sistem, Kimlik
Uluslararas li kilerde Temel Yaklamlar, leti im Yay nlar: stanbul, 1996;
Antonio Gramsci, Hapishane Defterleri, Cev: Adnaan@il, Belge Yay nlar :
stanbul, 2003.
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