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Ankara NATO Zirvesi ve Transatlantik ittifakin Gelecegi
Cem Tuna Aksu
1. Giris

Kuzey Atlantik Antlagmasi Orgiitii (NATO), 1949 yilinda Washington Antlasmasi'nin 5.
Maddesi temelinde kolektif savunma amaciyla kuruldugu giinden bu yana, uluslararasi
sistemdeki glic dengelerine paralel olarak yapisal doniisiimler gegirmistir. Soguk Savas
doneminin simetrik tehdit algisina odaklanan "NATO 1.0" evresinden, 1990'lar ve 2000'lerde
genisleme dalgalar1 ve sinir Gtesi kriz yonetimi operasyonlariyla sekillenen "NATO 2.0"
evresine gegis ittifakin esnekligini kanitlamistir. Ancak giliniimiizde uluslararasi gilivenlik
mimarisi, Ukrayna savasiyla somutlasan konvansiyonel tehditler, cok boyutlu hibrit stnamalar
ve transatlantik baglardaki yapisal asinmalar nedeniyle yeni bir kirilma noktasma ulagmistir.

Bu doniisiim stirecinin en kritik kilometre taslarindan biri, 7-8 Temmuz 2025
tarihlerinde gergeklestirilen Ankara Zirvesi olmustur. Zirvede kabul edilen deklarasyon,
ittifakin caydiricilik ve savunma mimarisini yalnizca geleneksel askeri tedbirlerle degil tedarik
zinciri dayanikliligi, savunma sanayii entegrasyonu ve ortak kapasite artirimiyla tahkim etmeyi
hedefleyen "NATO 3.0" paradigmasini somutlastirmistir. (Burchell, 2026; North Atlantic
Treaty Organization [NATO], 2026). Keza Ankara Zirvesi Bildirisi, transatlantik bagin 360
derecelik giivenlik yaklasimiyla siirdiiriilecegini yinelerken, Avrupa kanadmin ve Kanada'nin
savunma yiiklimliiliiklerini daha fazla iistlenmesi gerektigini tescillemistir. (NATO, 2026).
Bununla birlikte, savunma harcamalarindaki artis ve yeni askeri taahhiitler, ittifak ici siyasal
uyumun ve siirdiiriilebilir bir barig vizyonunun tesis edildigi anlamima gelmemektedir (Yetkin,
2026; Firat, 2026).

2. NATO 3.0 ve Ankara Deklarasyonu:

Ankara Zirvesinin en belirgin sonuglarindan biri, ittifakin Soguk Savas sonrasi
vizyonunu revize eden "NATO 3.0" konseptinin salt bir teori olmaktan ¢ikip kurumsal bir
zemine oturtulmasidir. Burchell'a (2026) gore NATO 3.0 askeri birliklerin rotasyonu veya sinir
Otesi kriz miidahalelerinden ¢ok lojistik dayanikliligm, ortak endiistriyel kapasitenin ve
teknolojik iistiinliigiin entegre edildigi yeni bir caydiricilik pratigidir. Bu pratigin merkezinde
ise liye devletlerin savunma harcamalarindaki yapisal artis talebi yer almaktadir. Ankara Zirvesi
Bildirisi'nde, Gayrisafi Yurt I¢i Hasila'nin (GSYH) asgari %?2'sinin savunmaya ayrilmasi hedefi
(Yatirimlar ile birlikte %35) artik ulasilmasi gereken bir tavan degil, ittifakin caydiriciligini
saglamak i¢in tartigsmasiz kabul edilen bir taban olarak tescillenmistir (North Atlantic Treaty
Organization [NATO], 2026). Altma iiye lilkelerin imzasin1 attig1 bu taahhiit yalnizca genel
askeri biitcelerini artrmalarmi degil, ayn1 zamanda biitgenin asgari %20'sini yeni techizat
alimlarna ve arastirma-gelistirme (Ar-Ge) faaliyetlerine yonlendirmelerini zorunlu kiliyor.

Savunma harcamalarindaki bu artisin hedefi, niteliksel bir sanayi doniisiimiiyle
desteklenmesi beklenmektedir. Ankara Deklarasyonu, ittifakin savunma sanayii tabanmin
giiclendirilmesini, transatlantik tedarik zincirlerinin giivence altina alinmasini ve mithimmat
stoklarmin acilen ikmal edilmesini stratejik bir oncelik olarak kayda ge¢irmistir (NATO, 2026).
Ozellikle Ukrayna'da devam eden konvansiyonel yipratma savasmin gozler oniine sermis



oldugu mithimmat {retim eksikligi ya da a¢igi, NATO'nun miisterek savunma tedarik
projelerine agirlik vermesine yol agmustir. Miittefiklerin savunma sanayilerinde birbiriyle yikic1
rekabete girmek yerine birlikte ¢alisabilirlik (interoperability) ilkesi etrafinda kenetlenmesi,
yeni donemin savunma mimarisi i¢in hayati bir 6n kosul haline gelmistir (Burchell, 2026).

Temelden gelen bu yapisal doniisiimiin lojistik ya da endiistriyel zorunluluktan ¢ok,
Atlanitik eksendeki yiik paylasimmin (burden-sharing) yeniden nitelendigini gosterir. NATO,
kuruldugu giinden bu yana ABD’nin giivenlik semsiyesi altinda, ABD’ye gore savunma
biit¢elerinden daha az katki yapan Avrupa iilkeleri, (temel olarak MAGA politikasinin bir ¢iktist
olarak da okuyabilecegimiz gibi) giivenlik maliyetlerini yiikseltmek zorunda kalmistir. Nitekim
Frrat (2026) analizinde alt1 ¢izildigi gibi, Ankara Zirvesi kurum olarak NATO biitiinliiglinii
korusa da, ABD'nin tek tarafli siibvanse ettigi "eski NATO" artik kalmamistir. Bu dengesindeki
degisim, NATO 3.0 doneminin Avrupa i¢in daha agir maliyet ve artan sorumluluk, ABD i¢in
ise Hint-Pasifik vizyonuyla dengelenmis yeni bir liderlik tasarmmi anlamma geldigini
gostermektedir.

3. Giivenlik, Barns ve Ittifak ici Heyelan

Ankara Zirvesi’nin askeri ve endiistriyel taahhiitler bakimindan bir basar1 olarak takdim
edilmesine karsin, toplantinin yarattigi stratejik tablo derin siyasal celiskileri ve yapisal
kirilmalar1 da beraberinde getirmistir. Zirvenin en temel agmazi, giivenlik parametrelerinin
maksimize edilmesi ile siirdiiriilebilir bir bolgesel barig vizyonunun insasi arasindaki
dengesizlikte diiglimlenmektedir. Yetkin (2026), zirve sonucunda savunma biitgelerinin,
mithimmat iiretim hedeflerinin ve ittifakin dogu kanadmin tahkimatinin mutlak bir giivenlik
tahkimat1 sagladigini, lakin bunun diplomasi ve uzun vadeli bir baris perspektifi liretmekten
uzak kaldigmi vurgulamaktadir. Ittifakin tamamen silahlanma ve caydiricilik sarmalina
kilitlenmesi, Soguk Savas sonras1 donemde hedeflenen kapsayici Avrupa giivenlik mimarisinin
yerini kalic1 bir bloklasmaya ve askeri gerilime biraktigini gostermektedir.

Bununla birlikte, Ankara Bildirisi’nin yansittig1 kurumsal uzlagi goriintiisiiniin ardinda
ittifakin belirgin catlaklara ve stratejik oncelik farkliliklarma sahip oldugunu goriiyoruz. Firat
(2026) analizinde ifade edildigi iizere, ittifak dagilmamis olsa da iiyelerin esit giivenlik
kaygilarina sahip oldugu “eski NATO" kavrami artik varligini yitirerek tarihe karismistir. Bir
yanda Dogu Avrupa ve Baltik iilkeleri Rusya’y1 varolussal bir tehdit olarak goriip ittifakin tiim
kaynaklarin1 Dogu Kanadi’na teksif etmesini isterken; diger yanda Giiney Kanad: iilkeleri
terorizm, yasa dis1 go¢ olgusu ve Akdeniz havzasindaki istikrarsizliklara dikkat ¢ekmektedir
(North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO], 2026). Ankara Deklarasyonu’nda terérizmle
miicadelenin de tartigilmasi, Tiirkiye’nin glivenlik onceliklerinin metne yansimasi agisindan
onemli bir diplomatik kazanim olmustur ancak iiyeler arasindaki cografi ve stratejik odak
ayrigmasinin devam ettigini kanitlamaktadir.

Transatlantik iliskilerin gelecegine dair belirsizlikler ve Avrupa’nin "stratejik 6zerklik"
arayis1 ise Ankara Zirvesi sonrasinda daha da goriiniir bir hal almistir. ABD'nin i¢ siyasetindeki
dalgalanmalar ve Washington'n kiiresel stratejisinde Hint-Pasifik bdlgesine agirlik vermesi
Avrupal1 miittefikleri daha bagimsiz bir askeri kapasite olusturmaya zorlamaktadir (Burchell,
2026). Ancak Avrupa savunma sanayiinin par¢ali yapisi, mali kapasite yetersizlikleri ve



Washington’in teknolojik liderligine olan bagimlilik, bu doniisiimii sancili kilmaktadir. Sonug
olarak, Ankara Zirvesi bir yandan NATO ’nun kurumsal dayanikliligini teyit etmis, diger yandan
ittifakin artan savunma harcamalar1 ile kirilgan siyasi uzlagmalar arasinda sikisan yeni bir
jeopolitik evreye girdigini tescillemistir. (Firat, 2026; Yetkin, 2026).

4. Sonug¢ ve Gelecek Projeksiyonu

2026 NATO Ankara Zirvesi, transatlantik ittifakin Soguk Savas sonrasi donemden bu
yana yasadigi en kapsamli kurumsal ve stratejik doniisiimlerden birini somutlastiran ilk adim
olmustur. Zirve bildirisiyle tescillenen %?2'lik savunma harcamasi tabani, mithimmat liretim
kapasitesinin artirilmasi ve savunma sanayii tabanmin tahkimi, "NATO 3.0" paradigmasinin
yalnizca askeri degil ayn1 zamanda endiistriyel ve lojistik bir mecburiyet oldugunu ortaya
koymustur (Burchell, 2026; North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO], 2026). Ancak bu
askeri tahkimat, ittifakin siyasal uyum ve siirdiiriilebilir baris insasi1 konularindaki temel
acmazlarmi ortadan kaldirmamamistir (Yetkin, 2026).

Gelecek projeksiyonunda NATO'nun basarisi; Avrupali miittefiklerin artan savunma
yiikiinii ne 6l¢iide verimli yonetebilecegine, Dogu ve Giiney kanatlar1 arasindaki giivenlik
onceligi farkhiliklarinin nasil dengelenecegine ve artan askeri harcamalarm diplomasiyle ne
derece tahkim edilebilecegine bagl olacaktir. Kurumsal olarak varligini ve caydiriciligim
korumus olsa da ABD siibvansiyonuna dayali konfor alaninin sona erdigi bu yeni donem,
transatlantik iligkilerde ¢cok merkezli ve daha kirilgan bir giivenlik mimarisini kalic1 kilacagini
gorecegiz. (Firat, 2026).
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2026 ABD-Israil iran Harekat1: Askeri Ustiinliigiin Stratejik Sinirlan

Dr. Mehmet Akar

Giris
Agustos 2026 itibartyla, ABD ve Israil'in iran'a kars: yiiriittiigii ve ilki 13-25 Haziran
2025 tarihleri arasinda gergeklesen askeri harekdt on dort ayr askin bir siiredir devam
etmektedir. Koalisyon giicleri, 28 Subat-8 Nisan 2026 tarihleri arasindaki ikinci hava harekati
doneminde 10.000'den fazla hedefi vurmustur (Mearsheimer, 2026). Bunu, 13 Nisan-17
Haziran 2026 tarihleri arasinda Hirmiiz Bogazi'nda uygulanan deniz ablukasi izlemistir.
Kullanilan gii¢, diinyanin en gelismis hava filosunu, hassas giidiimlii mithimmat depolarini ve
tartismasiz deniz Ustiinliigiinii kapsamaktadir. Bu 6l¢ek, harekati yirmi birinci yiizyilin en
kapsamli konvansiyonel operasyonlarindan biri haline getirmektedir. Harekatin baglangicindaki
stratejik hesaplama agikti. Bu Olgekte bir askeri baskinin Tahran't niikleer programindan
vazge¢meye veya en azindan Onemli tavizler vermeye zorlayacagi varsayilmisti. Ancak
Agustos 2026 itibartyla Iran ne teslim olmus ne de niikleer altyapisini sokmiistiir. Buna karsilik,

Washington'da hassas mithimmat stoklarinin azalmasi nedeniyle diplomatik bir ¢ikis arayisimin

belirginlestigi bildirilmektedir (Cohen, 2026).

Bu iki gozlem, harekatin temel bir stratejik celiski barindirdigini gostermektedir.
Koalisyon gii¢leri savasi kazanma kapasitesine sahip gibi goriinmekte, ancak ayni aktor bir
¢ikis yolu aramaktadir. Bu ¢eliski, makalenin temel arastirma sorusunu dogurmaktadir: ABD
ve Israil'in belirgin operasyonel iistiinliigiine ragmen, 2026 harekat1 neden kesin ve kalic1 bir
siyasi sonuca doniismemistir? Makale, bu sorunun yanitin1 dort analitik degisken iizerinden
aramaktadir: operasyonel yikim diizeyi, mithimmat yenileme kapasitesi, tirmanmanin stratejik
maliyetleri ve Iran'm direnme kapasitesi. Calisma, bu dort degisken arasindaki etkilesimi 2026

harekat1 6zelinde incelemeyi amaclamaktadir.

Makalenin argiiman: sudur: ABD ve Israil'in Iran'a zarar verme kapasitesi higbir
asamada ciddi bigimde sorgulanmamistir. Ancak bu kapasitenin siyasi sonuca doniismesi,
yalnizca vurulan hedef sayisiyla degil, yliksek yogunluklu operasyonlarin ne kadar siireyle
stirdiiriilebildigi, mithimmatin ne hizla yenilenebildigi ve tirmanmanin maliyetlerinin ne dlgiide
kabul edilebilir kaldigiyla smirlanmistir. Bu ¢alisma, zorlama teorisi (coercion theory) ve
asimetrik catigma literatiiriinden yararlanarak operasyonel iistiinlik ile stratejik sonug
arasindaki iliskiyi analiz etmektedir. Makale, bu teorik cerceveyi dort analitik degisken

(operasyonel yikim diizeyi, mithimmat yenileme kapasitesi, tirmanmanin stratejik maliyetleri



ve Iran'in direnme kapasitesi) {izerinden 2026 harekatma uygulamakta ve askeri iistiinliigiin

siyasi sonuca doniislimiiniin siirlarini ortaya koymay1 amaglamaktadir.

Asagidaki boliimler, bu mekanizmay1 sirasiyla harekatin kisa tarihgesi, operasyonel
sonugsuzluk, mithimmat siirdiiriilebilirligi, Hiirmiiz krizi ve iran'in direng kapasitesi {izerinden

analiz etmektedir.
Niikleer Uyusmazhktan Askeri Baskiya

Iran'm niikleer progranu onlarca yillik bir uyusmazhgm konusu olmustur. Ancak 2025-
2026 catigmasini dogrudan tetikleyen gelisme, ABD'min 2018'de Kapsamli Ortak Eylem
Plani'ndan (JCPOA) tek tarafli ¢ekilmesinin ardindan yasanan trmanmadir. Yaptirimlarin
yeniden yiiriirliige girmesine karsilik Iran, zenginlestirme oranmi kademeli olarak
yiikseltmistir. 2025 yil1 ortasma gelindiginde, Iran'm %60 saflikta zenginlestirilmis uranyum
stoku 400 kilogramin {iizerine c¢ikmistir (International Atomic Energy Agency [IAEA],
GOV/2025/50). Tahran, resmi bir silahlanma esigini agsmadan bu esige yaklagma kapasitesini

elinde tutan bir strateji izlemistir.

[ran'n niikleer programina iliskin belirsizlik, 2025'te askeri ¢atismaya doniisen stratejik
gerilimin onemli unsurlarindan birini olusturmustur (Akar, 2026). Ancak bu calisma, sz
konusu gerilimin kdkenlerinden ziyade, asker1 iistlinliigiin neden siyasi sonuca doniismedigine

odaklanmaktadir.

Catisma, 13 Haziran 2025'te Israil'in Iran'm niikleer ve askeri tesislerine yonelik hava
saldirilariyla baslamistir. Yaklagik bir hafta sonra ABD'nin dogrudan miidahalesiyle ¢atisma
geniglemistir (Raine, 2025). "12 Giin Savas1" olarak anilan bu ilk agsama, haziran ayinin sonunda

kesin bir sonuca ulasmadan sona ermistir.

Takip eden sekiz aylik donemde Iran, askeri baskiy1 geri ¢ekilme gerekgesi olarak degil,
askeri olarak giiglenme firsat1 olarak degerlendirmistir. iran, zenginlestirilmis uranyum stokunu
artirmaya devam etmistir. Bu tercih, Tahran'in askeri baskiy1 bir teslimiyet sinyali olarak degil,
kaldirag artirma firsat1 olarak okudugunu gostermektedir. iran'in bu stratejik hesaplamasi,
miizakere masasinda elini giiclendirme ve i¢ kamuoyuna direnis mesaji verme gibi amaglara
hizmet etmis olabilir. Bu tepki, zorlama stratejilerinin arkasindaki temel varsayimla dogrudan
celismektedir. S6z konusu varsayim, askeri baskmm rakibi geri adim atmaya itecegi
yoniindedir. Iran'm tercihi ise baski donemini bir hazirlik ve pekistirme firsatina ¢evirmek

olmustur.



Bu arka plan, 2026 harekatinin neden kisa vadeli bir askerl operasyon olarak degil, uzun
vadeli bir baski stratejisinin pargasi olarak degerlendirilmesi gerektigini gostermektedir. iran'in
ilk bask1 dalgasina direnerek giliglenme stratejisi, 2026'nin subat aymnda baslayacak ikinci ve
cok daha kapsamli hava harekatinin zeminini hazirlamistir. Bu seyir, askeri listiinligiin siyasi
sonuca doniismesinin Oniindeki engellerin yalnizca askeri kapasiteyle ilgili olmadigini, ayni

zamanda rakibin stratejik hesaplamalarina da bagli oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.
2026 Harekati: Operasyonel Basarn ve Siyasi Sonucsuzluk

28 Subat 2026'da ABD ve Israil, ilk savastan ¢ok daha kapsamli bir hava harekati
baslatmustir. Yaklasik kirk giin siiren bu harekatta koalisyon gii¢leri, niikleer tesisler, flize lisleri,
komuta merkezleri ve hava savunma sistemleri dahil 10.000'den fazla hedefi vurmustur
(Mearsheimer, 2026). Operasyon, binlerce hassas giidiimlii mithimmat kullanilarak iran hava

savunmasinin dnemli 6l¢iide etkisiz hale getirilmesini saglamistir.

Harekat, salt yikim kapasitesi bakimindan tartigmasiz bir operasyonel basar1 olarak
degerlendirilebilir. Operasyonel basari, belirlenen askeri hedeflerin (6rnegin belirli sayida
hedefin imha edilmesi) gerceklestirilmesidir. Stratejik basar1 ise bu askeri hedeflerin, rakibin
siyasi davranisimi degistirecek diizeyde sonu¢ vermesidir. Bu ayrim, makalenin merkezi

argiimanini anlamak agisindan kritiktir.

Buradaki temel sorun ABD'nin Iran'a zarar verip verememesi degildir. Harekatin bu
asamasi, bunun miimkiin oldugunu agikca ortaya koymustur. Asil soru, bu yogunlugun somut
bir siyasi sonuca, yani Iran'n niikleer programmndan tavizler vermesine doniisiip
dontismedigidir. Mearsheimer'm (2026) degerlendirmesine gore, hedef secimine dayali bu hava
harekat1 Irani teslimiyete zorlamamustir. Buna karsiik Washington, daha yogun ve ayrim

gbzetmeyen bir bombardiman kampanyasina gegmekten kaginmaistir.

ABD, saldirinin yogunlugunu artirmamis ancak geri de ¢ekilmemistir. Bu ikili tutum,
harekatin siyasi olarak sonugsuz kalmasimnin ilk isaretidir. Bu duraksama tesadiifi degildir. Kirk
giinliik harekatm sonunda ortaya ¢ikan tablo, ABD'nin elindeki segeneklerin goriindiigiinden
daha dar oldugunu diistindiirmektedir. Harekatin 8 Nisan'da sona ermesinin ardindan ¢atisma
deniz alanina kaymistir. Akabinde ABD, Hiirmiiz Bogazi'nda deniz trafigini kisitlamaya yonelik

bir abluka uygulamaya baslamistir (Mearsheimer, 2026).

Bu gegis, hava harekatinin tek basina yeterli bir siyasi kaldirag tiretemediginin dolayl

bir kabulii olarak okunabilir. Bir devlet, elindeki en yogun hava giiciinii kullandiktan sonra



farkli bir baski aracina ydnelmisse, bu genellikle ilk aracin yetersiz kaldiginin isaretidir.
Ablukanin hava harekatina gore farkli bir stratejik mantigir bulunmaktadir. Abluka, dogrudan
fiziksel yikim yerine ekonomik bask1 yaratmayi, uluslararasi kamuoyunu yonetmeyi ve zaman
kazanmay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu geg¢is, ABD'nin stratejik se¢eneklerinin daraldigini ve farkli bir

baski mekanizmasina yonelmek zorunda kaldigini gostermektedir.

Bu noktada iki aciklama birbirini diglamaksizin bir arada degerlendirilmelidir. Birincisi,
ABD'nin daha yogun bir kampanyaya ge¢meyi siyasi ihtiyat geregi tercih etmemis olmasidir.
Sivil kayiplarin artmasi, miittefiklerin tepkisi ve kamuoyu desteginin aginmasi gibi kaygilar bu
ihtiyat1 besleyebilir. ikincisi, bdyle bir kampanyayr uzun siire siirdiirebilecek miihimmat
kapasitesinden yoksun kalmis olmasidir. Bu iki agiklama pratikte kolayca ayristirilamaz. Siyasi
ihtiyat cogu zaman zaten smirl kaynaklarin farkinda olmaktan dogar. Bir sonraki bdliimiin
gosterecegi gibi, mevcut agik kaynakli veriler ikinci agiklamayr da giiglii bi¢imde
desteklemektedir. Dolayisiyla en makul okuma, iki nedenin ayni anda ve birbirini giiglendirerek

isledigi yoniindedir.
Miihimmat ve Siirdiiriilebilirlik Sorunu

2026 harekatmin en somut ampirik izini miithimmat tliketim verilerinde bulmak
miimkiindiir. Bu boliimde sunulan veriler, agik kaynakli askeri analiz raporlarina dayanmaktadir
ve Savunma Bakanligi'nin resmi verileriyle dogrulanmamistir. A¢ik kaynakli tahminlere gore,
savas boyunca ABD'nin kritik hava savunma 6nleyicilerinde ve uzun menzilli hassas saldir1
mithimmatinda belirgin bir azalma yasanmistir. CSIS'in tahminlerine gore Patriot
Onleyicilerinin yaklasik tigte ikisi kullanmilmistir (Boccia & Martinez, 2026). THAAD
sisteminde ise savas Oncesine gore yaklasik yar1 oraninda eksilme oldugu tahmin edilmektedir
(Cancian & Park, 2026b). Saldir1 mithimmat: tarafinda da benzer bir tablo gdriilmektedir.
Savasm ilk asamasinda 1.000'den fazla Tomahawk ve JASSM kullanilmistir (Cancian & Park,
2026a). Agustos 2026 itibariyla Hassas Vurus Fiizesi (PrSM) stoklarinin yarisindan biraz
fazlasinin kaldig1 bildirilmistir (Baier & Munneke, 2026). ABD yonetimi i¢inde bu azalmanin
"tehlikeli derecede diisiik" bir dilizeye ulagtigma iliskin kaygilarin dile getirildigi
aktarilmaktadir (Cohen, 2026; Copp vd., 2026).

Bu rakamlar tek basina bir kirilganlik gostergesi degildir. Asil belirleyici olan, tiiketilen
mithimmatin ne hizla yeniden tretilebildigidir. Bir devlet, envanterinin biiyiik bolimiinii kisa
bir slirede harcamuis olsa bile, bu envanteri hizla tazeleyebiliyorsa, tiiketim orani stratejik agcidan

ikincil bir sorun olarak kalir. Burada ise zaman dl¢ekleri arasinda ¢arpici bir uyumsuzluk ortaya



cikmaktadir. Cancian ve Park'in (2026a) Savunma Bakanlig1 biitce tahminlerine gore, yeni
siparis edilen sistemlerin teslim edilmesi 2,5 ila 3 yili bulmaktadir. PAC-3 MSE ve THAAD
icin bu siire yaklasik 2,5 yi1l, Tomahawk i¢in yaklasik 3 y1l, SM-6 i¢in ise 3 yil1 agsmaktadir. Ayn1
tahminlere gore, savasg oncesindeki Patriot stok seviyelerine ancak 2029 ortalarinda, Tomahawk

stoklarina ise 2030 sonu veya 2031 basinda yeniden ulasilabilecektir.

Bu veri, harekatin temel dogasini 6zetlemektedir. Bir devlet belirli bir askeri kapasiteyi
giinler veya haftalar i¢inde yogun bigimde kullanabilir. Ancak ayn1 kapasiteyi ayn1 yogunlukta
yillar boyunca yeniden liretmek ¢ok daha yavas isleyen bir slirece baglidir. Tiiketim saatler veya
giinler 6lgeginde gergeklesirken, yenileme yillar 6lgeginde ilerlemektedir. Bu iki hiz arasindaki
fark, harekatin uzunlugu arttikca giderek daha belirleyici hale gelmektedir. Bu uyumsuzlugun
iic somut stratejik sonucu bulunmaktadir. Birincisi, ABD'nin kisa vadede baska bir bolgede
(6rnegin Dogu Asya) benzer Olcekte bir operasyon yapabilme kapasitesi sinirlanmaktadir.
Ikincisi, mevcut catismay1 daha da yogunlastirma segenegi pratikte ortadan kalkmaktadir.
Ugiinciisii, miittefiklerin ABD'nin uzun vadeli giivenlik garantisine olan giiveni zayiflama

riskiyle kars1 karsiyadir.

Savunma sanayii bu ag¢ig1 tamamen g6z ardi etmemistir. Lockheed Martin'in PAC-3
MSE 2025 yili iiretimini 2024 yilinin ylizde 20’lik fazlas1 olarak planlamasi bunun bir
gostergesidir (Malyasov, 2025). Ancak mevcut iiretim artislarmin stok acigni kisa vadede
kapatmas1 miimkiin goriinmemektedir. Uretim hattmin genisletilmesi, yalnizca biit¢esel degil
endiistriyel bir sliregtir. Yeni tesis, i glici ve tedarik zinciri kapasitesi gerektirir. Savunma
sanayiinde tedarik zincirinin yeniden yapilandirilmasi, 6zel sektordeki iiretim artiglarina gore
onemli 6l¢iide daha uzun zaman almaktadir. Bu nedenle savas temposuna ayni hizla uyum

saglayamamaktadir.

Bu tablonun stratejik anlami agiktir. Mithimmat tiikkenmesi, Washington'in karar alicilarmi
harekat1 yogunlagtirma ya da sinirlama arasinda bir tercihe zorlamistir. Nitekim Cancian ve
Park (2026b), Orta Dogu'daki ytiksek tiiketimin, Cin'i igeren olas1 bir Bat1 Pasifik senaryosunda
ABD'nin hazirlik diizeyini de etkileyebilecegine dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bu kaygi, 2027 mali y1l1
biitgesinde talep edilen 95 milyar dolarlik ek mithimmat tahsisatina da yansimistir (Cancian &
Park, 2026b). Baska bir ifadeyle, iran'a kars: siirdiiriilen harekatin maliyeti, yalnizca bdlgesel
degil kiiresel bir stratejik firsat maliyetine doniismiistiir. Orta Dogu'da harcanan bir mithimmat

birimi, ayn1 anda bagka bir olas1 cephede kullanilamayan bir birim anlamina gelmektedir.



Hiirmiiz, Tirmanma ve Stratejik Maliyet

Kiiresel petrol ve sivilastirilmis dogal gazin (LNG) sevkiyatinin yaklasik beste biri
Hiirmiiz Bogazi'ndan ge¢gmektedir (Stewart, 2026). Bu cografi gerceklik, askeri kapasitesi ABD
ile kiyaslanamayacak kadar zayif olan Iran'a orantisiz bir kaldira¢ saglamaktadir. Mithimmat
kisiti, bu stratejik maliyetle birlesmektedir. Bogazin giivenligini tehdit etmek i¢in biiyiik bir
donanmaya sahip olmak gerekmez; sinirli sayida mayn, hizli tekne veya kiy1 fiizesi bile kiiresel

enerji piyasalarinda dalgalanma yaratmaya yetebilmektedir.

Nisan ay1 ortasinda baslayan ve 17 Haziran'a kadar siiren donemde uygulanan deniz
ablukas, Iran'1 ekonomik olarak baski altma almay: amaglamistir. Stewart'a (2026) gore, savas
basladigindan bu yana Washington, 20'den fazla savas gemisi de dahil olmak {izere Orta
Dogu'ya on binlerce asker gondermistir ABD Savunma Bakanmi Pete Hegseth, ABD
Donanmasit'nin Iran'a yonelik deniz ablukasmni "siiresiz" olarak siirdiirebilecegini belirtmistir.
Abluka basladigindan bu yana ABD ordusu, ablukay1 delmeye ¢alisan 55'ten fazla ticari gemiyi
yonlendirmis, ic gemiyi devre dis1 birakmis ve iki gemiye el koymustur (Stewart, 2026). Ancak
ticari gemilere yonelik saldirilar kiiresel enerji fiyatlarinda dalgalanmalara yol agmis ve
bolgesel giivenlik ortamini istikrarsizlagtirmistir. Holland ve Azhari'ye (2026) gore, BAE
merkezli ADNOC sirketinin verilerine gore ¢atigma basladigindan bu yana 15 gemi saldiriya
ugramustir. Bir miirettebat iiyesi hayatmi kaybetmis ve yirmi kisi yaralanmistir (Holland &
Azhari, 2026). Bu rakamlar biiyiik gériinmeyebilir; ancak kiiresel tagimacilik sigorta primlerini

ve rota tercihlerini etkilemesi bakimindan orantisiz bir ekonomik etki yaratmustur.

Bu tablo, ABD'nin trmanma kapasitesinin sinirsiz olmadigmi gostermektedir. Daha
yogun bir bombardiman kampanyasi, 6zellikle niifus yogunlugunun yiiksek oldugu kentsel
alanlarda sivil kayiplarini artirma riskini de beraberinde getirecektir. Musul ve Rakka 6rnekleri,
yogun hava bombardimaninin bina yikimi ve sivil kayiplartyla yakindan iliskili oldugunu
gostermektedir (Airwars, 2018). iran'in Tahran, Isfahan, Tebriz ve Siraz gibi biiyiik ve yogun
niifuslu sehirlerine yonelik genis 6lgekli bir hava harekati bu nedenle yalnizca askeri hedeflerin
imhas1 bakimindan degil, Ongoriilebilir sivil maliyetler ve bunun yaratabilecegi siyasi-

diplomatik sonuglar bakimindan da ABD'nin tirmanma kapasitesini sinirlayabilecektir.

Ayrica, yogun bombardiman Iran'm misillemesini genisletecek ve bdlgesel aktorleri
catigmaya ¢ekme riskini yiikseltecektir. Iran'm misilleme kapasitesi, 2.000 kilometre menzile
sahip fiizeleriyle Israil, Suudi Arabistan ve BAE'deki hedefleri vurabilecek diizeydedir
(Elwelly, 2026). Elwelly'ye (2026) gore, iran'm cephaneligi Israil'e ulasabilen Sejil (2.000 km),



Emad (1.700 km), Ghadr (2.000 km), Shahab-3 (1.300 km), Khorramshahr (2.000 km) ve
Hoveyzeh (1.350 km) gibi ¢cok sayida uzun menzilli fiize kapsamaktadir.

Hizbullah'm Israil'e yonelik 150.000'den fazla fiize ve roket kapasitesi, ¢atismanin
kuzey cephesine yayilmasi riskini artirmaktadir (Council on Foreign Relations, 2026). Nitekim
Council on Foreign Relations'a (2026) gére, ABD ve Israil'in Subat 2026'da Iran'a yonelik
harekat baslatmasmin ardindan Hizbullah, Israil'e yonelik misilleme saldirilar1 baslatarak
catigmay1 genisletmistir. Ayni1 kaynak, Hizbullah'in Liibnan'da "devlet i¢inde devlet" olarak
tanimlandigini ve llkenin Sii ¢ogunluklu bélgelerinin ¢cogunu kontrol ettigini belirtmektedir

(Council on Foreign Relations, 2026).

Kara harekati ise ¢cok daha yiiksek maliyetli bir secenektir. Mearsheimer'a (2026) gore,
bogazin kalic1 bigimde giivence altma almmast 100.000'den fazla muharip asker
gerektirebilecek 6lcekte bir konuslandirmay1 giindeme getirmektedir. Bu rakam, 6rnegin 2003
Irak Savagi'ndaki 151.000 kisilik konuslandirmanin yaklasik ticte ikisine karsilik gelmektedir
(Vego, 2003). Bu, Washington'm bugiine kadar iistlenmeye hazir olmadig bir yiiktiir. I¢
siyasette genis bir askeri sefer i¢cin gerekli destegin bulunup bulunmadigi da ayri1 bir belirsizlik

kaynagidir.

Vego'nun (2003) 2003 Irak Savasi analizinde belirttigi gibi, "askeri zaferler, politika
hedefleri ve istenen stratejik son durum yetersiz kalirsa veya hi¢ elde edilemezse, ¢ok az anlam
ifade eder ve hatta zarar verici olabilir." Bu gozlem, 2026 harekatinin karsilastigi benzer
zorluklar1 anlamak i¢in tarihsel bir emsal sunmaktadir. Vego ayrica, 151.000 askerlik bir
kuvvetin lojistik hatlarnin hizli ilerleme nedeniyle zorlandigini ve bunun operasyonel
duraklamalara neden oldugunu belirtmektedir (Vego, 2003). Bu 6rnek, 100.000'den fazla asker

gerektirecek bir kara harekatinin karsilasacagi lojistik zorluklar1 5ngérmek acisindan 6nemlidir.

Bolgesel aktorler de bu tirmanma s fark etmis goriinmektedir. Suudi Arabistan,
Tiirkiye ve Pakistan'n 7 Agustos 2026'da Mekke'de imzaladigi karsilikli savunma pakti
(Holland & Azhari, 2026) bu duruma Ornek olusturmaktadir. Reuters'in aktardigina gore,
Tiirkiye paktin "herhangi bir iilkeyi hedef almadigini ve tamamen savunma amagli oldugunu"
belirtirken, imzac1 devletler yaptiklar1 ortak agiklamada, ii¢ lilkeden birine yonelik silahli bir
saldirmm tgline yonelik sayilacagini Ongdrmiistiir (Holland & Azhari, 2026). Suudi
Arabistan'n ABD ile yakm iliskisi, Tiirkiye'nin NATO {iyeligi ve Pakistan'in Cin ile stratejik
ortaklig1 gz Oniine alindignda, bu ii¢ iilkeyi bir araya getiren ortak tehdit algis1 dikkat
cekicidir. Bu tiir bir pakt, normal kosullarda beklenmeyecek 6l¢lide farkli ¢ikarlara sahip ti¢
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devleti bir araya getirmistir. Bu durum, bdlgesel aktorlerin ABD'min sagladigi giivenlik
semsiyesine artik ayni giivenle bel baglamadigini diisiindiirmektedir. Paktin sembolik mi yoksa
operasyonel bir islev mi tasidig1 heniiz net degildir; ancak imza siireci bile bolgesel glivenlik

mimarisinde 6nemli bir degisimin gostergesi olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

Iran'm Hiirmiiz stratejisinin de kendi icinde maliyetleri bulunmaktadir. Uzun siireli bir
abluka, Iran'in kendi petrol ihracatin1 da smirlayacak ve uluslararasi toplumdaki destegini
zayiflatacaktir. Ayrica, Cin ve Rusya gibi Iran'm ekonomik ve askeri destekgileri, kiiresel enerji
fiyatlarindaki dalgalanmalardan olumsuz etkilenecegi i¢cin Tahran {lizerinde baski kurabilir.
Denizdeki asimetrik kapasite, hava veya kara kuvvetlerine gore daha kirillgandir ve yogun bir
kars1 operasyonla etkisiz hale getirilebilir. Bu smirliliklar, Hiirmiiz stratejisinin iran i¢in diisiik
maliyetli bir ara¢c olmakla birlikte, uzun vadede siirdiiriilebilirliginin sinirli oldugunu

gostermektedir.

Sonug olarak Hiirmiiz Bogazi, harekatin askeri kapasite ile stratejik sonug arasindaki farki
en acik bicimde ortaya koyan unsur haline gelmistir. ABD'nin bogaz ¢evresinde 6nemli bir
operasyonel iistiinliigii olsa da bu iistiinliigii Iran'm uzun vadeli davramsin1 degistirecek kalici
bir siyasi sonuca doniistiirmek ¢cok daha karmagik bir mesele olarak kalmaya devam etmektedir.
Bogazin yeniden agilmasi, Washington i¢in artik yalnizca askeri degil, diplomatik bir 6n kosul

haline gelmistir (Spetalnick, 2026).
Iran'i Diren¢ Kapasitesi ve Stratejik Cikmaz

Bu tablonun bir boyutu da Iran tarafindan okunmalidir. Iran'n askeri kapasitesinin ABD
ile kiyaslanabilir oldugunu iddia etmek gergekei degildir. Koalisyon giicleri hemen her taktik
angajmam kazanabilmistir. Ancak Iran'n avantaji askeri iistiinliik kurmak degil, ABD'nin
iistiinliigiiniin siyasi olarak yeterli bir sonug liretmesini engelleyecek kadar direnebilmesidir. Bu
ayrim basit goriinse de harekatin seyrini anlamak acisindan belirleyicidir. Bir aktoriin taktik

diizeydeki yenilgileri stratejik yenilgi anlamina gelmez

Bu direng {i¢ unsurdan beslenmektedir. Birincisi, Iran'in niikleer altyapisinin cografi
olarak dagmik yapisidir. Uluslararast Atom Enerjisi Kurumu'nun (IAEA) raporlarma gore,
[ran'n Natanz, Fordow, Isfahan ve Arak gibi farkli bolgelere dagilns 20 nin iizerinde niikleer
tesisi bulunmaktadir (IAEA, GOV/2026/33, para. 20). Bu dagmnik yapi, tek bir harekatla tiim
tesislerin tamamen ve kalic1 olarak etkisiz hale getirilmesini gii¢lestirmektedir. Ikincisi, iran
hasar1 absorbe etme konusunda belirgin bir tolerans gostermistir. Bununla birlikte, 1980-1988

Irak-Iran Savasi'nda agir kayiplara ve uzun siireli yipranmaya ragmen savasmay1 siirdiirmiis
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olmasi, Iran'm tarihsel olarak yiiksek bir diren¢ kapasitesine sahip oldugunu gdstermektedir.
Harekatin Haziran 2025 tarihinde baslayan ilk asamasinin ardindan gecen sekiz aylik donemde
Iran, askeri kapasitesini ve niikleer programuni giiclendirmeyi tercih etmistir. Bu tercih,
Tahran'in askeri baskiy1 bir teslimiyet sinyali degil, kaldira¢ artirma firsat1 olarak okudugunu
gostermektedir. Ugiinciisii, Hiirmiiz'deki asimetrik deniz savasi ve erisimi engelleme/alani
kullanima kapatma (Anti-Access/Area Denial, A2/AD) kapasitesidir. iran'in ¢ok sayida hizl
saldir1 botu, deniz mayinlari, kiyr savunma flizeleri ve insansiz sistemlerden olusan deniz
A2/AD kapasitesi, ABD Donanmasi ile simetrik bir deniz {istiinliigli miicadelesine girmekten
ziyade, stratejik bir chokepoint'te Amerikan deniz giiciiniin operasyonel hareket serbestisini
smirlamaya ve miidahalenin maliyetini yiikseltmeye yonelik bir asimetrik caydiricilik
mekanizmasi olusturmaktadir (Vianello & Giorguli, 2026). Bu kapasite, Iran'a ABD'nin
teknolojik ve konvansiyonel lstiinliiglinii dogrudan dengelemeksizin, Washington'in askeri
miidahalesinin operasyonel ve ekonomik maliyetlerini artirma imkan1 saglamaktadir.
Dolayisiyla burada s6z konusu olan klasik anlamda bir askeri zafer degil, maliyet dengesini

rakibin aleyhine degistirmeye dayali bir deniz stratejisidir.

Ancak Iran'in diren¢ kapasitesinin de belirgin smirlar1 bulunmaktadir. Uzun siireli
catigmanin yarattig1 enflasyon, igsizlik ve kamu hizmetlerindeki bozulma gibi ekonomik
maliyetler, zamanla Tahran'm i¢ siyasi istikrarmi asindirabilir. Ozellikle rejim karsit1
protestolarin devam ettigi bir ortamda savas yorgunlugunun toplumsal ve siyasal etkileri, iran
yonetiminin ¢atismay1 siirdiirme kapasitesi agisindan 6nemli bir kisit olusturabilir. Buna ek
olarak, askeri kayiplarmn, 6zellikle komuta kademesinde yogunlasan kayiplarin, Iran'm kuvvet
iiretme ve uzun siireli operasyon yiirlitme kapasitesi ilizerinde birikimli etkiler yaratmasi
beklenebilir. Son olarak, Rusya ve Cin gibi dis ortaklarin ¢atigsmanin uzamasi karsisinda maliyet
fayda hesaplarni yeniden degerlendirmeleri, Iran'm diplomatik ve ekonomik destek

kapasitesini zaman i¢inde zayiflatabilir.

Bu ii¢ kisitin, ekonomik baski, askeri yipranma ve dis destegin belirsizligi, birlikte
etkisi, harekatin Temmuz Agustos 2026 doneminde stratejik bir ¢ikmaza siiriikklenmesine
katkida bulunmustur. Buradaki stratejik ¢ikmaz, taraflardan higbirinin askeri araglarla kesin ve
stirdiiriilebilir bir zafer elde edemedigi, ancak her iki tarafin da ¢atigmadan geri ¢ekilmeyi kabul
etmedigi bir durumu ifade etmektedir. Dolayisiyla ortaya ¢ikan durum basit bir kazanma
kaybetme ikiliginden ziyade, taraflarin birbirlerinin hedeflerini engelleyebildigi, ancak kendi
siyasi ve askerl amaglarmi da kesin bigimde gerceklestiremedigi bir karsilikli smirlama

dengesidir.
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17 Haziran'da imzalanan Mutabakat Muhtirasi'nin ihlal edildigi iddialarinin ardindan
karsilikli misilleme saldirilar: stirmiistiir. Ancak taraflardan hicbiri kesin bir siyasi sonug elde
edememistir. Spetalnick'in (2026) aktardigina gore, ¢atisma uzadikga artan siyasi ve ekonomik
maliyetler Washington'in se¢eneklerini daraltmistir. Bu durum, miizakere edilmis bir ¢ikiga

dogru bask1 olusturmustur.

Burada alt1 ¢izilmesi gereken husus sudur: iran'in direnci, onun askerf olarak gii¢lii oldugu
anlamina gelmemektedir. Bu direng, ABD'nin iistiinliigiiniin otomatik olarak yeterli bir siyasi
kaldiraca doniismedigi anlamma gelmektedir. Bu ayrimin gozden kagirilmasi, harekatin
sonuglarmm hem abartili bir "Iran zaferi" hem de gercek¢i olmayan bir "ABD basarisizlig:"
olarak okunmasina yol agabilir. Oysa mevcut kanitlar, her iki tarafin da kendi sinirlariyla

karsilastig1 daha dengeli bir tabloya isaret etmektedir.
Sonuc¢

Bu makalenin basinda sorulan soru suydu: ABD ve Israil'in belirgin operasyonel
istlinliigiine ragmen, 2026 harekati neden kesin ve kalic1 bir siyasi sonuca doniismemistir?

Yukaridaki analiz {i¢ temel ¢ikarim sunmaktadir.

Birincisi, operasyonel iistiinlilk tek basma siyasi sonu¢ garantilemez. Bolim 3'te
gosterildigi gibi, ABD ve Israil kirk giin icinde 10.000'den fazla hedefi vurabilecek kadar
giicliidiir. Ancak bu gii¢, Iran'1 teslimiyete zorlamaya yetmemistir. Hava harekatinin ardindan
deniz ablukasina gecilmesi, ilk aracin tek basma yeterli siyasi kaldiraci iiretemediginin dolayli

bir kabulii olarak degerlendirilmelidir (Mearsheimer, 2026).

Ikincisi, mithimmat siirdiiriilebilirligi harekatin seyrini belirleyen kritik bir degisken
olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. Boliim 4'te sunulan verilere gore, Patriot, THAAD ve Tomahawk gibi
sistemlerdeki tiiketim oranlar1 ile bunlarin yillarla 6lgiilen yenileme siireleri arasindaki
uyumsuzluk, kisa vadeli operasyonel kapasite ile uzun vadeli stratejik kapasite arasinda 6nemli
bir fark yaratmistir. Cancian ve Park'mm (2026a) tahminlerine gore, savas dncesindeki Patriot
stok seviyelerine ancak 2029 ortalarinda, Tomahawk stoklarma ise 2030 sonu veya 2031
basinda yeniden ulasilabilecektir. Bu durum, ABD'nin kisa vadede baska bir bolgede benzer
Olcekte bir operasyon yapabilme kapasitesini sinirlamakta ve mevcut catigmayr daha da

yogunlagtirma se¢enegini pratikte ortadan kaldirmaktadir.

Ugiinciisii, rakibin direnme kapasitesi ve trmanmanmn artan maliyetleri askeri

Ustlinliigiin etkisini smirlamigtir. Bolim 5 ve 6'da tartisildig: iizere, bu maliyetler 6zellikle
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Hiirmiiz Bogazi iizerinden belirgin hale gelmistir. iran'in niikleer altyapismin cografi dagilimu,
hasar1 absorbe etme toleransi ve Hiirmiiz'deki asimetrik misilleme kapasitesi, ABD'nin
iistiinliigiiniin siyasi olarak yeterli bir sonuca doniismesini engellemistir. Ancak bu direncin de
sinirlar1 bulunmaktadir; ekonomik yaptirimlarin birikimli etkisi ve savas yorgunlugu, Tahran'im

uzun vadeli direnme kapasitesini sinirlayan faktorler olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

Bu ii¢ degerlendirme birlikte ele alindiginda, 2026 harekatinin klasik anlamda bir
“askeri basarisizlik” olarak nitelendirilmesi giiglesmektedir. ABD ve Israil, Iran'm giic
projeksiyonu kapasitesini 6nemli olgiide zayiflatmis, fiize, IHA ve deniz kuvvetleri
kapasitesinin yani sira savunma sanayii tabaninin énemli bir b iimiinii tahrip etmis ve savasin
ilk 72 saati icinde hava tstlinliigiinti saglamistir (Carter & Carl, 2026). Bununla birlikte, bu
operasyonel ve askeri basarilarin siyasi ve stratejik hedeflere ulasilip ulagilmadigi agisindan
degerlendirilmesi gerekmektedir. Nitekim Lamson, ABD ve Israil'in operasyonel hedeflerinin
onemli bir boliimiinli gerceklestirmis goriinmesine ragmen, bu basarilarin stratejik basariya
doniisip doniismediginin  belirsizligini  korudugunu vurgulamaktadir (Young, 2026).
Mearsheimer ise savasin degerlendirilmesi gereken temel 6lciitiin, baglangicta belirlenen siyasi
hedefler ile bu hedeflere ulasmak i¢in benimsenen stratejiler arasindaki uyum ve stratejilerin
hedeflere ulasip ulasmadigi oldugunu ileri stirmektedir (Mearsheimer, 2026). Dolayisiyla askeri
istlinliiglin  siyasi basariya doniisiimii otomatik degildir; elde edilen stiinligiin
stirdiiriilebilirligi yiiksek miithimmat tiiketimi, stratejik hedeflerin siirdiiriilebilirligi ve karsi
tarafa yliklenebilecek maliyetin kabul edilebilirlik smir1 gibi kisitlarla kars1 karsiyadir (Young,
2026).

Bu bulgularin politika yapicilar i¢in ii¢ somut ¢ikarimi bulunmaktadir. Birincisi,
mithimmat stoklarmin ¢esitlendirilmesi ve tek bir sistem tiiriine asir1 bagimliligin azaltilmasi
gerekmektedir. ikincisi, savunma sanayiinde iiretim kapasitesinin kriz dénemlerinde hizla
artirilmasina olanak taniyan esnek iiretim modelleri gelistirilmelidir. Ugiinciisii, uzun siireli
catigmalar i¢cin lojistik planlamanin ve miithimmat ikmal zincirinin yeniden tasarlanmasi,

stratejik ongoriiniin bir parcasi haline getirilmelidir.

Gelecek arastirmalar, 6zellikle resmi askeri verilere erisim saglanmasi durumunda,
mithimmat tiiketiminin daha kesin bir analizini sunabilir. Bu ¢aligma, agik kaynakl verilere
dayanmaktadir ve Savunma Bakanligi'nin resmi verileriyle dogrulanmamistir. Resmi verilere
erisim, mithimmat tiikketim oranlarinin ve yenileme siire¢lerinin daha hassas bir sekilde
dlgiilmesine olanak taniyacaktir. Ayrica, Iran'n karar alma siireglerine iliskin birincil

kaynaklara erigim, diren¢ kapasitesinin analizini derinlestirebilir.
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2026 ABD-Israil Iran harekati, asker{ iistiinliigiin siyasi sonuca déniisiimiiniin otomatik
olmadigint gostermektedir. Bu doniisiim, mithimmat stoklarmnin derinli§ine, savunma
sanayisinin Uretim hizina, trmanmanin kabul edilebilir maliyetlerine ve rakibin direnme
kapasitesine bagli kalmaktadir. Bir devletin giinler i¢inde kullanabildigi gii¢ ile aylar boyunca
stirdiirebildigi gli¢ arasindaki fark, 2026 harekatinin gosterdigi lizere, stratejik basari ile

stratejik ¢ikmaz arasindaki ¢izgiyi belirleyebilmektedir.
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Beyond the 5% Target: NATO Burden-Sharing and Europe’s Defence-Industrial
Challenge

Irem Nur Yasar

1. Introduction

Recent geopolitical shifts, most notably Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, have transformed the
transatlantic security environment and returned burden-sharing to the center of NATO politics
(Ratti, 2023; Guiberteau et al., 2023; Deni & Agachi, 2025). The war not only reawakened
NATOQO’s territorial-defence mission, but also exposed Europe’s continuing dependence on the
United States for political leadership, high-end military capability, and defence-industrial depth
(Ratti, 2023; Engelbrekt, 2022). At the same time, the conflict strengthened the case for a larger
European role within a more closely coordinated EU-NATO framework, particularly as
Washington’s long-term strategic priorities continue to shift beyond Europe (Ratti, 2023; Jones,

2026).

In response to these developments, the Hague Summit of June 2025 marked a new stage in
alliance burden-sharing by committing allies to raise defence and security related spending to
5% of GDP by 2035 (Brzoska, 2026; Olejnik & Kuna, 2025). Yet the significance of this
decision lies not only in the scale of the target, but also in the broader fiscal and strategic
adjustment it demands from European allies (Brzoska, 2026; Cylus & Mckee, 2026; Olejnik &
Kuna, 2025). This limitation is especially important in the current environment, where the
central challenge is not simply spending more, but converting higher budgets into military
readiness, industrial output, and sustainable capability generation (Guiberteau et al., 2023;

Olejnik & Kuna, 2025; McGerty et al., 2022).

This pressure has been intensified by the changing strategic posture of the United States.
The 2025 U.S. National Security Strategy (NSS) puts forward a more transactional and direct
conception of transatlantic relations, urging Europe to adopt greater responsibility for its own
security while reordering fiscal priorities around defence and industrial strength (Cylus &
Mckee, 2026; Dal3ler & Weiss, 2025). Although the United States has not formally abandoned
its NATO commitments, the literature increasingly treats long-term American support for
European security as less certain and more conditional than at any point in the post-Cold War
era (DaBler & Weiss, 2025; Williams, 2025; Jones, 2026; The New US National-Security,
2026). Ultimately, the 5% reflects a deeper attempt to redefine the division of labour inside

17



NATO under conditions of strategic uncertainty, fiscal strain, and renewed industrial

competition (Engelbrekt, 2022; Caverley & Kapstein, 2025; Cimbala & Forster, 2017).

Given this strategic context, this article examines the feasibility of NATO's 5% spending
target by asking whether higher defence budgets can be converted into genuine military
readiness under conditions of structural industrial constraint and fiscal pressure. To address this
question, the analysis proceeds in two steps. It first examines the conceptual limits of top-line
expenditure metrics, considering the extent to which aggregate spending levels, and the two-
tier structure of the new target, capture actual readiness, force preparedness, and resilience
against hybrid threats. It then analyses the structural constraints that condition any conversion
of higher budgets into deployable capability, namely the European defence-industrial
bottleneck, market fragmentation, and the fiscal trade-offs that intensified rearmament is likely

to generate for allied governments.

2. Beyond Top-Line Spending: The Conceptual Limits of NATO Benchmarks
2.1. The Illusion of Top-Line Metrics: Lessons from the 2% Target

The 2% figure first appeared in 2002, when NATO used it in the accession context and
candidate countries were asked to commit sufficient defence resources (Weiss, 2019; Feldman
& Shipton, 2024). By the time of the 2014 Wales summit, the United States still accounted for
over 65% of transatlantic defence spending, and NATO’s burden-sharing debate had sharpened
around aging equipment, weak Research and Development (R&D), and inadequate training in

Europe (Becker, 2019; Kim & Sandler, 2020).

At the 2014 Wales Summit, allies agreed to aim to move toward spending 2% of GDP
on defence within a decade and 20% of defence budgets on equipment modernization
(Alozious, 2021; Becker et al., 2024; Weiss, 2019). This was the first time heads of state and
government publicly adopted quantitative NATO spending targets, in a strategic context shaped
by Russia’s annexation of Crimea and NATO’s renewed emphasis on territorial defence (Becker
et al., 2024; Weiss, 2019). The pledge was framed as non-binding as its language emphasized
“aim” and “as GDP grows,” which helps explain why allies interpreted it differently and why
some openly signaled they would not reach 2% by the deadline (Alozious, 2021; Weiss, 2019).
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Figure 1
Military spending as a share of GDP in Europe:
Percentage change from 2004 to 2014

Figure 2
Military spending as a share of GDP in Europe:
Percentage change from 2014 to 2024
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Note. Reprinted from "Can Europe Deliver NATO’s Five Percent?: Fiscal Constraints, Political Feasibility and Security Beyond Spending Targets," by A. A.
Bolouri, T. Lohse, and S. Qari, 2026, Intereconomics, 61, p.87

As Figures 1 and 2 illustrate, this ambiguity had material consequences: nearly all
European states continued to cut their military burden between 2004 and 2014, and only
reversed trajectory sharply after 2014, and especially after 2022, exposing how little the 2%
pledge itself altered the pre-Crimea trajectory of disarmament (Bolouri et al., 2026).

For instance, Czechia represents a clear case where weak institutions cannot manage
sudden budget increases. In Czechia, rising defence funds ended up expanding administrative
bureaucracy rather than building actual military strength, simply because the defense system
lacked the capacity to manage the budget effectively (Dvorak, 2021). Belgium and Portugal
spent about a third of their military budgets just on pensions in 2017, while France used nearly
a quarter for the same reason. This fiscal constraint creates a budget illusion: while headline
spending numbers appear to rise, personnel and pension costs structurally crowd out critical

equipment modernization (Alozious, 2021).

Top-line spending figures also fail to measure operational contribution and risk-taking.
For instance, Greece consistently met the 2% spending target but provided limited operational
deployment. In contrast, Denmark and Canada long spent well below the threshold, yet
contributed frontline troops and combat aircraft to high-risk NATO missions in Afghanistan and
Libya (Deni, 2015; Techau, 2015). Therefore, a high budget does not automatically mean a high
willingness to fight.
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2.2. Operational Readiness, Force Sustainment, and Hybrid Resilience

A budget produces operational force only when equipment is present, functional,
crewed, supplied, and repairable (Kudrytskyi et al., 2024; Dalzochio et al., 2023). Behind these
visible indicators lie essential upstream pipelines, including industrial-base throughput,
maintenance depots, training ranges, spare-parts supply, and qualified maintainers (Junor,

2017).

Accordingly, combat readiness is best understood as the combined readiness of materiel
support, personnel readiness, and training level. More advanced weapons raise maintenance
complexity, increase ammunition consumption, and require faster battlefield diagnosis and
repair close to the battlefield. Training is also not separable from equipment readiness because
combat effectiveness depends on combat-ready systems being paired with trained crews and

consumables (Kudrytskyi et al., 2024; Keegan et al., 2021).

The war in Ukraine demonstrates that the critical bottleneck in high-intensity conflicts
is not the nominal ownership of advanced platforms, but rather consumption rates and stock
replenishment (Caverley, 2023; Sollfrank, 2024). During the initial stages of the conflict,
Ukraine’s operational limitations stemmed not from a shortage of artillery pieces, but from a
rapid depletion of ammunition reserves (Sollfrank, 2024; Stefanovich, 2023). This outcome
proves that static equipment numbers are misleading indicators of military power unless

supported by sustainable supply chains and deep operational stockpiles.

In response to shifting transatlantic priorities and heightened regional threats, NATO
members agreed to raise defense expenditures to 5% of GDP, allocating 3.5% to military
capabilities and 1.5% to infrastructure and cybersecurity at the NATO Summit in The Hague in
June 2025. The realignment of US foreign policy, alongside NATO’s updated 5% defense
spending benchmark, highlights the accelerating pressure on European nations to take

ownership of regional security (Bogers, 2026). This two-tier structure reflects an evolution in
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burden-sharing metrics, moving beyond raw
Figure 3

input targets to value coordinated contributions  Military spending as a share of GDP in Europe:
Estimated percentage change from 2024 to 2035

and resilience against hybrid threats (Bolouri,
2026).
Note. Reprinted from "Can Europe Deliver NATO’s Five Percent?: Fiscal
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Bolouri, T. Lohse, and S. Qari, 2026, Intereconomics, 61, p.88.

Figure 3 illustrates the scale of the adjustment
this implies: reaching the target would require

states such as Luxembourg and Spain to more

than triple their current military burden by 2035,
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comparatively modest increases, underscoring

how unevenly the starting points are distributed across the alliance (Bolouri et al., 2026).

Crucially, the primary security risks confronting Europe are shifting away from traditional
state-on-state military conflicts. As highlighted by the European University Institute, non-
conventional hybrid challenges, specifically cyber warfare, foreign information manipulation,
and critical infrastructure disruption, constitute the most immediate danger in the near term
(Bolouri, 2026). The 1.5% allocation recognizes that modern security depends on protecting
critical infrastructure from hybrid and cyber threats, not just fielding conventional forces
(Somogyi & Nagy, 2025). NATO militaries regard themselves as unequipped to protect civilian
critical infrastructure from cyberattacks, relying overwhelmingly on private corporations for
defense even during violent conflict (Neilsen & Pontbriand, 2025). Critical infrastructure
resilience depends on institutional support and comprehensive interaction between state

institutions, private sectors, and international organizations (Shkuropadska et al., 2025).

3. Structural Constraints to Rearmament in Europe

3.1. European Defence-Industrial Bottlenecks and Fiscal Constraints

While elevating defense expenditure targets to 5% reflects heightened political resolve,
converting expanded budgetary allocations into deployable military capability is fundamentally
constrained by the structural limits of the European Defence Industrial Base (EDIB). The main

issue is that fiscal capacity and physical capacity are not the same. European governments can
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raise defence budgets quickly, but the European defence-industrial base will struggle to meet
increased demand in the short term because capacity consists of far more than factories,
requiring tooling, specialized workers, and component networks that cannot be restarted
quickly (Aries et al., 2023; Kancs, 2024). This mismatch reflects a longer structural problem:
decades of underinvestment, downsizing, and low post-Cold War demand left Europe with
reduced production capabilities, small-volume manufacturing, and an industrial base not
designed for rapid wartime expansion (Aries et al., 2023; Kancs, 2024; Mueller, 2024; Fiott,
2024). Several studies therefore argue that Europe’s ambitions currently exceed its available
industrial resources, especially in a security environment that now demands both rearmament

at home and support for Ukraine (Ivancik & Majchut, 2026; Jur¢dk & Gubas, 2026).

A second constraint involves supply chain dynamics. European defense production
relies on customized, small-batch manufacturing with shared suppliers, meaning larger budgets
alone cannot rapidly increase output. Adapting supply chains requires up to two years for
supplier onboarding and certification, while low inventory levels leave minimal flexibility to
handle demand spikes (Hellberg et al., 2025). Lead times show why this becomes a readiness
problem. For instance, BAE Systems estimated a 30 to 36-month lead time to restart M777
howitzer manufacturing, while Rheinmetall reported delays of up to 12 months for specialized
armor steel and 24 months for critical tank electronics (Aries, 2023). These examples explain
deep-seated supply chain bottlenecks across the defense sector and why larger budgets do not

immediately translate into usable capability.
3.2. Market Fragmentation and Procurement Inefficiencies

There are four structural barriers to an integrated European defence market: national
protectionism, high unit costs from duplicated platforms, reliance on ready-made US
equipment, and political friction between large and small states (Wolff et al., 2025; Kleczka et
al., 2020a; Ivanc¢ik & Majchut, 2026; Calcara & Simon, 2021). The European defence market
is divided into 27 separate national markets , which prevents firms from achieving the scale
economies needed to lower costs (Wolff et al., 2025; Mueller, 2024; Sempere, 2025).
Governments tend to protect domestic defence companies through national protectionism,
which fragments resources among many small national programmes rather than building shared
European platforms (Mueller, 2024; Ivancik & Majchut, 2026). This fragmentation creates
protected national monopolies in closed domestic markets, where national prime contractors
like Dassault in France or Leonardo in Italy dominate their home countries without facing cross-

border competition (Mueller, 2024).
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European armed forces operate multiple different weapon platforms at much smaller
volumes than the United States, leading to costly duplications that prevent firms from exploiting
economies of scale (Kleczka et al., 2020b; Mueller, 2024; Giumelli & Marx, 2023). However,
the degree of duplication varies by defence sectors; for example, since 2008 the only production
line for new Main Battle Tanks in the EU has been for the German Leopard 2, which is
comparable to the single US production line for the M1 Abrams (Andersson & Britz, 2025).
Despite some consolidation in specific sectors, the broader persistence of diverse national
platforms complicates spare parts management, maintenance, and operational interoperability

across the continent (Andersson & Britz, 2025; Kleczka et al., 2020b).

Under pressure to build missing defence capabilities quickly, most EU member states
deprioritise European industrial considerations in favor of off-the-shelf available capability
options and short delivery times (Andersson & Britz, 2025). The Russian-Ukrainian war has
negatively impacted EU defence cooperation by increasing non-EU dependencies, as states rush
to buy ready-made weapons rather than waiting for collaborative programs (Anicetti, 2024).
This reliance on external suppliers exposes deep-seated structural weaknesses in the European
defence industry and threatens the concept of European strategic autonomy (Ivan¢ik & Majchut,
2026; Fiott, 2024). The European Defence Fund represents an attempt to reverse this trend by
co-funding research and development to strengthen the European industrial base and reduce

reliance on foreign suppliers (Sabatino, 2022; Fiott, 2024).

First-tier states like France and Germany push for defence market integration because
their market size gives them a competitive advantage over fellow Europeans (Calcara & Simon,
2021; Calcara & Simoén, 2024) while Second-tier states resist market integration out of fear that
it might lead to first-tier dominance, leading them to hedge by relying on external US suppliers
(Calcara & Simon, 2021). Member states with large defence industries seek to protect national
interests, while those with small industries seek new market opportunities through EU
directives (Kananoja et al., 2025). This tension between efficiency and autonomy underlies all
debates on defence-industrial cooperation, making it difficult to achieve true consolidation

(Calcara & Simon, 2024).

3.3. Macroeconomic Trade-offs: Fiscal Rules, Debt, and the Opportunity Cost of

Defense

Raising defence spending from around 2% of GDP toward 3.5 or 5% would put direct

pressure on other parts of the public budget because military outlays compete with health,
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education, social protection, and infrastructure for the same limited fiscal resources
(DiGiuseppe et al., 2023; Dabelko & Mccormick, 1977; Bhattacharjee & Mazumdar, 2018).
Cross-national research finds that opportunity costs of defence exist for education and health,
although the average effect is sometimes weak and varies by political setting (Dabelko &
Mccormick, 1977). Other work finds a stronger crowding-out pattern, showing that military
expenditure can displace spending for social upgrading such as health, education, social
security, and public works (Apostolakis, 1992). The economic effects are also not uniform over
time: heavy reliance on the military sector appears to carry high opportunity costs, while some
country studies find that defence can support growth in the long run even if it creates short-run
trade-offs (Emmanouilidis, 2022; Malizard, 2013). This mixed but consistent literature supports
a cautious conclusion: even where long-run gains are possible, a rapid increase in defence
spending is likely to tighten budgets for civilian priorities in the short to medium term

(Bhattacharjee & Mazumdar, 2018; Emmanouilidis, 2022; Malizard, 2013).

Public opinion makes this trade-off politically difficult. Survey evidence from advanced
democracies shows widespread opposition to welfare cutbacks used to finance higher military
spending (Sacchi et al., 2025). In Germany, only a minority actively support additional defence
spending regardless of personal cost, while many respondents prefer either budget
consolidation or mixed financing rather than a straightforward budget increase (Bolouri et al.,
2025). Broader welfare-state research points in the same direction: support for desirable policies
falls sharply once voters are told that financing them requires cuts elsewhere in the welfare
state, especially to pensions and transfers (Busemeyer & Garritzmann, 2017). That is why the
“guns versus butter” literature argues that renewed militarization in an era of permanent
austerity is likely to politicize welfare retrenchment and create electoral risk for governments

that shift too much too fast from social spending to defence (Sacchi et al., 2025).

The financing problem is not only political but institutional. If governments do not raise
taxes, higher defence spending must be financed through borrowing, yet EU fiscal governance
limits how far member states can rely on debt (Bolouri et al., 2025; Guttenberg & Redeker,
2025). Recent studies argue that high debt levels after repeated crises leave little room for large
new debt-financed commitments, and that the current rules still offer very little room for
maneuver for urgent defence spending beyond 2% of GDP (Blanchard et al., 2021; Guttenberg
& Redeker, 2025; Darvas et al., 2018). The broader EU fiscal-capacity literature reaches a
similar conclusion: the Union has developed more instruments, but structural fiscal and

governance weaknesses still limit its ability to mobilize resources at scale (Wozniakowski et
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al., 2023). In practice, this means that countries facing the same threat environment do not have
the same ability to fund rearmament, especially when debt is already high and fiscal rules still

frame national budget choices (Blanchard et al., 2021; Darvas et al., 2018).

However, the main counter-argument is that large defence programmes can generate a
positive innovation shock. Evidence from OECD countries shows that government-funded
defence R&D tends to crowd in, rather than crowd out, private R&D, with spillovers that can
cross borders and lift productivity (Moretti et al., 2019). Long-run US data similarly show
persistent output gains when military spending shifts toward R&D, boosting innovation and
GDP over time (Antolin-Diaz & Surico, 2025). Yet crowding-in does not establish defence
R&D as an efficient route to productivity growth, and its benefits depend on how well defence
and civilian innovation systems are connected (Moretti et al., 2019; Heuner, 2025). Learning
by necessity is therefore plausible in the long run, but it does not eliminate the near-term fiscal
squeeze and opportunity costs of a rapid spending increase (Sacchi et al., 2025; Guttenberg &

Redeker, 2025; Malizard, 2013).

4. Conclusion

NATO’s 5% target reflects extraordinary political resolve across Europe, yet overall
spending increases alone cannot guarantee real military power. As the limitations of the earlier
2% benchmark demonstrated, top-line budget figures are misleading metrics for operational
capability. In high-intensity conflict, true readiness depends on ammunition depth, industrial
throughput, rapid stock replenishment, and the maintenance of complex weapon platforms

rather than nominal equipment inventories.

Converting expanded defense budgets into deployable force faces three major structural
challenges. First, decades of post-Cold War underinvestment have left the European Defence
Industrial Base capacity-constrained, suffering from prolonged lead times, skilled labor
shortages, and fragile supply chains. Second, severe market fragmentation, national
protectionism, and duplicated platform lines drive up unit costs and prevent benefits of mass
production. While members use off-the-shelf purchases to fill immediate gaps, protectionist EU
procurement rules risk excluding key non-EU NATO partners. Yet, these partners offer the
manufacturing capacity and battle-tested systems vital for short-term alliance readiness. Third,
these industrial bottlenecks are compounded by strict EU fiscal rules, high public debt, and the
political sensitivity of welfare trade-offs, which tightly constrain sustained, debt-financed

rearmament.
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Ultimately, NATO’s 5% target requires a transition from input-oriented spending goals to
output-driven strategic planning. To prevent expanded budgets from merely triggering
procurement queues and defense inflation, European defense policy must prioritize long-term
demand visibility, joint procurement, and cross-border industrial integration. Achieving
credible deterrence will depend not on headline compliance, but on Europe’s ability to turn

financial investments into sustainable operational firepower and resilient infrastructure.
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NATO 3.0: The Transformation of the Alliance’s Security Paradigm in the Age of
Hybrid Threats

Simge Naz Ertem

Since the end of the Cold War, the international system has witnessed multifaceted
developments that have fundamentally transformed the concept of security and the foundations
of alliances. Although the claim that the possibility of conventional warfare between states has
been completely replaced is not accurate, new and multifaceted threats such as terrorism,
irregular migration, cyberattacks, disinformation campaigns, sabotage attempts against critical
infrastructure, Al-enabled security risks, and competition in space are causing the scope of
security to change and expand significantly. In this regard, it is evident that the methods states
employ to ensure their security, as well as their threat perceptions, are constantly evolving in
line with the technological and geopolitical dynamics of the era. In the contemporary
international environment, armed forces continue to serve as a crucial instrument of deterrence
in maintaining lasting peace, as they have historically done and are likely to do in future.
(Tiirkmen, 2023) However, in the modern era, it is evident that the deterrent role of armies is
beginning to be tested not only on physical battlefields or with conventional weapons, but
across a multidimensional and complex spectrum that extends from cyberspace to space
platforms. In particular, high-intensity conflicts which have resurfaced with the Russia-Ukraine
war and the increasingly complex security environment in the Middle East demonstrate that
international security can no longer be assessed solely through the lens of military power
balances. In this context, states today must simultaneously contend with traditional military
threats as well as multi-layered security risks posed by non-state actors, technological

advancements, and hybrid methods.

This change has also directly affected the strategic security approach of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), which is based on the principle of collective defense.
Established in 1949 to preserve peace and stability in the international system in the wake of
the devastating effects of World War II, NATO has undergone a conceptual, strategic, and
operational transformation in line with evolving threat perceptions. The alliance, established in
1949 to counter the Soviet threat, was shaped by the persistent Soviet threat throughout the
Cold War era. Its rigid collective defense and security framework centered on conventional
deterrence and nuclear threats shifted toward crisis management and counterterrorism
following the end of the Cold War. However, the technological transformation that has

accelerated in recent years, coupled with the diversification of hybrid threats, has necessitated
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that NATO redefine not only its scope of operations but also its strategic approach to security
and defense. It is evident that the dynamics of new-generation conflicts, as concretely reflected
in the Russia-Ukraine War and the U.S./Israel-Iran War have, when combined with elements
such as artificial intelligence, cyberattacks, critical infrastructure security, and hybrid warfare,
propelled NATO’s security and defense approach into an entirely new phase: the NATO 3.0
concept. In this context, the NATO 3.0 concept, which took concrete form at the 2026 Ankara
Summit, stands out as an analytical approach that explains the Alliance’s efforts to adapt to the

evolving threat environment.

Understanding the evolution of the concept of security through the lens of international
relations theories is crucial for analyzing the various security and strategic defense approaches
that have emerged within NATO at different times. Realist theory, which was the dominant
approach throughout the Cold War years, interpreted security largely in terms of military power,
state-centered threats, and nuclear deterrence. During this period, security was assessed in the
context of protecting borders and balancing the military capabilities of hostile states. However,
with the end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the bipolar international order, criticism of
the approach that viewed security solely through a military and state-centered lens gained
momentum; approaches such as the Copenhagen School, the Paris School, and Constructivism
expanded the scope of security. Consequently, in addition to military security, the sectors of
economic, social, environmental, and political security have also begun to find their place in

both academic and practical spheres.

The rapid advancement of technology and its spread into every aspect of life have added
a new dimension to security efforts. In particular, the increasing permeability of borders driven
by globalization and its integration with technological advancements have not only turned space
into an arena of competition but have also significantly transformed the traditional structure of
warfare. The profound impact of technology has blurred the line between today’s environments
of peace and war. Consequently, the increasing integration of information and communication
technologies into the activities of states and individuals has created new security risks. (Celik,
2022) These new risks have created an asymmetric threat environment that goes beyond
traditional interstate conflicts, where non-state actors and even individual hackers have the
potential to threaten global security. Security is now measured not so much by the equipment
of a soldier on the front lines, but rather by how resilient a country’s financial databases or
energy grids are against cyberattacks. This sweeping transformation has forced NATO to revise

its strategic framework as well.
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NATO'’s first version, known as “1.0,” was largely based on the protection of the Euro-
Atlantic front through deterrence and collective defense against the Soviet Union. Alliance
members, united around Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, had established a collective security
and defense mechanism against a specific enemy and a clear geographic front. During this
period, security was largely addressed within a state-centered framework based on conventional
and military capabilities, and NATO’s deterrence policy was built on the principles of nuclear
balance and collective defense. For many years, the Alliance’s approach to security prioritized
the maintenance of the military balance of power in the Euro-Atlantic region and was framed
within the context of a clear threat perception, symmetric weapons systems, and a specific war

environment.

However, with the fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union in
1991, the security environment facing NATO was fundamentally redefined, accompanied by a
shift in threat perceptions. In particular, during this period, the disruption of the common threat
led to growing question about NATQO's purpose. Consequently, the alliance moved beyond being
a military structure focused solely on collective defense and shifted toward new areas of
responsibility, such as crisis management, partnership policies, and the promotion of
international stability. Operations in the Balkans and the intervention in Afghanistan serve as
concrete examples illustrating how NATO expanded its geographic and operational scope
during this period. Thus, the concept of security has begun to focus not only on the possibility
of interstate war but also on regional instability and threats posed by non-state actors. This
conceptual shift can be understood as a transition from the post-Cold War military defense
paradigm which primarily focused on territorial protection, toward a broader strategic security
approach aimed at safeguarding national survival beyond conventional territorial borders and

adressing threats from a greater distance. (Sahin, 2017)

This new strategic era for NATO, characterized by crisis management, cooperation, and
partnership policies, experienced its second major turning point with the September 11, 2001,
terrorist attacks. Invoking Article 5 of the Washington Treaty for the first time in its history, the
Alliance identified international terrorism as one of the key threats to collective security. During
this process, asymmetric threats and the fight against terrorism took on a prominent role in
NATO’s strategic planning. This period, in which NATO took on a new form, was dubbed
“NATO 2.0” and was institutionalized at the 2004 Istanbul Summit.

Starting in the mid-2010s, the concept of security has once again undergone a

comprehensive transformation. The accelerating pace of digitalization, along with new types of
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threats such as cyberattacks on critical infrastructure and information manipulation, have begun
to redefine the security agenda, and the concept of hybrid warfare has become the key term of
this era. Hybrid threats refer to the simultaneous and coordinated use of various tools such as
cyberattacks, disinformation campaigns, and proxy actors in addition to the use of conventional
military force. Conceptualized by Frank G. Hoffman, this new form of warfare is defined as “a
complex form of warfare in which conventional and unconventional warfare are intertwined.”
(Oztiirk, n.d., p.1) Consequently, security is now shaped not only in traditional war
environments but also in the information domain, digital infrastructures, economic systems, and
the resilience of societies. In this context, the hybrid security approach highlights that military
capabilities alone are insufficient and necessitate a holistic approach to political, economic,
technological, and social factors, while also demonstrating that in the future battlefield,
cyberspace, Al-enabled systems, and critical infrastructure have become just as decisive as

traditional military elements.

Russia’s intervention in Georgia in 2008 and its subsequent annexation of Crimea in
2014 represent one of the most concrete examples of hybrid warfare. Special forces without
uniforms (the “little green men”), state infrastructure brought to a standstill by cyberattacks,
and intense social media propaganda are blurring the line between war and peace and clearly
demonstrating the multidimensional nature of modern conflicts. Furthermore, the Russia-
Ukraine War, which began in 2022, stands as one of the most significant examples illustrating
how hybrid threats operate in practice. “The subsequent U.S./Israel-Iran War has also
concretely demonstrated that security cannot be achieved through military capacity alone, and
that war is no longer a phenomenon limited to battlefronts, armies, and weapons systems.”
(National Intelligence Academy (NIA) ,2026, p.5) During the course of the conflict, not only
conventional military operations but also intense cyberattacks, the struggle over satellite
communication systems, pressure on energy supplies, and information warfare have become
integral parts of the conflict, highlighting a multilayered security environment in which cyber
capabilities are employed in tandem. These developments demonstrate that hybrid warfare has
evolved from being an exceptional form of conflict to becoming a dominant layer of the
contemporary security environment and from NATO’s perspective, these threats have moved
beyond being a theoretical discussion to become an issue that is now central to its operational

planning and security mechanisms.

However, unlike conventional warfare, the cost of attacks in the cyber realm is

extremely low, and it is quite difficult to identify the perpetrators. This new form of asymmetry
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stemming from the technological and newtwork-based nature of cyberattacks distinguishes
cyberwarfare from traditional warfare. This is because cyber operations can potentially be
carried out by individuals or groups who can disguise themselves as actors acting on behalf of
a particular state. (Celik, 2022) In this regard, as stated in NATO’s own official policy
documents, it is not possible to adapt to this new threat environment through a static defense.
Conversely, “responses need to be continuous and draw on elements of the entire NATO toolbox
that includes political, diplomatic and military tools.” (North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO), 2024)

On the other hand, the integration of artificial intelligence (Al) and unmanned systems
(UAVs, UCAVS5, ete.) into the battlefield, along with their tactical and operational speed, goes
beyond the limits of human capability. Similarly, new-generation technologies such as artificial
intelligence, big data analytics, quantum technologies, biotechnology, and autonomous systems
have also become an integral part of security policies. “NATO’s “Emerging and Disruptive
Technologies ™ initiative highlights that these technologies are of critical importance not only
for achieving military superiority but also for enabling the Alliance to redefine the capabilities
necessary to maintain its long-term strategic competitiveness and ensure effective deterrence

and defense capabilities in the new security environment.” (NATO, 2026)

These shifts in the global system have necessitated that NATO formalize its shift in
mindset through a new official document. The new Strategic Concept, titled “Active
Engagement - Modern Defense,” agreed upon at the 2010 Lisbon Summit and the 2022 Madrid
Summit, is crucial for institutionalizing what Ivo Daalder, the U.S. Permanent Representative
to NATO, has termed the “NATO 3.0 era, an era that will ensure the alliance is prepared to
address the challenges of the 21st century. (Flockhart ,2011, p.5) At the same time, Russia which
had been referred to as a “strategic partner” in previous concepts or with which attempts had
been made to integrate was once again declared a threat to the Alliance following its attempt
to launch a full-scale invasion of Ukraine on February 24, 2022. (Ildem ,2022, p.3) This
situation is also stated in an official NATO document as follows: “The Russian Federation is
the most significant and direct threat to the Allies' security and to peace and stability in the

Euro-Atlantic area.” (NATO ,2022, p.4)

As noted in the assessment report prepared by Retired Ambassador Tacan {ldem for the
Center for Economic and Foreign Policy Studies (EDAM), “NATO'’s Strategic Concept serves
as a long-term policy document and a roadmap outlining how the Alliance should adapt in the

face of a changing international security environment.” (1ldem ,2022, s.1) This roadmap now
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encompasses not only territorial defense, as was the case during the Cold War era, but also
cyberspace, outer space, multilayered security dimensions, and resilience. What is noteworthy
here is that NATO does not view technology merely as a tool for developing new weapons
systems, but rather seeks to integrate it into the entire security architecture from decision-
making processes to intelligence analysis, and from logistics planning to early warning systems.
All these developments have once again necessitated a top-to-bottom update of NATO’s
ontological and operational structure, placing not technology itself but the transformation of the

security mindset through technology at the center of NATO 3.0.

In this context, the discussions on “NATO 3.0 that emerged following the 2026 Ankara
Summit signify not merely a technical transformation involving the development of new
capabilities for the Alliance, but also a redefinition of the conceptual framework of security.
Consequently, the NATO 3.0 approach is seen to redefine deterrence not only through military
power but also through resilience, technological adaptation, multi-domain defense capabilities,
and integrated coordination among allies. Security is now assessed within a broad security
network that extends from data security to energy supply, and from critical infrastructure to the
artificial intelligence ecosystem, not merely through the protection of borders. In this regard,
NATO 3.0 represents far more than a military modernization initiative. It entails a
comprehensive transformation of the Alliance across multiple dimensions, including political

consensus, defense planning, operational concepts and its industrial base. (Tiirkgenci, 2026)

Consequently, the relatively stable and predictable security environment of the post-
Cold War era is giving way to a system characterized by intensified great power competition,
increased uncertainty, and a more fragmented international order. “In parallel, the renewed
intensification of great power competition, the rupture in the European security architecture
caused by the Russia-Ukraine War, China’s economic, technological, and military rise,
deepening crises in the Middle East, the emergence of energy and supply chain security as
strategic issues, and the proliferation of hybrid threats are fundamentally transforming the
international security paradigm. The most significant consequence of this transformation is
that security can no longer be defined solely in terms of military capabilities, border defense,

and Alliance commitments.” (NIA ,2026, p.11)

For this reason, NATO must once again demonstrate its ability to adapt. “Operating in
an increasingly complex security environment shaped by artificial intelligence and facing the
reality of hybrid warfare, NATO must be proactively prepared to counter new threats.” (Jaap
de Hoop Scheffer, 2026, p.12) The NATO mindset which spans from the static trenches of the
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Cold War to the counterterrorism era of the early 2000s has now entered the age of “Hybrid
Threats,” characterized by autonomous systems, artificial intelligence algorithms, cyberattacks,
and storms of disinformation that is, the NATO 3.0 phase. In this context, the approach referred
to as NATO 3.0 aims to strengthen not only the alliance’s military deterrence but also its
resilience. “Collective deterrence, one of NATO's cornerstones, is now measured through an
integrated architecture that spans from defense industry production to cybersecurity, from air
and missile defense to critical infrastructure, and from artificial intelligence to societal

resilience.” (NIA ,2026, p.8)

Within this framework, it is evident that in today’s international system where hybrid
wars, cyber threats, and multi-actor conflict environments are defining factors, successful
security and defense can be achieved not only through military power but also through
technological capabilities, institutional and societal resilience, strategic coordination among
allies, and the ability to integrate threats originating from different regions under a common
strategic vision. Consequently, NATO’s future depends not only on its ability to uphold the
principle of collective defense but also on its capacity to develop a flexible, integrated, and
sustainable approach to security that can adapt to the evolving threat and security environment.
In this regard, the alliance’s long-term effectiveness depends on its ability to translate defense
spending into tangible capabilities, to redefine the division of labor between the U.S. and
Europe without weakening deterrence, to establish a more balanced security approach between
its eastern and southern wings, and to make resilience an integral part of collective defense.
Indeed, the lasting significance of the Ankara Summit will be determined by the degree of inter-
allied coordination achieved across all these areas. (NIA ,2026, p.49) In this context, the NATO
3.0 approach should be viewed not merely as a new phase in the Alliance’s history, but as a

strategic response to the changing nature of the international security landscape.
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The Consequences of Russian Expansionism for NATO and Emerging Expectations of

the Alliance
Dudu Hilal Kog¢

The onset of Russia's military intervention in Ukraine, initially marked by the
annexation of Crimea in 2014 and subsequently leading to a full-scale invasion in 2022, has
resulted in an escalation in the perception of security threats across Europe and the broader
region. The present escalation has had considerable military and political ramifications for the
entire region. Furthermore, the situation has also had significant institutional and practical
effects on NATO. The present article will examine the effects of the aforementioned military
intervention on NATO, in conjunction with an analysis of the dynamics of NATO—Russia
relations leading up to the war and recent political history. This will provide a clear

understanding of the background to the conflicts that have been ongoing since 2022.
The end of the Cold War

The dissolution of the USSR is the termination of the bipolar world order. Following the
dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and the initial rounds of NATO enlargement, the leadership of
the United States within the Western alliance was further consolidated (Bozo, 2002, p. 4).
However, the Alliance was subjected to considerable strain during the 1990s and 2000s due to
numerous crises. The crises in the Balkans (particularly in Kosovo and Bosnia), the Gulf Wars,
and subsequently the 11 September attacks, which brought US security threats to a peak,
resulted in both NATO and the United States facing serious security threats. It is evident that
the crises in the Balkans have served to illuminate the divergent perspectives held by the United
States and Europe on a range of issues. However, following the collapse of the Soviet Union
and in light of global developments, NATO's 1991 publication, The Alliance's New Strategic
Concept, stated that the Alliance aimed to combat the threat of terrorism (NATO, 1991).
Following this development, it was evident that the NATO organisation's primary focus shifted
from counteracting a perceived Russian threat to addressing the increasingly prevalent global
threat of terrorism, with the aim of safeguarding its members from potential attacks. Therefore,
NATO has preserved its existence by adapting institutionally to successive changes in its

perception of threat.

39



Debates on NATO’s role

Following a brief overview of the institutional changes NATO underwent following the
collapse of the USSR, the significant developments within NATO—particularly in the period
following the annexation of Crimea—can be briefly examined. In contemplating the period
before the war, Donald Trump's victory in the 2016 US presidential election signified a pivotal
moment in transatlantic relations. While a more thorough discussion of this pivotal moment
will be reserved for a forthcoming article, it is crucial to acknowledge the substantial damage
inflicted upon NATO, a transatlantic military alliance, during this era. As Trump has repeatedly
expressed since the commencement of his election campaign, his sceptical perspective on
NATO and Europe has been accompanied by severe criticism of the organisation. In particular,
while emphasising the US's share of the NATO budget, Trump has strongly criticised other

member states for failing to increase their defence budgets to the 2 per cent level.

During the period under discussion, Trump's criticisms of the Alliance also resulted in a
breakdown in trust amongst all member states. This, in turn, made it more difficult to fulfil one
of NATO's primary tasks: the deterrence of aggression (Atlantic Council, 2021). Concurrently,
the Alliance confronted a multitude of challenges during this period. Additionally, during this
period, French President Macron's statement in a 2019 interview that NATO had suffered 'brain
death' brought the Alliance's internal disagreements to the fore (Guibert & Stroobants, 2019).
In the aftermath of Macron's remarks, a number of other countries, most notably Germany, have
voiced their opinions. However, it was emphasised that the resolution of the internal
disagreements within the Alliance must be addressed within the Alliance itself. Concurrently,
Turkey's military operations in northern Syria, aimed at combating terrorist groups, further
exemplified the divergent perspectives within NATO. These statements gave rise to a number
of questions concerning the future of NATO and its effectiveness. Furthermore, the questioning
the military operations against terrorism carried out by a member state such as Tiirkiye — a
nation that is of significant importance to NATO — in the defence of its own security, and all
statements regarding Tirkiye's exclusion from NATO on these grounds, severely undermined

the Alliance's deterrence capability in that period.
The intensifying war in Ukraine

At this stage, having briefly discussed NATO's actions prior to the war, the focus should
shift to the political and military steps taken by NATO following the outbreak of hostilities.

This will facilitate a more nuanced understanding of the institutional ramifications of the war.

40



The debate over whether NATO enlargement triggered Russian aggression has remained
central since the escalation of the war in Ukraine in 2022. From the initiation of the war, certain
experts in the West have emphasised that NATO's enlargement is regarded by Russia as a threat.
They have noted that this has served as a reason for Russia's military interventions in Ukraine,

which have been ongoing since 2014.

In this regard, certain experts have attributed Russia's concerns regarding NATO to
political rather than military threats. These experts have argued that Putin has been deeply
concerned about Russia's diminishing political influence within the former Soviet sphere during
the post-Cold War era, as evidenced by these perspectives (Council on Foreign Relations [CFR],
2022). In essence, Russia's exclusion from the emerging European security architecture
following the Cold War, alongside NATO's expansion, has been interpreted as a period of

political isolation.

Conversely, the argument that NATO enlargement has been an unnecessary military and
political move since the start of the war has also been advanced. This argument is supported by
two fundamental principles. Firstly, it is important to note that the process of NATO
enlargement has not yielded substantial benefits for the organisation, particularly in the context
of the recently admitted members. Furthermore, it is argued that, in contrast to the anticipated
outcome, these expansions have resulted in a unification of both Russia's political elite and its
people in an anti-American stance. This is due to the absence of a formal written agreement,
yet it is commonly asserted that, at the time of the Soviet Union's dissolution, the political elite
of the United States provided Russian officials with a guarantee that NATO would not expand
in an eastern direction. Those who articulate this assertion emphasise that, even in the absence
of'a written agreement, the failure to honour this promise has rendered the US an untrustworthy
actor in Russia's eyes, thereby fuelling the aforementioned anti-American sentiment

(CFR,2022)
NATO’s response to the war and the war’s impact on NATO

Although the differences of opinion mentioned above emerged in academic circles with
the outbreak of the war, the members of the Alliance took care to act as a unified whole. Despite
each member’s own political agenda, statements made regarding the war emphasised their

common interests.

In the aftermath of extensive deliberations concerning the relevance and efficacy of the

Alliance, the war that intensified in eastern Ukraine in 2022 instigated a period of considerable
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challenge for all member nations of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. A new era has
commenced, during which members have recommitted to the principles and objectives of
NATO. Consequently, following a period in which the bonds of alliance had been observed to
weaken in comparison with preceding periods, members were yet again reminded of the

necessity of collective security through NATO.

One of the first notable responses from NATO members to the escalating war in Ukraine
was the publication of NATO's 2022 Strategic Concept. While the previous document,
published in 2010, emphasized that NATO—Russia cooperation was important for the Alliance's
objectives (NATO, 2010), the 2022 Strategic Concept explicitly identifies Russia as the most
significant and direct threat to the Alliance's security and to peace in the Euro-Atlantic region
(NATO, 2022). It is also mentioned that the Russian Federation is pursuing the expansion of its
sphere of influence through the use of force, employing hybrid methods, and concurrently
modernising its nuclear capabilities. In response to these developments, the document
emphasises the objective of strengthening NATO's deterrence and reinforcement defence
capabilities to cover all member states (NATO, 2022). Despite the fact that the objective of
increasing NATO members' defence budgets is not explicitly stated in this concept document,

it has since become a key priority on the Alliance's agenda.

The declaration issued following the NATO Summit held in Madrid that same year also
highlighted the security threats posed by Russia’s use of force in Ukraine, whilst the
introductory section of the same text emphasised the member states’ commitment to the
Washington Treaty and, in particular, Article 5. It was emphasised that Russia bore full
responsibility for its actions in Ukraine; it was also stressed that political and practical support

for Ukraine would be increased.

The political language of the Strategic Concept and the diplomatic rhetoric of the
Madrid Declaration reflected the shift in NATO's approach towards Russia. In other terms, the
escalating conflict has prompted NATO member states to come together and take more decisive
action. In this regard, NATO’s support for Ukraine has continued to increase since then. NATO
is providing support to Ukraine in the form of air defences and other vital equipment. (NATO,
2026).

The commitment by member states to increase their defence budgets, prompted by rising
tensions and growing security concerns, has also been one of the significant impacts of the war

in Ukraine on NATO. As mentioned above, whilst both Trump and his predecessors had
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repeatedly voiced targets for increasing the defence budget, no concrete steps had been taken
towards this end. From the year the war began, the clarification of member states’ political
rhetoric and their emphasis on the importance of cooperation have marked a significant shift
for NATO. Consequently, analyses were conducted during that period, suggesting that the war
in Ukraine could act as a unifying force for NATO. These analyses particularly argued that it
could serve as a driving force to dispel the uncertainties the Alliance had faced in the post-Cold
War era. (Meaney, 2022) All these developments have shown that, in the face of the emerging
Russian threat, NATO has been able to act in unison on key issues within a short space of time,

despite all its differences of opinion.

In the subsequent years, the Alliance pursued a series of substantial initiatives aimed at
augmenting its territorial reach within Europe, a course of action that was undertaken in
response to the Russian aggression that was becoming increasingly evident on the continent.
The most significant development was the accession of Sweden and Finland to the Alliance.
Consequently, NATO underwent a substantial expansion. In 2022, Sweden and Finland
submitted their applications for NATO membership in response to perceived security threats
along their borders. However, it should be noted that certain differences of opinion re-emerged
within the Alliance during this process. Tiirkiye adopted a cautious stance towards the accession
of both countries, due to concerns regarding security. Tiirkiye has expressed concerns regarding
the activities of members of terrorist organisations such as the PKK/PYD and FETO in Sweden
and has outlined its expectations for cooperation on counter-terrorism from these countries
(Celiker, 2024). Consequently, the Trilateral Memorandum was signed, in which both countries
committed to this cooperation (Celiker, 2024). In addition, a Permanent Joint Mechanism was
established between the three countries. Following Tiirkiye's approval, Finland joined NATO
in 2023 and Sweden in 2024 (Celiker, 2024). Thereby increasing the organisation's membership
to 32. It is imperative to emphasise that this expansion was of significant importance in terms
of enlarging NATO's sphere of influence in Europe and incorporating the military capabilities

of these two countries into the alliance.

Another development creating new uncertainties and expectations regarding NATO's
position on Ukraine is the possibility of Trump winning the US presidential election for a
second time in 2024. This is particularly salient in the context of the weakening of transatlantic
relations during the President's first term and his ongoing criticism of NATO members.
Consequently, concerns have once again arisen regarding US-NATO relations and NATO's

position in the war in Ukraine. Trump has frequently expressed his dissatisfaction with the
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United States shouldering the majority of the burden regarding European security. In addition
to the criticisms, he expressed during his first term in office, it is also known that Trump has
expressed opposition to Ukraine's membership of NATO. Indeed, Trump has cited NATO's
enlargement plans, which included Ukraine, as the cause of the invasion that began in 2022.
For the aforementioned reasons, a second Trump presidency fuelled concerns that NATO
assistance to Ukraine would be reduced (CSIS, 2024). Thus, with Trump’s re-election, the issue
of burden-sharing has once again come to the fore in NATO’s stance on the war in Ukraine.
Despite the meeting between Trump and Putin, which was held subsequently, there has been no

resolution of the conflict in Ukraine to date.

In considering the changes that NATO has undergone during the war in Ukraine, the
NATO Summit held in Ankara last July can also be regarded as another significant turning point
for the organisation. The concept of 'NATO 3.0', which suggests that NATO is on the cusp of a
conceptual shift, has begun to be debated. Consequently, the Ankara Summit was marked by
discussions on NATO 3.0 and budget matters. At this point, the other topics discussed at the
Summit, particularly NATO 3.0, should be addressed.

An examination of the scope of NATO 3.0 reveals that it principally entails extensive
modifications to the security architecture through the innovations it introduces. The upper tier,
which includes nuclear deterrence and space technologies under US leadership, and the lower
tier, which encompasses areas such as conventional deterrence and the defence industry—
where Europe's security responsibilities are set to increase—form the main outlines of the new
security architecture envisaged for the 3.0 era (Ceylan et al., 2026, pp. 7-8). Another point of
note is the establishment of new military centres as part of member states’ new defence plans,
designed to enable a faster response to attacks, and the fact that this is planned to differ from
the rotational model under Version 2.0 (Ceylan et al., 2026, pp. 7-9). In this regard, Turkey’s
role in NATO defence is also expected to increase as a Framework Nation. Furthermore, with
regard to the functionality of defence capabilities, it is planned to enhance coordination amongst
member states in defence industry production through the NATO Support and Procurement

Agency (NSPA) and the Defence Production Action Plan (Ceylan et al., 2026, p. 9).

When considering the innovations introduced by NATO 3.0, it should be emphasised

that the intended changes actually run parallel to developments on the ground.

In particular, significant shifts in the nature of warfare are being observed in the ongoing

conflict in Ukraine, with the use of hybrid warfare tactics (ildem, 2026). Concurrently, the
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escalating utilisation of artificial intelligence and the mounting significance of cyber security
have compelled NATO, in its capacity as an organisation, to direct enhanced attention towards
these domains. Within this framework, NATO's ability to meet operational requirements by
enhancing cooperation in these areas is also essential for the new security architecture that is to
be established. In this regard, the repercussions of the war in Ukraine — which, as mentioned
above, has not only altered the political rhetoric of member states but has also influenced all of

NATO's defence strategies — cannot be overlooked.

Another dynamic that is shaping NATO 3.0 is the ongoing debate within the alliance on
burden-sharing. In particular, the United States' expectation that European countries should
assume greater responsibility for their own defence, in conjunction with the United States'
desire to focus more intently on the Indo-Pacific region, means that European countries must
assume a greater role in the new security architecture (Ildem, 2026). The Ankara Summit was
also of critical importance in clarifying the new roles of European countries. It can therefore be

argued that NATO 3.0 serves as a significant roadmap in terms of burden-sharing.

It is clear that the changes within NATO, partly driven by the war in Ukraine, will shape
the organisation’s future position. Alongside this, NATO must take more effective political
steps in the coming period to reduce disagreements amongst its members. For example,
enhancing NATO—-EU cooperation is a key issue for European security. However, at this stage,
NATO member states such as Turkey, which are not members of the EU, must not be excluded
from this cooperation. Furthermore, the resolution of issues between Turkey and Greece in
accordance with international law is also essential for the European security architecture and
the functionality of NATO. In these matters, member states taking reciprocal steps to safeguard
stability in the region will also serve the collective security framework of the Euro-Atlantic

arca.

In conclusion, from 2022 to the present day, the war in Ukraine has had significant
theoretical and practical implications for NATO. In response to the growing threat of war on
Europe’s borders, NATO members have implemented practices of collective action that had
long been lacking. Furthermore, the ongoing hostilities provide important insights into how the
nature of warfare has evolved. The impact of these changes can also be seen in the defence
policies NATO has developed in recent years. The 2026 Ankara Summit has also been
significant in terms of these changes becoming objectives. In the coming period, NATO will be
able to maintain its effective position provided it is able to implement the changes highlighted

by the war in Ukraine and support cooperation amongst member states.
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Between Russia and NATO: Turkey’s Balancing Policy and Liminal Identity
Aysem Kéymen

Since the outbreak of the Russia—Ukraine war in February 2022, Turkey’s position
within NATO has become increasingly controversial. While most NATO members have
adopted a clear stance against Russia, Turkey has pursued a more balanced approach,
maintaining diplomatic, economic, and strategic relations with both Russia and Ukraine. This
policy has led to growing debates about Turkey’s reliability as an ally and whether its actions
undermine NATO unity. However, Turkey’s behavior cannot be understood solely through the
lens of alliance loyalty. Rather, it reflects broader structural changes in the international system,
including the shift toward multipolarity, increasing regional instability, and rising
interdependence among states. As a country with deep economic, military, and geopolitical ties
to multiple actors, Turkey operates within a framework of complex interdependence, which
constrains its ability to adopt a strictly one-sided foreign policy. In addition, Turkey’s unique
geopolitical and historical position gives it what is often described as a “liminal identity”
situated between East and West, and simultaneously embedded in Western institutions while
maintaining strong relations with non-Western actors. This identity enables Turkey to pursue a
multidimensional and flexible foreign policy, including mediation efforts in international

conflicts.

This paper argues that Turkey’s balancing strategy in the Russia—Ukraine conflict is not
necessarily a sign of declining trustworthiness within NATO, but rather a rational response to
its strategic environment and national interests. In particular, I will focus on the following
question: Why is Turkey, as a NATO member, able to maintain relations with both Russia and
Ukraine instead of taking a clear position against Russia like other NATO countries? And does

this approach make Turkey appear less trustworthy to its allies?

Turkey and NATO relationship

In this section, I will argue that Turkey and NATO benefit from each other and explain
why they are strategically important to one another. First of all, there are two main reasons why
Turkey joined NATO. During the stagnation period of the Ottoman Empire, the country fell
behind Western Europe in industry, science, and technology. After the establishment of the
Republic, Turkey turned its direction toward the West and adopted many Western-style reforms.
In the 1950s, Turkey followed a pro-Western foreign policy. The main reasons for joining

NATO were the Soviet threat, the search for a security umbrella, and the desire to become part
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of the Western system in order to modernize its military (Ozalp, 2018,p.3; Bilge-Criss, 2012,
p-4).

NATO, as a military alliance, has collective defense as its most important mission
(Diridz, 2012, p.658). As described in Article 5, “an armed attack against one NATO member
shall be considered an attack against them all” (NATO, 2025). From this perspective, NATO
guarantees a security umbrella for all member states. From Turkey’s perspective, NATO’s role
has been especially important in times of regional conflict. For example, during the Syrian civil
war that began in 2011, tensions increased along Turkey’s southeastern border due to actions
by the Assad regime. In response, Turkey requested Patriot air defense systems from NATO.
These systems were deployed in Kahramanmaras, Adana, and Gaziantep. Turkey also
emphasized that these systems were for defensive purposes only, particularly to reassure
neighboring countries such as Russia (BBC News Tiirkge, 2012; NATO, 2013). More recently,
looking at the current Gulf conflict, ballistic missiles launched from Iran have been intercepted
thanks to Patriot systems. This demonstrates how NATO continues to contribute directly to
Turkey’s security (Defense News, 2026). In addition, the military modernization cooperation
I mentioned above is important for Turkey. To explain further, Turkey is rapidly upgrading its
defense capabilities while strengthening its alignment with NATO Standardization Agreements
(STANAGS) to ensure seamless cooperation with allied forces (NATO, 2022).

Turkish defense companies are placing greater emphasis on designing, testing, and
exporting systems that comply with NATO requirements, particularly in areas such as advanced
unmanned platforms and armored vehicles. A notable example is a 2025 NATO exercise in
which Turkish unmanned systems including UAVs and UUVs were deployed using the
STANAG 4817 framework to support a Shared Platform for Innovative Solutions Evaluation
(SHINE) Common Operational Picture (Yildirim & Y1ildirim, 2025).

At the same time, the growth of Turkey’s defense industry is being reinforced through
collaboration. Companies like Sefine Shipyard and TUSAS are producing NATO-compliant
equipment that contributes to the alliance’s logistical and operational capabilities (Defence
Turkey, 2023).

From a statistical point of view, we can see that Turkey’s membership in NATO has
helped develop its defense industry. Turkey’s defense sector has grown rapidly, with over 3,500
companies across the country. This is more than the total number of companies in the 29
European NATO member states, which is around 2,800. Turkish-made armed drones make up
about 65% of the global UAV market. This large share is mainly due to their strong performance
in real combat situations. From 2020 to 2024, Turkey became the 11th biggest exporter of
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defense products in the world. In addition, Ankara ranks 7th among NATO’s 32 members in
terms of contributions to the Alliance’s budget. Turkey is expected to contribute about $355
million in 2026, and the total contribution is predicted to exceed $730 million by 2030 (TRT
World, 2026).

It would not be accurate to say that these developments happened only because of
NATO. In contrast, NATO’s support, combined with the contributions of its member states and
the growth of Turkey’s national defense industry, has helped improve Turkey’s military
modernization and defense capacity. At the same time, Turkey has also made important
contributions to NATO through its financial support, military strength, and defense industry.
Turkey is one of the largest contributors to NATO operations and missions and currently leads
the Kosovo Force (KFOR) while providing a significant number of troops. In addition, around
2,000 Turkish personnel have participated in NATO’s Steadfast Dart 2026 exercise, together
with a naval group led by the amphibious assault ship TCG Anadolu (TRT World, 2026).
Beyond its military contributions, Turkey’s geopolitical position is also highly important. Its
location has strengthened NATO’s eastern and southern flanks, and during the Cold War, Turkey
played a key role in expanding the West’s defensive line against the Soviet Union (Ozalp, 2018,
p. 9).

Moreover, Turkey acts as a regional military power with the ability to project force
across multiple neighboring regions, including the Middle East (notably in Syria and Iraq), the
Eastern Mediterranean (such as Cyprus and Libya), and the Black Sea, where it maintains
significant naval presence. This demonstrates that Turkey is not merely a passive member of
NATO, but rather a “regional powerhouse” that is actively shaping its own strategic
environment and pursuing independent regional policies. Turkey’s advantage lies in both its
longest coastline along the Black Sea and, more importantly, its control of the Bosporus and
Dardanelles straits. These waterways are the only maritime gateway between the Black Sea and
the Mediterranean, giving Turkey unique authority over naval access and movement between
regions. As a result, Turkey occupies a critical position that allows it to influence both regional

security dynamics and broader NATO strategy. (The Heritage Foundation, 2020, p. 52)
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Another point of importance is the NATO bases, which are strategically significant. The
Incirlik Air Base in Adana is one of the main bases actively used in NATO operations. The air
base in Konya hosts NATO’s early warning and surveillance (AWACS) activities. The NATO
Land Command (LANDCOM) located in Izmir serves as the main headquarters for the

! The original image from Wikipedia (the picture above) was transformed by artificial intelligence to clearly
show Turkey's military bases on the world map.
https://tr.wikipedia.org/wiki/NATO-T%C3%BCrkiye ili%C5%9Fkileri
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alliance’s land operations. In addition, the radar base in Kiirecik, Malatya, is an important part
of NATO’s missile defense system. These facilities are very important for NATO’s activities in
the Middle East, the Eastern Mediterranean, and the Black Sea regions (Wikipedia contributors,
n.d.).

For example, Incirlik, have been repeatedly used in NATO operations, including
Operation Provide Comfort (1991), Operation Northern Watch (1997-2003), operations in

Afghanistan after 2001, the Iraq War (2003), and anti-ISIS missions since 2015 (Ozdemir,
2017).
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The energy security of NATO member states, in other words many EU countries, is
partly ensured through Turkey. Turkey’s neutral position in the Russia—Ukraine war has made
it an important transit country for energy routes. This has allowed European countries to use

Turkey as a bridge for transporting energy resources, which is very important for their energy
security.
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Turkey’s particular location on the world map, positioning her at a critical juncture and
making her a bridge between east and west will eventually help it become a crucial energy hub
for Europe (Erdag 2021, p.217-2018).

As Russian gas stopped flowing through the Ukrainian transit at the end of 2024,
Turkey's importance as a regional energy hub has increased. In 2024 total transportation via
the TurkStream pipeline that directly connects the largest gas reserves in Russia to the Turkish
gas network and further transported to southeast Europe reached a 23% increase year-over-year
(Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, 2025). For example, countries like Hungary and Slovakia still rely
heavily on Russian gas that reaches them via Turkey and the Balkans. In addition, some EU
countries (such as France, the Netherlands, and Belgium) continue to import Russian LNG,
meaning Russian fossil fuels still enter the European market both via pipelines and seaborne
routes (Kriwak, 2025).

Summary Table of Mutual Interest

Security umbrella Strategic location
Collective defense Eastern flank strength
Missile defense systems Military manpower
Military modernization Regional power projection
Interoperability (STANAGS) Black Sea access

Crisis support Middle East proximity
Defense cooperation Energy transit hub
Advanced technology Key military bases
Political alignment Operational contributions

Turkey and Russia’s Relationship

The relations between Russia and Turkey are described as ‘cooperative rivalry’ (Bechev,
2021, p.10) and ‘adversarial collaboration’ (Yildiz, 2021, p.3) so the countries are ‘frenemies’
to each other (Pearson, 2022, p.2). Their economic connections are particularly strong in sectors
such as energy, trade, and military.

Firstly, Energy cooperation has been one of the most important factors strengthening
relations between Turkey and Russia. Scholars argue that the relationship between the two
countries has gradually shifted from rivalry to a form of managed competition and

multidimensional partnership, largely because of their economic interdependence in the energy
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sector (Kardas ,2011,p.82). Turkey began importing natural gas from Russia toward the end of
the Cold War, which marked the beginning of their energy cooperation. Although Russia’s share
in Turkey’s energy supply has fluctuated in recent years, it remains Turkey’s main energy
supplier. Turkey imports about 98% of its natural gas, and in 2021 around 44% of these imports
came from Russia. For Russia, Turkey is also an important energy market; in 2021 it was
Russia’s third-largest gas market after Germany and Italy. Energy cooperation expanded with
major pipeline projects. The Blue Stream pipeline, built between 2001 and 2002, carries
Russian gas directly under the Black Sea to Turkey, avoiding the environmentally sensitive
Turkish Straits. In addition, in 2009 Turkey allowed Russia to develop the South Stream
pipeline in its exclusive economic zone in the Black Sea, further strengthening energy ties
between the two countries.

After Russia cancelled the South Stream pipeline project in 2014, Gazprom announced
a new project called the TurkStream pipeline. This pipeline uses part of the infrastructure
planned for South Stream and has been operating since early 2020. In addition to pipeline
cooperation, Russia and Turkey agreed to build the Akkuyu Nuclear Power Plant in southern
Turkey, which was officially inaugurated in April 2023 (Ersen & Kostem 2020,p. 239; Erdag
2021, p.208-209).

Turkey is not only a major buyer of Russian energy resources but also an important
transit route for natural gas from the Caspian Sea region to European markets. While Russia
aims to maintain control over pipeline routes in the region and limit non-Russian energy
projects, Turkey seeks to strengthen its position as an energy corridor connecting Caspian
energy resources to Western markets. This strategy also supports Turkey’s long-term goal of
becoming a regional energy hub.

Economic and trade relations are one of the main driving forces behind the relationship
between Turkey and Russia. Russia has long been one of Turkey’s most important trading
partners. In 2019, the total trade volume between the two countries reached about 26.3 billion
USD. During that year, Turkey exported goods worth approximately 3.8 billion USD to Russia,
while its imports from Russia amounted to about 22.4 billion USD. Economic cooperation is
also visible in the construction sector. Turkish contractors have completed around 1,972
projects in Russia with a total value exceeding 75.7 billion USD. In addition, mutual
investments between the two countries have reached around 10 billion USD each (Republic of
Tiirkiye Ministry of Foreign Affairs, n.d.).

Trade relations have continued to grow in recent years. According to statements by

Russian Economic Development Minister Maxim Reshetnikov, Turkey has become Russia’s
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second-largest trading partner. Official data also show that Russia—Turkey trade reached
approximately 52.6 billion USD in 2024. Turkey exported goods worth about 8.56 billion USD
to Russia, while imports from Russia were around 44 billion USD (Turkish Minute, 2025).

In terms of military cooperation between Russia and Turkey, an important development
occurred when the United States did not respond positively to Turkey’s request to purchase the
Patriot missile defense system. As a result, Turkey began to look for alternative options and
eventually accepted Russia’s offer to buy the S-400 air defense system. Turkey’s need for a
stronger air defense system increased during the Syrian Civil War, when security threats in the
region grew and Turkey’s airspace became more vulnerable. However, Turkey’s decision to
purchase the S-400 system from Russia created tensions with North Atlantic Treaty
Organization allies, especially the United States. In response, the United States imposed
sanctions on Turkey and removed it from the F-35 Lightning II program. The United States also
emphasized that even if Turkey were to receive F-35 fighter jets in the future, there could be
restrictions on how and where these aircraft could be used (Demirci, 2019; Euronews Tiirkce,
2025).

Turkey-Ukraine Relationship

Turkey and Ukraine cooperate in several areas, including defense and military affairs,
aerospace technology, trade, energy, and cultural relations. Starting with military cooperation,
Ukraine is one of the key suppliers for unmanned combat aircraft. For example, Baykar
introduced the Akinci combat drone in 2021 and is also developing the Kizilelma combat drone.
The two countries also cooperate in the maritime sector. Since 2021, Turkey has been building
two Ada-class anti-submarine corvettes for Ukraine’s navy, which are expected to be completed
and delivered soon (Dost, 2024).

There is also cooperation in military equipment. The Ukrainian Armed Forces have
received Cobra Il tactical vehicles, which were developed by the Turkish company Otokar, and
these vehicles were reportedly used last year. In 2023, Ukraine also sent two aircraft engines to
Turkish Aerospace Industries (TAI) for the T929 ATAK-II attack helicopter project. Ukraine
has committed to sending twelve more engines by 2025. Moreover, the Ukraine—Turkey
bilateral defense partnership still has room to expand. On February 21, TAI announced that its
KAAN fighter jet successfully completed its first flight. A future partnership between Ukraine
and Turkey on joint engine production for the KAAN jet could support Ukraine’s economy and
provide Turkey with a reliable partner in strengthening its defense industry (Dost, 2024).

Turkey and Ukraine have developed strong cooperation in the aerospace and defense

technology sectors. Ukrainian companies such as Motor Sich and Ivchenko-Progress supply
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aircraft engines that are used in Turkish unmanned aerial vehicles, including the Bayraktar
Akinct and the next-generation Bayraktar Kizilelma systems. These engines, such as the Al-
450 turboprop and the AI-322F turbofan, play an important role in the development of Turkish
drones. In addition to supplying engines, the two countries have also signed agreements for
joint research and development, the production of drones, and the exchange of aerospace
technology. These initiatives show that Ankara and Kyiv are building a strategic technological
partnership in the defense and aerospace fields (Cetiner, 2021).

Trade between Tiirkiye and Ukraine is an important part of their bilateral relationship.
In 2019, the trade volume between the two countries reached 4.8 billion US dollars. Tirkiye
exported goods worth 2.09 billion US dollars to Ukraine, while it imported 2.72 billion US
dollars from Ukraine. Turkish investments in Ukraine are also significant. Around 600 Turkish
companies operate in Ukraine, with total investments of about 3 billion US dollars, including
investments made through third countries. In addition, Turkish construction companies have
carried out projects in Ukraine worth approximately 6.28 billion US dollars. Tourism is another
important area of cooperation between the two countries. In 2019, about 1.6 million Ukrainian
tourists visited Tiirkiye, showing strong people-to-people connections and tourism cooperation
(Republic of Tiirkiye Ministry of Foreign Affairs, n.d.)
Summary Table of Mutual Interests

Mutual Importance (Turkey <«

Ukraine)
Energy interdependence Defense cooperation
Gas pipelines cooperation Drone technology
Trade partnership growth Aircraft engine supply
Economic interdependence Joint production projects
Energy hub ambitions Aerospace innovation
Regional influence balance Naval cooperation
Strategic autonomy Military equipment exchange
Black Sea cooperation Trade partnership
Defense cooperation (S-400) Investment flows
Political leverage Tourism connections
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Turkey’s National Strategy and its Role in Russia-Ukraine Conflict

Before discussing the Turkey’s strategy in this conflict, we need to briefly look at first
the History of Turkish foreign policy. According to Baskm Oran, Turkish foreign policy from
the 1950s to the 2000s evolved through distinct phases of alignment and autonomy. In the
1950s, Turkey was strongly oriented toward the West, firmly embedded in the Western bloc
during the Cold War. In the 1960s and 1970s, this strict alignment softened into a period of
relative autonomy, as Turkey remained in the Western camp but sought to reduce dependence
and diversify its relations. The 1980s marked a return to strong Western alignment, driven by
strategic and economic considerations. In the 1990s, while still largely West-oriented, Turkey
began to pursue a more diversified foreign policy, expanding its engagement with neighboring
regions. Finally, in the 2000s, Turkish foreign policy became increasingly multi-directional and
semi-autonomous, maintaining ties with the West while simultaneously deepening relations
with other regions and actors (Oran, 2010, pp. 45-120; pp. 120-180).

It is crucial to note that following the 2003 invasion of Iraq, the bipolar system gave
way to a more multipolar order, as the global influence of the United States declined
(Wallerstein, 2007).

Especially in the 2010s, regional instability increased due to events such as the Syrian
Civil War and the Arab Spring. When we look at global developments, events like the massive
migration wave in 2015, the annexation of Crimea, the Russia—Ukraine war, and the current
conflicts in the Gulf region all indicate that the international system has become more chaotic,
unstable, and less reliable.

Today’s foreign policies are shaped according to this reality. In the 100th anniversary of
the Republic, Turkey announced its mission: to pursue an independent and national foreign
policy, to contribute to regional peace and security, and to increase its role in mediation efforts.
At the same time, Turkey aims to diversify its international relations and strengthen its ties with
all countries.

For this reason, Turkey cannot follow a one-sided foreign policy. It seeks to be active in
multiple regions such as Africa, the Caucasus, the Balkans, Europe, Asia, and the Turkic world,
and to build strong cooperation-based relationships. The main reason behind this approach is
the principle that states depend on each other. If relations with one country deteriorate, Turkey
can turn to alternative partners. This helps protect its national interests and prevents it from

being isolated in this unstable system (Republic of Tiirkiye Ministry of Foreign Affairs, n.d.).
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In addition, the world between 1950 and 1980 was very different from today. Now, every
state shapes its foreign policy according to the current global order. In line with its national
interests, Turkey follows a balanced and multidimensional foreign policy.

An important question is: When did Tiirkiye's balance of power policy begin? Since the
Ottoman period, especially during the reign of Abdulhamid II, the Ottoman Empire tried to
benefit from the conflicts of interest among the great powers during the Crimean War and
prevented its early collapse. In other words, the empire attempted to survive by balancing the
major powers of the time -Russia, Britain, and Germany- against each other (Ulutas, 2018, p.
41-42)

If we apply this situation to Russia and Ukraine today, Russia is a major power in Asia,
while Ukraine is supported by Western allies and especially the United States, which is a
superpower. In the current international context, Turkey is considered a middle power. Middle
powers have significant influence in international relations, especially through diplomacy such
as mediation and peacekeeping-cooperation, and international institutions. Rather than acting
alone, they usually influence global affairs by working with other countries, supporting
multilateral diplomacy, and helping to resolve international conflicts. This characteristic also
gives Turkey what is called a liminality identity, meaning that it has mixed cultural, political,
and geopolitical characteristics. Turkey cannot be described through a single dimension, such
as Iran, which is more Eastern-oriented, or Germany, which is more Western-oriented. Due to
its geopolitical position and historical background, Turkey is located in-between the East and
the West. (Coskun, 2023, p.1126). States with this identity try to balance different alliances and
can act as bridges between regions or civilizations. Since Turkey has ties with both Europe and
Asia, it stands in between these regions, and this identity allows it to pursue shuttle diplomacy.
For example, in the West Turkey is connected to institutions such as the European Union
through the Customs Union Agreement, as well as the NATO, the United Nations, the Council
of Europe, and the G20. On the other hand, in Asia Turkey participates in organizations such as
the Organization of Turkic States, the Asia Cooperation Dialogue, the Shanghai Cooperation
Organisation (as an observer), and the Economic Cooperation Organization (Republic of
Tiirkiye Ministry of Foreign Affairs, n.d.).

Moreover, when we look at Turkey’s relations with Nato, Ukraine and Russia, we can
see that Turkey is dependent on multiple sides in areas such as the military, economy, energy
and defense. In international relations, this situation is called “complex interdependence”
(Keohane & Nye, 2011). It describes a situation in world politics where countries are highly

connected and dependent on each other through many economic, political, and social
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relationships. For this reason, it becomes more difficult for Turkey to choose one side between

its two neighbors plus Nato with which it has good relation.

ato

Turkey

Russia Ukraine

To illustrate complex interdependence, I use a triangle model where Turkey is placed in
the center. All actors have mutual interests and are connected to each other. If one side reduces
or ends its relationship with Turkey or vice versa, both sides would be negatively affected,
because they depend on each other and cannot easily risk losing these benefits.

The main reason for this is the protection of its national interests. If Turkey clearly chose
one side, the cooperation mentioned above would become very costly for Turkey. Therefore,
Turkey has focused on reconciling its two neighbors and taking on a mediation role. For
example, through the mediation of Turkey and the United Nations, ships carrying grain from
Ukraine were allowed to pass through a safe corridor and reach global markets despite the war
with Russia (Dellal, 2023). As I mentioned earlier, Turkey’s neutral or balanced position is
beneficial for both NATO and EU countries. First, Turkey plays an important role as a mediator
in negotiations, providing a platform for dialogue between different actors. Second, in terms of
energy, Turkey acts as a transit country, which serves the interests of several European states.
If Turkey were to take a strictly aligned position, diplomatic meetings such as those held in
Istanbul might not take place. In addition, some EU countries could face energy supply
difficulties due to reduced transit options.

Does Turkey’s balancing policy create distrust among its NATO allies? When we look
at the issue from the perspective of fundamental interests, cooperation, and geopolitics, I would

argue that the answer is no. Every state must first protect its own interests and security. As
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emphasized in the theory of Realism, the international system is anarchic, and states are
responsible for protecting their own interests (Morgenthau, 1948). From this perspective, |
believe that Turkey’s allies should understand Turkey’s position in a rational way.

Besides economic, military, drone technology, and energy interests, in recent years
Turkey’s Western allies have created difficulties regarding Turkey’s requests for weapons. For
example, Turkey has faced challenges in obtaining military equipment such as the F-35
Lightning II, the F-16 Fighting Falcon, and the Eurofighter Typhoon. These difficulties in
agreements and deliveries can push Turkey to cooperate with other countries in order to ensure
its security. It should also be noted that NATO provides Turkey with an essential form of
military protection. For example, Turkey is defended by NATO’s Patriot missile systems, which
demonstrates this security cooperation. However, it is important to emphasize that these
systems are under NATO command and therefore are not fully controlled by Turkey itself. In
comparison, the S-400 system, despite its controversial purchase from Russia, is considered a
system under Turkey’s own control.

As a result, while there is extensive military cooperation between Turkey and NATO
and both actors are important for each other, recent tensions especially with the United States
as NATO’s leading member have complicated this relationship. Difficulties in arms
procurement and restrictions have encouraged Turkey to seek alternative defense partnerships.
From this argument, it is also important to ask how much allied countries respect and protect
Turkey’s interests. In other words, it is necessary to look at the issue from the opposite
perspective as well.

Conclusion

International relations between states are not the same as human relationships. In
personal relations, when someone makes a mistake, people may cut contact or reduce their
closeness. However, in international relations, this is not usually the case. Even if states
experience conflicts, they may still continue their relations because of mutual interests and the
fact that they cannot fully act alone. For this reason, they may ignore disputes and open a new
diplomatic chapter, often preferring reconciliation.

For example, after the Second World War, diplomacy began to play a more important
role, and the establishment of the United Nations reflected this development. Although this
behavior of states is sometimes seen as hypocrisy, it is actually a natural part of international
politics. A friend today can become an enemy tomorrow, and an enemy can become a partner

in the future. Therefore, states cannot completely cut their relations. It is important to
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understand that states always prioritize their own national interests, and international relations
function in this way.

In conclusion, the international system can be compared to a chess game. Every state
must protect its own interests in order to survive. Whether they are allies or not, national
interests usually come first. Therefore, each country follows a different foreign policy. To
understand these differences, it is important to evaluate the situation by trying to think from
that country’s perspective.
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All Quiet on the Ukrainian Front: Why Russia and Ukraine Cannot Convert Tactical

Gains into Strategic Victories
Serif Sav

The Russo-Ukrainian War entered a new, full-scale phase on 24 February 2022, when
Russia launched what Western sources generally describe as a full-scale invasion of Ukraine
and what the Russian government officially calls a “special military operation,” with the
apparent objective of achieving a rapid strategic decision. Russian forces advanced toward
Kyiv, advanced across the east and south, and appeared to expect the Ukrainian state and armed
forces to collapse. Instead, Ukraine repelled the assault on the capital and later recovered
territory around Kharkiv and Kherson in 2022; yet the war’s return to manoeuvre proved
temporary. Later, Ukraine’s 2023 counteroffensive failed to rupture Russia’s layered minefields
and fortified positions (Wilk & Zochowski, 2023), while Russia’s subsequent offensives
achieved costly, incremental gains without producing the operational collapse of Ukrainian
defences (Council on Foreign Relations, 2026). The conflict is therefore not frozen as villages
change hands, salients expand or contract, drones strike hundreds of kilometres behind the front,
and both armies continuously adapt. Nevertheless, movement is trapped within a defence-
dominant system. Breakthrough requires troops, armour, engineers, ammunition, and logistics
to concentrate, breach, exploit, and sustain momentum, but concentration now exposes forces
to mines, artillery, persistent drone surveillance, electronic warfare, and rapidly connected
reconnaissance-strike networks. Molloy shows that during the 2023 counteroffensive, force
concentrations could be detected and disrupted before an assault fully developed, while drones
themselves remained unable to seize and hold territory (Molloy, 2024, 22-26). Kunertova
similarly describes an “unprecedented level of transparency” that compels dispersion and
deception even though offensive success still demands mass (Kunertova, 2024, 23). In this
respect, the title All Quiet on the Ukrainian Front deliberately echoes Erich Maria Remarque’s
All Quiet on the Western Front, not because the two wars are identical, but because both expose
the cruel distance between strategic communiqués and the soldier’s lived reality. “Quiet”
becomes an administrative illusion in which a front may appear stable on a map while people
are Kkilled in trenches, vehicles burn in contested fields, families endure missiles and drones,
and tactical gains consume lives without resolving the war. By July 2026, the United Nations
had verified 1,839 civilian deaths in the first seven months of the year alone, while warning that
the actual toll was higher (Janowski, OHCHR, 2026). Military estimates remain contested, but

CSIS assessed that combined Russian and Ukrainian battlefield casualties had exceeded two
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million by June 2026 (Jones & McCabe, 2026). The central tragedy is thus not inactivity, but
relentless activity without decision: adaptation improves killing faster than either side can

restore decisive manoeuvre.

The central paradox of the Russia-Ukraine war is not technological stagnation, actually
it is the opposite. Digital command-and-control, electronic warfare, drones, precision fires,
industrial production, and organizational design have all been rapidly advanced by both armies.
Ukraine has demonstrated that commercial technology that is relatively inexpensive can offset
the drawbacks of conventional mass production. Russia has replicated numerous Ukrainian
innovations and integrated them with a more mobile defense-industrial base, artillery, glide
munitions, missiles, and a larger workforce, following its initial failures (Horowitz et al, 2026).
However, neither party has consistently translated these tactical enhancements into a significant
operational breakthrough. Consequently, the war is more accurately characterized as a situation
in which movement is impeded by the interaction of depth, observation, fires, attrition, and

adaptation, rather than as a simple frozen conflict.

Operational breakthrough necessitates more than the destruction of hostile positions. An
attacker must conceal or protect concentration, breach mines and fortifications, suppress enemy
reconnaissance and fires, move reserves and logistics through the breach, and then exploit the
situation faster than the defender can restore the front. Almost every stage of that sequence is
contested in Ukraine. The attacker is impeded by fortifications and terrain, while mines channel
it, drones reveal it, digital command systems accelerate targeting, FPVs, artillery, and loitering
munitions attack it. Electronic warfare disrupts its own reconnaissance, and reserves entering
the breach become observable targets. The outcome is a battlefield in which dispersion is
essential for survival, while concentration is still required for breakthrough (Molloy, 2024, 22-

26; Kunertova, 2023, 587).

Ukraine's ongoing resistance has been highly dependent on Western assistance;
however, this operational dilemma has not been resolved. Assistance is politically variable,
constrained by inventories and production, and accompanied by training, maintenance,
ammunition, and integration requirements (Maksak, 2025). It is also heterogeneous. In the
interim, Russian quantitative advantages have facilitated the continuation of pressure, while
Russian attackers have been subjected to the same transparent, lethal defensive environment.
The ensuing ambiguity is exemplified by recent assessments. For instance, in July 2026, CSIS
contended that Russia had forfeited the initiative and chronicled an exceptionally slow offensive

movement (Jones & McCabe, 2026), whereas Russia Matters concluded that Ukraine's
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endurance did not yet represent a durable strategic turning point (Saradzhyan, 2026a).
Therefore, the most compelling conclusion is that neither "drones have rendered maneuvering
impossible" nor "technology has reestablished maneuverability" are true. Rather, the cost of
operational concentration has increased faster than either actor has been able to develop a
system for suppressing the enemy's sensors, fires, and reserves across operational depth due to

technological developments.
Operational Breakthrough as the Missing Link

The operational theory of the Soviet Union offers a helpful conceptual beginning. The
reconstruction of Svechin, Tukhachevsky, Triandafillov, and Isserson that Klug has done
highlights the fact that industrial-age forces that were ranged in depth became too resilient for
a single tactical win to generate strategic decision (2024). In order to establish a connection
between tactical acts and broader theatrical objectives, operational art came into reality. The
terminology that Svechin came up with, which states that "Tactics make the steps from which
operational leaps are assembled; strategy points out the path," is particularly effective in
capturing the subject matter. To be successful in deep operations, it was not enough to merely
emerge victorious in the initial engagements as Russia did already (Klug, 2024, 34). Deep
operations required simultaneous pressure across depth, several echelons, mechanization,

logistical planning, reserves, and sustained development.

According to Klug, Russia's invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 was almost the
opposite of this logic. In addition, there was insufficient preparation, shallow echelons, and
inadequate logistics, which accompanied predictions of a speedy collapse of the Ukrainian
political system (2024, 35). Following the failure of the initial main operation, the conflict
shifted toward positional warfare, which is characterized by the recurring generation of combat
strength by both armies, the achievement of tactical successes, the culmination of the conflict,
and the confrontation of counterattacks rather than the restoration of prolonged maneuver
(Klug, 2024, 33-37). The exceptional offensives that took place in Kharkiv and Kherson during
the autumn of 2022 in Ukraine illustrate that maneuver is not intrinsically outmoded. Rather,
breakthrough is feasible when defenses are worn down, command is disrupted, surprise is

accomplished, or the defender's position becomes logistically untenable.

Furthermore, Ukraine has been fortifying its defense and security apparatus since 2014,
especially under the Poroshenko government, as a reaction to the crises in Crimea and Donbass.

Russia's initial misjudgment of Ukraine's readiness, along with the benefits afforded to a well-
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prepared defender, provided Kyiv with crucial time to organize its troops and inflict significant
casualties on the encroaching Russian military (Mevlutoglu, 2022). This elucidates the disparity
between Russia's swift capture of multiple southern cities in the initial stages of the invasion,
including as Berdyansk, Tokmak, and Kherson (Sheth et al, 2022), and the significantly more
drawn-out and costly confrontations for fortified metropolitan centers like Bakhmut,
Avdeyevka, and Pokrovsk (Kottasova et al, 2025). In several instances, established defensive
positions, congested urban environments, minefields, artillery, and drone-assisted
reconnaissance considerably impeded Russian progress and resulted in substantial casualties

for both sides.

a. Defensive Landscape, Fortress Belts, Terrain, and Minefields

The first problem to breakthrough is physical depth. Denysyk et al. describe the
Ukrainian battlespace as a combative environment in which artificial defenses interact with
settlements, farms, forests, waterways, topography, and subsurface infrastructure rather than
operating as isolated trench lines. Their "natural-anthropogenic compatibility" approach
describes how fortresses derive advantage from slopes, river valleys, and ravines (Denysyk et
al., 2025, 34). They describe the current southeastern battle zone as horizontally and vertically
complicated, with trenches, dugouts, strongpoints, subterranean positions, and severely mined

terrain (Denysyk et al., 2025, 34-38).

ISW's geospatial analysis of Ukraine's Donetsk "fortress belt" offers a concrete modern
example. The Kostyantynivka-Druzhkivka-Kramatorsk-Slovyansk system spans around 50
kilometers, had a combined pre-invasion population of over 380,000, and has been fortified
since 2014 (Solomon, 2026). Its urban density, Siverskyi Donets/Oskil water impediments,
local elevation, and field fortifications such as fighting positions, anti-vehicle ditches, dragon's
teeth, wire, and mines all support one another. According to ISW, the terrain west of the belt is
significantly less conducive for Ukrainian defense, explaining both its military worth and
Russia's desire to acquire it (Solomon, 2026). RUSI also cautioned that relinquishing this belt
in a settlement would force Ukrainian forces to retire to much worse prepared terrain (Watling,

2026).

The operating mechanism is multiplicative. To be effective, a minefield does not have
to destroy the assault force; it might simply impede, channel, or expose it. Mittal and Goetz
examined a week during Ukraine's June 2023 counteroffensive and discovered unusually high
Ukrainian military-UAV and armored losses (2025). They argue that Russian minefields

restricted movement into predictable engagement areas while counter-UAS activity degraded
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Ukrainian reconnaissance (Mittal & Goetz, 2025, 500). Molloy's interviews reach a similar
conclusion from a different angle: as Ukrainian units prepared for the 2023 onslaught, Russian
UAVs could watch the buildup and communicate targeting information to fires before the

assault gained sustained momentum (Molloy, 2024, 22).

From a Ukrainian/Western perspective, these dynamics explain why Russia's numerical
superiority has resulted in unusually costly and sluggish progress. CSIS estimated notable first-
half 2026 advances at only 50-90 meters per day and describes an eastern "kill zone" around
20-40 kilometers deep, formed by trenches, barriers, mines, artillery, and drones (Jones &
McCabe, 2026). However, from a Russian standpoint, this does not rule out offensive action.
Russia is increasingly avoiding large armored concentrations, instead infiltrating with small
dismounted groups supported by FPVs, artillery, and glide bombs; these tactics can capture
ground while minimizing signatures, but CSIS claims they produce incremental pockets rather

than operational collapse (Jones and McCabe, 2026).

Thus, the fortress problem is not an unbreakable barrier. It is a system that consumes
offensive tempo. The attacker may cross a minefield, grab a trench, or invade a settlement, only
to arrive at the next defensive layer depleted, observed, and with insufficient new forces to

exploit.

b. Drones, Digital Command, and Battlefield Transparency

Drones amplify this effect by reducing the defender's ambiguity about where an offense
is forming. Kunertova observes that small unmanned aerial vehicles provide airborne
reconnaissance to formations as small as platoons. Drone intelligence combined with digitized
C2 can shorten the detection-to-strike time from half an hour to minutes (Kunertova, 2023,
581). Molloy's detailed depiction of Ukraine's Kropyva-enabled reconnaissance-strike
procedure describes battery deployment in around three minutes, engagement of some
unanticipated targets in around one minute, and extremely quick counter-battery cycles
(Molloy, 2024, 17-18). Kunertova's subsequent research on systems such as Delta and GIS Arta
identifies examples where Al-assisted processing has reduced sensor-to-shooter cycles even
further (Kunertova, 2024, 19-20). The most essential consequence is not the FPV drone acting
as a small missile on its own. HCSS portrays dense UAV, EW, and satellite coverage as
providing persistent battlefield transparency, arguing that cheap precision weapons at
increasingly low tactical levels make concentration observable and targetable within minutes
(Sweijs et al., 2026). This creates the key offensive challenge. To break a planned system, a

brigade must concentrate engineers, armor, infantry, air defense, electronic warfare,
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ammunition, and fuel; nevertheless, each extra vehicle, radio, and logistical node increases its

observable signature.

FPVs and loitering munitions convert surveillance into economic lethality. Chavez and
Swed demonstrate why Ukraine first adopted the model: commercially available drones were
inexpensive, interchangeable, and capable of ISR, artillery correction, command support, and
direct attack. They enabled Ukraine to "purchase parity" that it could not obtain through
traditional channels alone (Chavez & Swed, 2023, 596-597). Kunertova therefore contends that
"scalability, not sophistication" became critical for drone purchase, while noting that heavy
conventional weaponry remained fundamental and drones were important rather than

independently decisive (Kunertova, 2023, 584).

Mittal and Goetz provide preliminary quantitative confirmation. Their Oryx-derived
dataset reveals a strong negative relationship between Ukrainian military-UAV losses and
Russian armored vehicle losses: as Ukrainian UAV losses increased, Russia's documented
vehicle losses decreased, implying that successful counter-UAS action degraded drone-assisted
targeting (Mittal & Goetz, 2025, 497). Their evidence is crucial but not causative proof: Oryx
requires visual confirmation, virtually definitely undercounts losses, and their drone sample
excludes the commercial FPVs and loitering weapons that became central to later conflict

(Mittal & Goetz, 2025, 494, 501).

The pro-technological argument is still compelling. Drones have helped Ukraine
overcome manpower and artillery disadvantages, limited Russian mechanized deployment, and
had operational effects at sea and in the deep rear. However, Molloy's qualification is crucial:
"drones alone cannot and will not win wars or battles," because they cannot grab and hold
ground; sustained offensives still require troops, armor, artillery, ammunition, and logistics

(2024, 25-26).

c. Industrial Capacity, Attrition Economics, and Western Aid

High attrition shifts the primary rivalry from individual platform performance to
replacement costs. Kunertova observes that small drones can be lost in huge numbers exactly
because low unit pricing enables high-attrition methods (Kunertova, 2024, 12). Bilousova et al.
chronicle Ukraine's huge expansion from 3,000-5,000 UAVs production in 2022 to around
300,000 in 2023, with capacity expected to reach four million by 2024 (Bilousova et al., 2024,
10). According to the same research, the technology-change cycle might be as short as three
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months, and Ukrainian defense firms have the capacity to produce about three times more

material than the state can afford to purchase (Bilousova et al., 2024, pp. 14-15).

That divide explains why Western backing is still required even as Ukraine localizes
production. Aid can directly deliver weapons, refill inventories, finance Ukrainian companies,
or fund governmental finances. According to Massie and Tallova, donor behavior varies greatly:
geography, Russian threat perception, and pre-existing defense spending all have a significant
impact on contributions (2026, 266-267). In absolute terms, the United States dominated first-
year support, although Baltic and eastern-flanking states frequently bore higher burdens in
relation to GDP. They also emphasize that modern systems generate "long tails" of ammunition,

maintenance, spare parts, training, and upgrades (Massie & Tallova, 2026, 278, 283-286).

Current government figures emphasize both the scale and the accounting problem.
NATO reports that allies provided more than €50 billion in 2024, with nearly 60% coming from
European allies and Canada; at the 2026 Ankara Summit, they pledged €70 billion in military
equipment, assistance, and training for 2026 and at least an equivalent level for 2027 (NATO,
2026, "Pledge of Long-Term Security Assistance"). The EU and its member states report €216.7
billion in total support, including €77 billion in military and €110.9 billion in financial,
economic, and humanitarian aid (Council of the EU, 2026, "Total EU Support"). According to
Kiel's tracker, European military funding remains high, with increasing drone spending, while
non-military disbursements have slowed (Kiel Institute, 2026). Ukraine is likewise
experimenting with transforming industrial capacity to self-finance. Its July 2026 wartime
export structure allocates 20% of earnings from finished defense products and 30% from
components to a defense fund, while enterprises must demonstrate that export activity will not

jeopardize Ukrainian orders (Hunder & Popeski, 2026).

The consequence is critical: Western aid has frequently been sufficient to stall Russian
strategic triumph, but aid volume alone cannot produce a breakthrough. Timing, ammunition
depth, maintenance, trained personnel, procurement stability, Ukrainian manpower, and the
opponent's output all influence its military effectiveness. Given the massive loss of Ukrainian

manpower, we question the long-term viability and effectiveness of Western help.

d. Organizational and Doctrinal Adaptation

Technology is only relevant when companies can absorb it. Ukraine gained an early
advantage by avoiding conventional procurement in favor of volunteers, independent firms, and

frontline developers. Chavez and Swed refer to this as bottom-up battlefield adaptation;
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Bilousova et al. demonstrate that it is becoming institutionalized through investment networks,
battlefield testing, and quick engineering feedback (Chavez & Swed, 2023, 598-600; Bilousova
et al., 2024, 19-21). Molloy emphasizes that not all wartime learning leads to military success;
tactical inventions may fail to scale due to procurement, training, doctrine, or adversary

interference (2024, 57-64).

Ukraine's corps reorganization exposes the same tactical-to-operational dilemma at the
organizational level. By early 2026, 18 corps were formed, but several continued to command
mixed sectors rather than their allocated brigades. Major rotations are dangerous due to a lack
of strategic reserves and continuous Russian drone observation; while several better-resourced
corps have demonstrated improved coordination, quality remains extremely uneven across the
force (Farrell, 2026). The reform demonstrates both Ukrainian agility and the challenge of
implementing elite-unit methods across a large deployed army. Moreover, visible
confrontations between different groups such as Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces of
Ukraine Oleksandr Syrskyi and Former Minister of Defence Mykhailo Fedorov shows the
lacking unity within the army and possibility of confrontations within the Ukrainian forces

(Dokuzlu, 2026).

The Ukrainian Ministry of Defence's June 2026 service reforms such as fixed-duration
contracts, improved infantry remuneration, and easier intra-corps transfers are clearly intended
to sustain frontline infantry and combat units (Ministry of Defense of Ukraine, 2026). On the
other hand, Russia has also evolved on an organizational level. Small-group infiltration
techniques diminish the mass signatures that Ukrainian sensors can exploit, while large-scale
fires, glide bombs, and drones compensate for limits in typical combined-arms maneuvering
(Kasapoglu, 2026). Russia Matters also cautions against repeated forecasts of Russian
depletion, citing evidence of manpower and material reconstitution despite massive losses
(Saradzhyan, 2026). Meanwhile, Russian state media portrays the battlefield through daily
claims of Ukrainian manpower, drone, and infrastructure losses which shows attempts to reform
the army are not avoiding massive losses (TASS, 2026a; 2026b). The organizational lesson is
that although innovation raises the ceiling of a force, breakthrough requires rising the floor. A
couple of outstanding drone units or brigades can win small encounters; nevertheless, an
operational offensive necessitates constant proficiency across engineers, infantry, artillery, EW,

logistics, staff, and reserves.
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Conclusion

Taken together, the evidence indicates that the Russia-Ukraine conflict is more
accurately viewed as a dynamic military equilibrium rather than a frozen stalemate. In this
context, both sides possess the capability to destroy, disrupt, and capture limited territory
without translating those actions into a sustained operational breakthrough. Tactical success can
secure a trench, village, or road junction; however, achieving operational breakthrough
necessitates penetrating multiple defensive layers, overcoming reserves, maintaining logistics,
and capitalizing on the breach before the defender can reestablish the front. Achieving a
strategic victory necessitates the further action of converting military successes into political
pressure. Russia and Ukraine consistently reach the first level, sometimes nearing the second,

yet they are still distant from the third.

The main challenge lies in the interplay of fortifications, terrain, mines, surveillance,
and rapid fires. The southeastern front is a complex defensive landscape characterized by three-
dimensional trenches, dugouts, strongpoints, underground positions, settlements, waterways,
and extensively mined areas (Denysyk et al., 2025, 38). Drones and digital command systems
subsequently reveal and target the concentrations required to penetrate that terrain. Bendett and
Nersisyan contend that the prevalence of drones renders the massing of forces “an extremely
dangerous and difficult endeavor” (2024, 183). Molloy similarly demonstrates that during
Ukraine’s 2023 counteroffensive, troop and vehicle concentrations were identifiable and could
be disrupted prior to gaining momentum (2024, 22-26). The resulting contradiction is
significant: survival necessitates dispersion and concealment, while breakthrough calls for

concentration, synchronization, and logistical mass.

The Russian adaptation adds complexity to any straightforward assertion that
technology consistently advantages the defender. Fiber-optic FPVs, reconnaissance-strike
integration, and attacks on Ukrainian supply routes have produced constrained battlefield-
interdiction effects and enabled localized advances (Stepanenko, 2025). However, these
innovations enhance Russia's capability to undermine Ukrainian positions rather than to
dismantle the entire defensive system. Their advantage is also temporary, as each successful
measure prompts a countermeasure (Stepanenko, 2025). Ukraine is confronted with the
opposite challenge. Western aid has played a crucial role in ensuring state survival, enhancing
air defense, and achieving certain successes on the battlefield; however, it has not proven to be
independently decisive in winning the war (Floyd & Webber, 2024. 1159-1160, 1169). Aid is

characterized by its uneven distribution, political constraints, and reliance on factors such as
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ammunition, maintenance, training, and integration (Massie & Tallova, 2026, 267). Ukrainian
reforms and domestic production enhance resilience; however, they cannot independently
establish the trained reserves, protected mobility, and logistical depth necessary for effective

exploitation.

The most likely scenario is a prolonged stalemate resulting in an armed armistice instead
of'a clear victory. Russia would persist with expensive local advances and near-rear interdiction,
while Ukraine would employ a strategy of defense in depth, utilizing drones, long-range strikes,
and external support to avert operational collapse. The front would persist in its movement, yet
at a pace that was both sluggish and inconsistent, preventing either side from fully realizing its
ultimate political objectives. Ultimately, shortages of manpower, financial constraints, damage
to infrastructure, and the toll of casualties would render the halt of large-scale conflict more

desirable than an endless continuation, despite neither side relinquishing its claims.

Such an armistice would not signify peace. It would result in unresolved borders,
heavily fortified lines, rearmament, and an ongoing risk of renewed conflict. The tragedy
suggested by All Quiet on the Ukrainian Front is not one of inactivity, but rather of unyielding
violence without resolution: Russia is unable to dominate Ukraine, Ukraine is unable to reclaim
all territory through force, and both sides are forced to suspend the conflict rather than resolve

it.
References

Bendett, S., & Nersisyan, L. (2024). The drone war over Ukraine. The Air War in Ukraine, 1(1),

168-194.

Bilousova, O., Makarchuk, M., & Mylovanov, T. (2024). Ukraine’s drones industry:

Investments and product innovations (pp. 3—23). KSE Institute.

Chavez, K., & Swed, O. (2023). Emulating underdogs: Tactical drones in the Russia-Ukraine

war. Contemporary Security Policy, 44(4), 592—-605.

Council of the EU. (2024). EU solidarity with Ukraine. Consilium.

Council on Foreign Relations. (2025, May 27). War in Ukraine. Council on Foreign Relations.

Global Conflict Tracker.

74



Denysyk, H. 1., Kanskyi, V. S., Ataman, L. V., Volovyk, V. M., & Denysyk, B. H. (2025).
Belligerent landscape boundaries of Ukraine. Journal of Geology, Geography and Geoecology,

34(1), 32-40.

Emrah Dokuzlu. (2026, August 2). Kiev'de Yeniden Yapilanma. Tiirkiye Aragtirmalar1 Vakfi.

Farrell, F. (2026, February 10). “Second stage” of Ukrainian military’s corps reform underway,

Syrskyi says. The Kyiv Independent.

Floyd, R., & Webber, M. (2024). Making amends: Emotions and the western response to

Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. International Affairs, 100(3), 1149—1169.

Horowitz, M. C., Dumbacher, E. D, & Kahn, L. (2026, June 12). How Ukraine’s drone

innovation reversed Russia’s momentum. Council on Foreign Relations. Cfr.Org.

Hunder, M., & Popeski, R. (2026, July 1). Ukraine announces framework for wartime arms

exports. Reuters.

Institute for the Study of War. (2026, April 14). Ukraine’s fortress belt is the cornernstone |

ISW. Institute for the Study of War.

Janowski, K. (2022). UN Human Rights Monitors report the highest monthly number of civilian

deaths and injuries in Ukraine since march 2022. United Nations Press Release.

Jones, S. G., & McCabe, R. (2026, July 2). Russian blood and treasure: The ballooning costs

of Putin’s war. Center for Strategic and International Studies. CSIS.

Kasapoglu, C. (2026, August 4). Ukraine military situation report | august 19. Hudson Institute.

Kiel Institute. (2026). Ukraine support tracker - A database of military, financial and

humanitarian aid to Ukraine. Kielinstitut.De.

75



Klug, J. (2024, May 28). Soviet theory forgotten: Russian military strategy in the war in

Ukraine - military strategy magazine. Military Strategy Magazine.

Kottasova, 1., Gak, K., & Butenko, V. (2025, November 16). From meat grinder to mopeds:

How Russia rethought its war-fighting in Ukraine. CNN.

Kunertova, D. (2023a). Drones have boots: Learning from Russia’s war in Ukraine.

Contemporary Security Policy, 44(4), 576-591.

Kunertova, D. (2023b). The war in Ukraine shows the game-changing effect of drones depends

on the game. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 79(2), 95-102.

Kunertova, D. (2024). Learning from the Ukrainian battlefield: Tomorrow’s drone warfare,

today’s innovation challenge. CSS Studies ETH Zurich, 1(1), 4-26.

Maksak, H. (2025, May 12). Russia’s war in Ukraine: Ukraine’s strategy and western military
assistance - international centre for defence and security. International Centre for Defence and

Security.

Massie, J., & Barbora Tallova. (2025). Friends in need, friends indeed? Explaining variation in

military support to Ukraine. European Journal of International Security, 11(1), 262-287.

Mevlutoglu, A. (2022, April 7). Ukraine’s military transformation between 2014 and 2022.

Politics Today.

Ministry of Defense of Ukraine. (2026, June 12). Transformation of the defence forces of
Ukraine: A comprehensive overview of new contracts, service durations, pay, and automatic

transfers between units. Ministry of Defence of Ukraine.

Mittal, V., & Goetz, J. (2025). A quantitative analysis of the effects of drone and counter-drone

systems on the Russia-Ukraine battlefield. Defense & Security Analysis, 41(3), 1-14.

76



Molloy, O. (2024). Occasional paper no 29 - drones in modern warfare: Lessons from the war

in Ukraine. Australian Army Occasional Paper, 29(1), 1-106.
NATO. (2025). Relations with Ukraine. Site Name Seo.

Saradzhyan, S. (20264, July 2). Has the Russian-Ukraine war reached a turning point favoring

Ukraine? Belfer Center. The Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs.

Saradzhyan, S. (2026b, July 2). Has the Russian-Ukraine war reached a turning point favoring

Ukraine? | Russia matters. Russiamatters.Org.

Sheth, S., Haroun, A., & Epstein, J. (2022, March 2). Russia captures first major city in Ukraine

after a week of war. Business Insider.

Solomon, C. (2026, April 14). The importance of Ukraine’s fortress belt: Geospatial

Intelligence Terrain Analysis. Institute for the Study of War.

Stepanenko, K. (2025, August 7). Russian drone innovations are likely achieving effects of

Battlefield Air Interdiction in Ukraine. Institute for the Study of War.

Sweijs, T., Iven, M., de Heer, B., & Bekkers, F. (2026, June 16). Lessons that transfer:

Observations from the russo-Ukraine war for European land forces - HCSS. HCSS.

TASS. (2026a, August 21). Russian forces hit Ukrainian naval patrol boat in port of

Chernomorsk. TASS.

TASS. (2026b, August 21). Russian troops liberate 11 communities in Ukraine operation over

week — Top brass. TASS.
Waitling, J. (2026). Russia’s aggression in Ukraine will persist through 2026. Rusi.Org.

Wilk, A., & Zochowski, P. (2023, November 3). Ukraine confirms its counter-offensive has

failed. Day 617 of the war. OSW Centre for Eastern Studies.

77



Tiirkiye'nin NATO Uyeliginde Tiirk Bogazlar ve Deniz Jeopolitiginin Rolii (1945-1952)
Naime BATTAL

1. Giris

II. Diinya Savasi'nin ardindan hem Avrupa hem de uluslararasi sistem kokli bir
doniisim siirecine girmistir. Bat1 diinyas1 agisindan degerlendirildiginde, I. Diinya Savasi
sonrasinda demokrasiler ile fasist rejimler arasinda boliinen ve Sovyet Sosyalist Cumhuriyetler
Birligi (SSCB) ile Amerika Birlesik Devletleri'nin (ABD) yiikselisine taniklik eden Avrupa, I1.
Diinya Savasi'nin sonunda uluslararas1 sistemdeki belirleyici konumunu biiyiikk 6lglide
kaybetmis; diinya siyasetinin merkezi olmaktan ¢ikarak yeni gii¢ dengeleri igerisinde ikincil bir

konuma gerilemistir (Oran, 2009, s. 485).

Savag sonrasinda ortaya ¢ikan iki kutuplu uluslararasi sistem, ABD'yi SSCB'nin artan
niifuzu karsisinda kapsamli bir glivenlik ve dis politika stratejisi gelistirmeye yoneltmistir. Bu
donemde ABD, sahip oldugu ekonomik ve askeri iistlinliigii koruyabilmek i¢in uluslararasi
sistemde yalniz kalmamasi gerektiginin farkindaydi. Dinya nifusunun gorece kicuk bir
boliimiinii temsil etmesine ragmen kiiresel liderlik iddiasini stirdiirebilmesi, genis bir miittefik
ag1 olusturmasina bagliydi. Aksi takdirde komiinizmin yayilmasi hem ABD'nin uluslararasi
alandaki etkinligini zayiflatacak hem de ideolojik rekabeti iilke i¢ine tasiyarak ulusal giivenligi

acisindan ciddi bir tehdit olusturabilecekti (Akin, 2017, s. 122).

Bu nedenle ABD, SSCB'nin niifuz alanini sinirlandirmayi, komiinizmin yayilmasini
engellemeyi ve Sovyet baskisi altindaki devletleri ekonomik, siyasi ve askeri araclarla
desteklemeyi dis politikasinin temel Oncelikleri arasma almistir. Boylece savas Oncesinde
biiylik 6l¢iide izolasyoncu egilimler gosteren Amerikan dis politikasi yerini, uluslararasi
giivenlik ve istikrarm korunmasinda aktif rol iistlenen kiiresel bir stratejiye birakmigtir. Nitekim
ABD, diger devletler icin 6rnek teskil eden bir gii¢ olma iddiasini slirdiirebilmek adina artik
uluslararasi gelismelerden uzak ve yalitilmis bir politika izleyemez hale gelmistir (Gaddis,

2005, s. 15).

2. Tiirk Bogazlarimin Jeopolitik ve Jeostratejik Ozellikleri

Bogaz, karalar arasinda denizin olduk¢a daraldigi dogal bir gegcittir. Genis birer irmag1
andiran bogazlar, genel kullaniminda ekseriyetle deniz bogazi1 anlaminda ifade edilmektedir.
Istanbul Bogazi, eski bir akarsu vadisinin deniz seviyesinin yiikselmesi ve sularmn vadiyi

basmasi sonucunda bogaz niteligi kazanmig halidir. Avrupa yakasinda yer alan Hali¢ ise
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Istanbul Bogaz1’nin bir kolunu olusturmaktadir. Benzer bigimde Canakkale Bogazi da gegmiste
bir akarsu vadisi iken, ayn1 jeomorfolojik siire¢ler sonucunda Ria tipi kiy1 6zelligi gosteren bir

Bogaz halini almistir (Ayar, 1999, s. 5).

Canakkale ve Istanbul Bogazlar1 ile Marmara Denizi’ni kapsayan ve uluslararast hukuki
dizenlemelerde “Tiirk Bogazlar:” kavramiyla ifade edilen bu dar suyolu sistemi, Asya ile
Avrupa arasinda yer almasi nedeniyle jeopolitik, stratejik ve uluslararasi deniz ulagimi
bakimindan tarih boyunca siirekli bir dnem tasmmustir. ilk c¢aglardan giiniimiize kadar s6z
konusu Onemini koruyan Bogazlar, bu niteligi dolayisiyla devletlerarasi miicadelelere,

uluslararasi konferanslara ve gesitli antlagsmalara siklikla konu olmustur (Sener, 2015, s. 328).

Tiirk Bogazlar1; diinya politikasindaki baz1 dengelerin belirlenmesi, siirdiiriilmesi ve
degistirilmesi bakimmdan énemli bir rol oynamustir. 1453 yilinda istanbul’un fethinden sonra,
Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun egemenligi altna giren bogazlar, 1453-1809 yillar1 arasinda
Osmanl Imparatorlugu’nun, Fransa, Ingiltere, Hollanda ve Rusya gibi devletlere gesitli
tarihlerde tek tarafli tasarruflarla tanidigi ayricaliklar disinda, yabanci ticaret ve savas
gemilerine “Imparatorlugun Kadim Kaidesi” geregi kapali tutulmustur. Osmanli’nin
Karadeniz’deki egemenligini kaybetmeye baslamasi sonrasinda, Tiirk Bogazlari’nin hukuki
statisti 1809-1841 doneminde iki tarafli andlagmalarla, 1841 sonrasinda ise ¢ok tarafli
andlagmalarla diizenlenmistir. Yaklasik 450 y1l devam eden Osmanli egemenliginin ardindan,
I. ve II. Diinya Savasi ve sonrasinda diinyanin yeniden sekillendigi ve gii¢ dengelerinin yeniden
kuruldugu sirada bogazlara iliskin siyasi gelismeler g6z oniine alindiginda, Tiirk Bogazlari’nin
gerek dogu Akdeniz gerekse diinya tarihinin akis1 bakimindan ne denli 6nemli bir denge unsuru
oldugu agik¢a goriilebilir. Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti doneminde, Tiirk Bogazlari’ndan ge¢is rejimi
cok tarafli andlasmalarla diizenlenme gelenegi ¢ercevesinde, ilk olarak 1923 tarihli Lozan
Bogazlar Sozlesmesi ile belirlenmistir. 1930°lu yillarda uluslararas: siyasi kosullarda
kaydedilen olumsuz gelismeler karsisinda Tiirkiye, Lozan Bogazlar S6zlesmesi’nin ‘rebus sic
stantibus ilkesi’ 15181inda degistirilmesi yoniinde, baris¢1 bir diplomatik siire¢ baslatmis ve
nihayet 1936 yilinda Montreux’da toplanan konferans sonucu, gecerligini giiniimiizde de

koruyan Montreux Bogazlar S6zlesmesi kabul edilmistir (Giines, 2007, s. 218).

3. Montro Bogazlar Sozlesmesi ve Tiirkiye'nin Deniz Egemenligi
Montrd Bogazlar Konferans1 22 Haziran 1936-20 Temmuz 1936 tarihleri arasinda

gerceklestirilmistir. Konferansta, bir taraftan Japonya tarafindan desteklenen Ingiltere nin,
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diger tarafta ise Karadeniz’e kiyidas devletler ve Fransa tarafindan desteklenen Tiirkiye’nin yer
aldig1 sdylenebilir. Konferans sonunda, savas gemilerine uygulanacak smirlamalar bakimidan
Ingiliz tasarisina; Tiirkiye’nin kendisini ¢ok yakin bir savas tehdidi altinda gérmesi durumu,
Bogazlarin askerilestirilmesi ve “Bogazlar Komisyonu nun kaldirilmas1 hususlarinda ise Tiirk
tasarisina uygun bir metin kabul edilecektir. 20 Temmuz 1936°da imzalanan “Montrd Bogazlar

Sozlesmesi” 29 madde, 4 ek ve bir protokolii kapsamaktadir (Sener, 2014, s. 487). Buna gore;

1-Bogazlarda denizden geg¢is ve ulasim serbestisi kabul edilmis; ancak ticaret ve savas
gemilerinin geg¢isi barig, Tiirkiye’nin taraf olmadigi savas, Tirkiye’nin taraf oldugu savas ve

savas tehlikesi hali olmak {izere dort ayri statiiye baglanmistir.

2- Ticaret gemileri, baris zamaninda ve Tiirkiye’nin taraf olmadigi savas durumunda, bayrak
yiikii ne olursa olsun Bogazlardan serbestce gecebilecek. Tiirkiye eger savasta ise, yalniz

tarafsiz ticaret gemileri belirlenen kosullar ¢ercevesinde gegisine izin verilecektir.

3- Barig doneminde savas gemilerinin Bogazlardan gecgebilmeleri i¢in, Tiirkiye’ye onceden
bildirimde bulunduracak. Bu bildirim stiresi Karadeniz’de kiyis1 olmayan devletler i¢in 8, kiyis1
olanlar icin de 15 giin olacakti. Ayrica gemilerin varis noktasi, adi, tipi, sayisi ile gidis-doniis

tarihleri Tiirkiye’ye bildirilecek.

4- Karadeniz’e kiyis1 olmayan devletlerin savas gemileri, ugak gemileri ile denizaltilar1 disinda,
Bogazlardan gecebilecek. Ancak bunlarin toplam tonaji 15 bin tonu, Karadeniz’de
bulunduracaklar1 savas gemilerinin toplami da 30 bin tonu ge¢cmeyecek ve 21 giinden fazla

Karadeniz’de kalmayacaktir.
5- Karadeniz’e kiyidas devletler, 15 bin tonun iizerindeki savas gemileri ile denizaltilarini,
Turkiye’ye onceden bildirimde bulunmak kosuluyla belirli sartlar altinda Bogazlardan

gecirebilecektir.

6- Tiirkiye’nin savag halinde bulunmasi veya yakin bir savas tehdidi gérmesi durumunda ise

savas gemilerinin ge¢isi konusunda takdir yetkisi Tiirkiye’nin istedigi gibi olacaktir.
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7- Sozlesmenin siiresi 20 y1l olarak belirlenmistir. Ancak bu siirenin sona ermesinden iki yil
once imzaci devletlerden higbiri fesih talebinde bulunmazsa, sézlesme, olasi bir fesih

talebinden itibaren iki y1l daha yiiriirliikkte kalacaktir (Kaya, 2021, s. 605-606).

Istanbul Bogazi'ndan 1938 yilinda toplamda 4.500 gemi gecerken ve yaklasik 7.500.000
ton ylik tasirken, 2005 yilina gelindiginde bogazdan gegen gemi sayist 54.794'e yiikselmistir.
Bunlardan 10.027'si tehlikeli yiik tagsimis; bu yiikiin toplam miktar1 ise 143.567.196 metrik ton
olmustur. Giiniimiizde Istanbul Bogazi'ndan her giin ortalama yirmi yedi tehlikeli yiik tastyan
gemi gecmekte, 2005 yilinda Canakkale Bogazi'ndan gegen 49.077 geminin yaklasik ylizde 18'i
tehlikeli ylikten olusmaktadir. Canakkale Bogazi'ndan ise her giin ortalama yirmi dort gemi
gegmektedir. Tirk bogazlarmin fiziki yapisi, jeomorfolojik ve hidrolojik ozellikleri ve
meteorolojik kosullar1 degismeden kalmasina ragmen, bogazdan gecen gemi sayist son yetmis
yilda on iki kat artis gostermistir (Kurumahmut, 2006, s. 16). Montr6 Bogazlar Sozlesmesi,
Lozan Sozlesmesi'nin getirdigi kisitlamalara son vermis ve Tiirkiye'nin egemenlik haklarini

yeniden teyit etmistir (Kurumahmut, 2006, s. 19).

4. Sovyetler Birligi'nin Bogazlar Politikas:1 (1945-1946)

Carlik Rusyasi ve ardili devleti Sovyetler Birligi tarih boyunca bogazlara iliskin
uluslararas1 hukuk anlayisini dort kategoriye ayirarak diizenleyen bir taraftar olmuslardir;

1. Baltik ve Karadeniz gibi kapali denizleri agik denizlere baglayan ve bir ulusun
denetiminde olan Bogazlar biitiin devletlerin ticaret gemilerine ac¢ik olmalidir.

2. Bu bogazlar kiyidas olmayan devletlerin savas gemilerine kapali tutulmalidir.

3. Cebelitarik gibi iki agik denizi birbirine baglayan bogazlarin her tiirlii serbest gegise
acik olmalidir.

4. Bir devletin egemenlik alanindan gecen fakat diger devletlerin kiyidas oldugu denizin
acik denizlere baglantisini saglayan bogazlar da biitiin devletlerin ticaret gemilerine agik,
kiyidas olmayan devletlerin savas gemilerine kapali olmalidir. Burada kastedilen bogaz agikca
Tiirk Bogazlari’dir. Bu hukuksal goriis hakkaniyeti degil, Rus ¢ikarlarimi koruyacak sekilde
olusturulmustur. Ayrica Soguk Savas doneminde yenilenecek olan Sovyet goriisii Siiveys ve
Tiirk Bogazlar’nin sadece kiyidas devletlerin meselesi oldugu, kiyidas olmayanlarin bu
bogazlardaki gecis rejimine kesinlikle miidahale etmemesi gerektigi seklinde revize edilecektir

(Kose, 2019, s. 1128).
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II. Diinya Savasi’nin arifesinde Sovyetler Birligi’nin bogazlar konusunda bariscil
yaklasimi degiserek Carlik Rusya’sinin Bogazlar1 istilaya yonelik geleneksel politikalarina geri
doniilmiistiir. Nitekim Sovyetler Birligi, 1936 yilinda Montrd Bogazlar Sozlesmesi'ni
imzalamig olmasina ragmen, 1939 Eyliil-Ekim aylarindaki ittifak goriisme-lerinde Montrd niin
degistirilmesini talep etmis, 1940 yil1 Kasim ayinda Disisleri Bakan1 Molotov ile Hitler arasinda
Berlin’de gergeklestirilen miizakerelerde ise Tiirk Bogazlarmin (istanbul Bogazi: 27 km.
uzunlugunda, en dar yeri 550 m. ve Canakkale Bogaz1: 64 km. uzunlugunda ve en dar yeri 1.800
m.) denetiminin kendisine birakilmasini istemistir. Ustelik Hitler, 1941 yili Mart aymda Berlin
Buyukelgisi Hiisrev Gerede ile yapmis oldugu goriismede Molotov tarafindan kendisine

sunulan teklifleri agiklamistir (Kose, 2015, s. 243).

Alman-Sovyet iligkilerinin bozulmasi tizerine Tiirkiye ile iliskilerini diizeltmek isteyen
Sovyetler Birligi, Tiirkiye’ye 1941 ilkbaharinda bir nota vererek, Bogazlar iizerindeki
taleplerini geri ¢ektigi ve bu konuda herhangi istegi bulunmadigini bildirmistir. Bu yaklagimin
bir yansimasi olarak, 25 Mart 1941 tarihinde Tiirk-Sovyet Saldirmazlhik Bildirisi
(Deklarasyonu) yaymlanmis; Almanya’nin Sovyetler Birligi’ne saldirmasmin ardindan
Sovyetler Birligi Tiirkiye’ye 10 Agustos 1941°de yeni notasinda Tiirk topraklar1 ve Bogazlar
iizerinde hicbir talebi olmadigini ifade etmistir. S6z konusu iki nota ile Sovyetler Birligi,
Tirkiye'nin savas siirecinde en azmndan tarafsiz kalmasindan yana oldugunu belirtmistir

(Alpyavuz, 2009, s. 61-62).

Tirkiye’ye yonelik Sovyet taleplerinin ilk sinyalleri 4-11 Subat 1945 tarihleri arasinda
gerceklesen Yalta Konferansi sirasinda belirginlesmistir (Dokuyan, 2013). Konferans sirasinda
Sovyet lider Josef Stalin, Montrd Bogazlar Sozlesmesi’nin degisen uluslararas: kosullar
karsisinda gegerliligini kaybettigini, 6zellikle bazi hiikiimlerinin, 6rnegin Japonya'nin imzacisi
olmasi ve sdzlesmenin Milletler Cemiyeti mekanizmasina bagli olmas1 gibi maddeleri gerekge
gostererek sozlesmenin yenilenmesi gerekliligini giindeme getirmistir (Luca, 1977, s. 511).
ABD Bagkan1 Franklin Roosevelt, Stalin’in Onerisine olumlu yaklasarak Ruslarin sicak
denizlere giivenli sekilde erisim saglayabilmesi gerektigini belirtmistir. ABD-Ingiltere ve
Sovyet Rusya’nin katilimiyla 17-25 Temmuz ve 28 Temmuz—2 Agustos 1945 tarihleri arasinda
Berlin'de diizenlenen Potsdam Konferansi'nin 22 Temmuz tarihli altinci oturumunda Bogazlar
meselesi ele almmustir. Konferans sirasinda Ingiltere Bagbakani Winston Churchill, Sovyet
savas gemilerinin Tiirk Bogazlari'ndan serbest gegisine ilke olarak olumlu yaklagmakla birlikte,

Tiirkiye'nin bu konuda endiseye sevk edilmemesi gerektigini ayrica savunmustur. Potsdam
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Konferansi'nda Sovyetler Birligi'nin Bogazlar meselesini Tiirkiye ile Sovyetler Birligi arasinda
ikili bir sorun olarak ele alma girisimi, diger miittefik devletler tarafindan kabul edilmemistir.
Truman, Bogazlarin uluslararas1 su yollar1 statiisinde degerlendirilmesi gerektigini
savunurken, ABD ve Ingiltere, Sovyet gemilerinin Bogazlardan gegisinin yalnizca ii¢ biiyiik
devletin degil, Bogazlarla ilgili diger devletlerin de gilivencesi altinda diizenlenmesini
istemistir. Ancak Stalin bu Oneriyi kabul etmemistir. Taraflar arasinda ortak bir uzlagma
saglanamamasi iizerine, her ii¢ devletin kendi goriislerini ayr1 ayr1 Tirkiye'ye iletmesi

kararlastirilmistir. (Dokuyan, 2013, s. 119, 123).

Birinci Sovyet Notasi: Potsdam Konferansi'ndaki kararlar dogrultusunda Sovyetler
Birligi, 7 Agustos 1946 tarihinde Montré Bogazlar Sézlesmesinin degistirilmesine iliskin
goriislerini igeren notay: Tiirkiye'ye iletmis, notanin bir drnegini de ABD ve Ingiltere'ye
gondermistir. Sovyetler Birligi, notasinda II. Diinya Savasi swrasmda Montrd Bogazlar
Sozlesmesi hiikiimlerinin birka¢ kez ihlal edildigini ve bu nedenle S6zlesme'nin Bogazlarin
diisman devletler tarafindan kullanilmasmi engelleyemedigini ileri stirmiistiir. Bu gerekgeyle
Montré Bogazlar S6zlesmesi'nin degistirilmesini talep etmis ve degisiklige esas teskil etmek

tizere bes temel ilke 6nermistir (Alpyavuz, 2009):

1. Ticaret gemilerinin Bogazlardan serbest gegisinin saglanmasi.

2. Karadeniz'e kiyidas devletlerin savas gemilerine siirekli gecis hakki taninmasi.

3. Karadeniz'e kiyis1 olmayan devletlerin savas gemilerinin gegisinin smirlandirilmasi.

4. Yeni Bogazlar rejiminin yalnizca Karadeniz'e kiyidas devletler tarafindan belirlenmesi.

5. Bogazlarmn glivenliginin Tiirkiye ve Sovyetler Birligi tarafindan ortaklasa saglanmasi.

Ingiltere ve ABD'nin notalarmin ardindan Tiirkiye, 22 Agustos 1946'da Sovyet notasina
cevap vermigstir. Tiirkiye, II. Diinya Savagi sirasinda Bogazlardan gecen ve Sovyetler Birliginin
Montrd Bogazlar Sozlesmesi'ni ihlal ettigini ileri siirdiigii gemilere iliskin agiklamalarda
bulunarak bu ihlallerden sorumlu tutulamayacagini belirtmistir. Bununla birlikte, Montr0
Bogazlar Sozlesmesinin degisen kosullar ve teknolojik gelismeler dogrultusunda gézden
gecirilebilecegini de kabul etmistir. Tiirkiye, Montrd Bogazlar Sozlesmesi'nin degistirilmesi
amaciyla taraf devletler ve ABD'nin katilacagi uluslararasi bir konferansa hazir oldugunu
bildirmistir. Fakat, yeni Bogazlar rejiminin yalnizca Karadeniz'e kiyidas devletlerce

belirlenmesi ve Bogazlarin Tiirkiye ile Sovyetler Birligi tarafindan ortak sekilde savunulmasima
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yonelik Sovyet dnerilerini, egemenlik haklar1 ve ulusal giivenligiyle bagdasmadig1 gerekgesiyle

reddetmistir (Alpyavuz, 2009).

Ikinci Sovyet Notasi: Bu nota, ingiltere ve ABD'nin itirazlarma ragmen 24 Eyliil 1946'da
yalnizca Tiirkiye'ye iletilmistir. ilk notadan daha kapsamli olan bu belgede, Tiirk Hiikiimeti'nin
Sovyet iddialarini kesin bigimde reddetmedigi ve s6z konusu ihlallerin miinferit olaylar oldugu
ileri stirtilmiistiir. Tlirk notasinin etkisinde kalinarak hazirlanmis Sovyet notasinda, Tiirkiye’ nin
1941 ve 1942 tarihli denizci ilanlariyla, transit gecen gemilerin kilavuz kaptan almak
mecburiyetinde tutulduklarindan Bogazlardan gecen gemilerin kontrollerinin daha sert
kurallarla kontrolii belirtilmekteydi. Fakat s6z konusu ilanlar, savasin Karadeniz ve Ege
kiyilarma kadar gelerek Tiirk sinirlarint tehdit etmesi lizerine, ticaret gemilerinin gecis
esnasinda Bogazlardaki ag, mania ve maymlardan korunmalar1 i¢in yapilmisti. Uygulamanin
kontrolle herhangi bir ilgisi yoktu. Nitekim ikinci notada, tutarliligi tartismali saptama
karmasas1 yaratilip, olaylar tek tarafli bir bakisla tevil edilerek Montrd’ye itiraz hakli
cikarilmaya ¢alisilmistir. Sovyetler Birligi, ikinci notasinda tiim bunlara ek olarak Bogazlarin
Stiveys Kanal1 ve Cebelitarik Bogazi'ndan farkli olarak Karadeniz'in tek ¢ikis yolu oldugunu
ileri stirmiis ve bu nedenle 6zel bir statiiye sahip olmas1 gerektigini savunmustur. Bu kapsamda
Moskova Antlagsmasina (1921) ve c¢esitli tarihi orneklere atifta bulunarak Bogazlar ile
Karadeniz'in statiisliniin yeniden diizenlenmesini talep etmistir. Her ne kadar nota yalnizca

Tiirkiye'ye verilmis olsa da mesajlarmin asil hedefinin ABD ve Ingiltere oldugu

degerlendirilmektedir (Kose, 2019, s. 1140-1141).

5. Turkiye'nin NATO'ya Uyelik Sureci

NATO'nun kurulmasina kadar gegen siirecte ve uluslararasi bir savunma ittifaki olan
NATO'nun olusumunda bazi s6zlesme ve anlasmalar etkili olmustur. (Balci, 2018, s. 885).
Ayrica 22 Subat 1948'de Cekoslovakya'da Komiinist Parti'nin bir darbeyle iktidar1 ele ge¢irmesi
ve Sovyetler Birligi'nin 24 Haziran 1948'de baslattigi, 9 Mayis 1949'a kadar devam eden Bat1
Berlin Ablukasi, Bat1 Avrupa Birligi diisiincesinden dogan NATO kavrammimn ortaya
cikmasinda belirleyici gelismeler olmustur. Karsilikli yardim anlagsmasmin metnini miizakere
etmek amaciyla 4 Mart 1948'de Belgika, Fransa, Liikksemburg, Hollanda ve Birlesik Krallik
delegeleri bir araya gelmistir. Bu goriismelerin ardindan, 17 Mart 1948 tarihinde s6z konusu
devletlerin temsilcileri tarafindan Briiksel Antlasmasi imzalanmistir. Antlasmay1 imzalayan
devletler, ortak bir savunma sistemi olusturmanin yani sira ekonomik ve kiiltiirel baglarini

giiclendirmeyi de taahhiit etmislerdir. Briiksel Antlagmasi'nin on maddesinden 6zellikle 5. ve
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9. maddeler biiylik 6nem tasimaktadir. Antlasmanin 5. maddesine gore, taraf devletlerden
herhangi birinin Avrupa'da silahl bir saldiriya ugramasi halinde, diger taraf devletler Birlesmis
Milletler Sarti'nin 51. maddesi uyarinca sahip olduklar1 bireysel veya kolektif mesru miidafaa
hakkmi kullanarak saldiriya ugrayan devlete gerekli askerl ve diger tiim yardimlari
saglayacaklardir. Antlasmanin 9. maddesinde ise, "Antlasmayr imzalayan devletler, oy
birligiyle alacaklari bir kararla herhangi bir devieti bu Antlagma'ya katilmaya davet
edebilirler.” hitkkmiine yer verilmistir (Bagci, 1991, s. 3).

Soguk Savas boyunca Tiirkiye, NATO f{iyeligini dis politikasinin temel unsurlarindan
biri olarak gérmiistiir. Bunun baslica ii¢ nedeni bulunmaktadir. /ik olarak, Sovyetler Birligi'nin
Bogazlarda iis ile Kars ve Ardahan'a yonelik talepleri karsisinda Tiirkiye'nin giivenligini tek
basma saglamasi miimkiin goriilmediginden, NATO iiyeligi en 6nemli giivenlik gilivencesi
olarak degerlendirilmistir. fkinci olarak, NATO fiiyeligi Tiirkiye'nin Avrupa giivenligine katki
saglayan bir iilke olarak kabul edilmesini saglamis ve Cumhuriyet doneminden itibaren izlenen
Batililasma politikasin1 desteklemistir. Ayrica NATO'nun sagladigi giivenlik ortamu,
Avrupa'daki ekonomik biitiinlesme siirecine de katki sunmustur. Uclincii olarak ise NATO,
Tirkiye'nin Amerika Birlesik Devletleri ile iligkilerini ¢ok tarafli ve kurumsal bir ittifak
cercevesinde yiirlitmesine imkan saglayarak dis politika acisindan Onemli bir avantaj

olugturmustur (Oguzlu, 2012, s. 102).

Batil1 devletlerin Sovyet tehdidine kars1 Briiksel Anlagsmasi ¢er¢evesinde olusturdugu
savunma sistemine katilmak isteyen Tiirkiye yogun diplomatik girisimlerde bulunmustur. Bati
Avrupa savunma yapilanmasina dahil olamayan Tiirkiye, NATO'nun kurulus siirecinde tiyelik
icin basvurularmi siirdiirmiistiir. Bagsbakan Hasan Saka ve Disisleri Bakan1 Necmettin Sadak,
ABD ve Avrupa devletleri nezdinde cesitli girisimlerde bulunmustur. Ancak Ingiltere'nin
Ortadogu merkezli giivenlik politikas1 ve bazi liye devletlerin olumsuz tutumu nedeniyle
Tiirkiye'nin ilk iiyelik girisimleri sonugsuz kalmistir. Buna ragmen Tiirkiye, Avrupa Konseyi'ne
kabul edilmesi ve ABD ile gelisen iliskilerin etkisiyle NATO {iyeligini dis politikasmnin temel
hedeflerinden biri olarak silirdiirmiis ve 11 Mayis 1950'de resmi iiyelik bagvurusunu
gerceklestirmistir. 1951 yilma gelindiginde degisen uluslararasi gilivenlik ortami, ABD'nin
Tiirkiye'nin NATO {iyeligine yonelik tutumunu degistirmistir. SSCB'nin atom bombasina sahip
olmasi, Cin-SSCB yakinlasmasi ve Kore Savasi'nin ortaya ¢ikardigir giivenlik riskleri,
NATO'nun giiney kanadinin gii¢lendirilmesini zorunlu kilmigtir. Bu kapsamda ABD, 15 Mayis

1951'de Tirkiye ve Yunanistan'n NATO'ya kabul edilmesini miittefiklerine Onermistir.
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Tiirkiye'nin stratejik konumu, Tiirk Bogazlar1 ve hava sahasmin Sovyetler Birligi'ne kars1
tagidig1 askeri 6nem ile Kore Savasi'nda Tiirk askerinin gosterdigi basari, liyelik siirecini
hizlandiran baslica etkenler olmustur. ABD'nin destegine ragmen 6zellikle Ingiltere ve bazi
Iskandinav iilkeleri Tiirkiye'nin iiyeligine cekinceyle yaklagnmustir. Yapilan miizakereler
sonucunda NATO Bakanlar Konseyi, 16-20 Eyliil 1951 tarihlerinde Ottawa'da gergeklestirilen
toplantida Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan'in NATO'ya davet edilmesini oy birligiyle kabul etmis, {iye
devletlerin onay siire¢lerinin tamamlanmasinin ardindan Tiirkiye'ye resmi iyelik daveti
gonderilmistir. Tiirkiye’nin NATO ittifakina dahil edilmesi 18 Subat 1952°de TBMM’de
gorisiliip kanunlastrilmistir (Erkmen, 2020, s. 1030-1035).

6. NATO Acisindan Tiirk Bogazlarinin Deniz Jeopolitigi

Il. Diinya Savasi1 sonrasinda Tiirkiye'nin en giivenilir miittefiki konumundaki ABD,
Monroe Doktrini'nin 6tesinde, uluslararasi hukuk ve giivenlik stratejileri ¢ercevesinde Tiirk
Bogazlar1 rejimine yonelik belirgin bir politika gelistirmistir. ABD'nin Tiirk Bogazlar1 ve
Karadeniz'e iliskin stratejik yaklasimi, Soguk Savas boyunca NATO'mun savunma
politikalarmin temel unsurlarindan biri haline gelmistir. Bu yaklasim, Sovyet Donanmasi'nin
Akdeniz'e ve Ortadogu'daki enerji kaynaklarma erisiminin smirlandirilmasini hedeflerken, ayni
zamanda NATO'nun savunma ve giivenlik stratejisinin sekillenmesinde belirleyici bir rol

oynamistir (Casin, 2017, s. 68).

Soguk Savas doneminde Tirkiye'nin 1952 yilinda NATOQO'ya katilmasiyla birlikte,
Karadeniz'e kiyisi bulunan tek NATO iiyesi iilke Tirkiye olmustur. Bu nedenle NATO,
Karadeniz'e yonelik giivenlik ve savunma politikalarini1 biiyiik Olgiide Tiirkiye {lizerinden
yuriitmiistiir. Montrd Bogazlar S6zlesmesi'nin Karadeniz'e kiyis1 bulunmayan devletlerin savas
gemilerine tonaj, siire ve gecis bakimindan ¢esitli siirlamalar getirmesi, Tiirkiye'nin stratejik
onemini daha da artrmistir. NATO, bu hukuki g¢erceve iginde Tiirkiye'nin jeostratejik
konumundan yararlanarak Karadeniz'deki askeri ve istihbarf faaliyetlerini desteklemis; Tiirkiye
topraklarinda kurulan radar, dinleme ve izleme tesisleri sayesinde basta Sovyetler Birligi olmak
iizere Varsova Pakti lilkelerinin Karadeniz'deki askeri faaliyetlerini yakindan takip edebilmistir.
Bu donemde Tiirk Bogazlari, Varsova Pakti deniz kuvvetlerinin Akdeniz'e ¢ikigini kontrol
edebilecek en kritik jeostratejik ge¢is noktalarindan biri olarak degerlendirilmistir. Soguk Savas
boyunca Karadeniz havzasinda Tiirkiye disinda yer alan Sovyetler Birligi, Romanya ve

Bulgaristan'm Varsova Pakti liyesi olmalari, bolgeyi NATO ile Varsova Pakt1 arasindaki askeri
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rekabetin en yogun yasandigi alanlardan biri haline getirmistir. Bu kapsamda NATO,
Tiirkiye'nin savunma kapasitesini giliglendirmek amaciyla Onemli altyapr yatirimlari
gerceklestirmistir. Istanbul Bogazi ile Kefken, Karadeniz Eregli ve Bartin gibi stratejik
noktalarda radar ve gozetleme sistemleri kurulmus; hiicumbotlar, denizaltilar ve mayin harbi
unsurlarinin konuslandirilmasina yonelik s, iskele ve lojistik tesisler inga edilmistir. Bu
yatirimlar, Tirk Bogazlarinin kontroliinii gliglendirmenin yani sira, Varsova Pakti deniz
unsurlarmin Akdeniz'e intikalinin izlenmesi ve gerektiginde engellenmesine yonelik NATO

savunma stratejisinin 6nemli bir pargasini olusturmustur (Bayer, 2018, s. 843).

Sonug

II. Diinya Savasi'nin sona ermesinden sonra Tiirkiye, basta Tiirk Bogazlar1 olmak {izere
egemenligi ve toprak biitlinliigline yonelik Sovyetler Birligi kaynakli giivenlik tehditleriyle
karsilagmustir. Tiirkiye, glivenligini saglamak ve Sovyet baskisini dengelemek amaciyla dis
politikasin1 Bat1 ittifakiyla biitliinlesme yoniinde sekillendirmistir. Bu c¢ercevede, 1947 yilinda
Yunanistan ile birlikte Truman Doktrini kapsaminda saglanan askeri ve ekonomik
yardimlardan yararlanarak savunma kapasitesini giiglendirmis, takiben Avrupa'nin ekonomik
yeniden yapilanmasini ve Sovyet yayilmaciliginin smirlandirilmasini amaglayan Marshall
Plani'na da dahil olmustur. Soguk Savas'in Avrupa merkezli uluslararasi sistemi iki kutuplu bir
yapiya doniistiirdiigii bu donemde Tirkiye, Bat1 diinyasinin siyasi, ekonomik ve glivenlik
kurumlariyla yakm iliskiler gelistirmeyi tercih etmistir. Bu tercih, Tiirkiye'yi ABD'nin
Sovyetler Birligi'ni ¢cevreleme (containment) stratejisinin 6dnemli bir unsuru haline getirmistir.
Nitekim Tirkiye, jeostratejik konumu ve Sovyet yayilmaciligina karsi sahip oldugu kritik rol
nedeniyle 1952 yilinda NATO'ya kabul edilmis ve boylece kolektif savunma sistemi iginde
askeri giivenligini biiyiik 6l¢lide giivence altina almistir. Tiirkiye'nin NATO {iyeligi, yalnizca
ulusal giivenliginin gii¢lendirilmesini degil, ayn1 zamanda Karadeniz ile Akdeniz'i birbirine
baglayan Tiirk Bogazlarmin kontrolii sayesinde ittifak'm giineydogu kanadmin savunulmasina
da 6nemli katkilar sunmustur. Bu baglamda Tiirkiye, Varsova Pakti deniz unsurlarinin Bogazlar
iizerinden Akdeniz'e ulagsma kapasitesinin denetlenmesinde ve Sovyet deniz giiciiniin sicak
denizlere a¢ilmasinin siirlandirilmasinda NATO'nun en kritik miittefiklerinden biri olarak 6ne
cikmistir. Boylece Tiirkiye, tarihsel jeopolitik konumunun sagladigi avantaji Bati giivenlik
sistemi icerisinde stratejik bir isleve doniistiirmiis ve Soguk Savas boyunca NATO'nun

cevreleme politikasinin temel aktdrlerinden biri olmustur (Sahin, 2023, s. 36).
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From Maritime Security to Critical Infrastructure: NATO's Evolving Approach to the
Black Sea through MCM Black Sea

Kaan Cankirl

Since 2014, the Black Sea has undergone a significant transformation in its position
within the Euro-Atlantic security architecture. Russia’s annexation of Crimea fundamentally
altered the balance of power in the region and pushed NATO towards strengthening Eastern
Flank of the alliance. NATO’s evolving security approach to the Eastern Flank was initially
based on enhanced readiness, deterrence, and forward presence of the Alliance. In 2014, Wales
Summit laid the foundations for this transformation with the Readiness Action Plan establishing
the framework; while the Warsaw Summit in 2016 introduced a “tailored forward presence”

towards the Black Sea.

Gradually, NATO’s deterrence approach to the Black Sea developed beyond
conventional military means. 2022 marked a significant acceleration in the transformation of
the Alliance’s security posture, as the Russia-Ukraine war further demonstrated the strategic
importance of maritime routes, energy infrastructure, critical infrastructure, commercial
shipping and regional connectivity. One of the recent examples of this instance is NATO’s
Ankara Summit. It emphasized the ability to deploy, enable, and sustain its forces and
highlighted investments in logistics and fuel infrastructure. Accordingly, NATO’s official
discourse increasingly reflected a broader understanding of resilience, infrastructure protection,
and strategic dependencies, which became increasingly connected to the Alliance’s collective
defense and security agenda. This development can be understood as an expansion of the
security agenda rather than a replacement of deterrence. As the range of security concerns
expanded from territorial and military threats towards maritime routes, infrastructure, and
interconnected systems, resilience became increasingly important for maintaining the
functioning of these systems under disruption. In this context, connectivity provides a useful
analytical lens for examining how these systems are interdependent and how their protection

contributes to sustaining credible deterrence and collective defense.

This development on NATO’s security approach to the Black Sea generates an important
question: How has NATO’s approach to Black Sea security transformed from a previously

deterrence-oriented framework towards a broader security architecture comprising maritime
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security, resilience, connectivity, and the protection of critical infrastructure, and how does

MCM Black Sea illustrate this transformation?

This article argues that NATO has not abandoned its traditional approach to collective
defense and deterrence in the Black Sea. Rather, the range of infrastructures, systems, networks,
and other elements considered necessary for sustaining credible deterrence and collective
defense has expanded. The establishment and subsequent development of MCM Black Sea
provide a useful regional case for observing this transformation. Established by three NATO
coastal Allies, the initiative focuses on countering the threat posed by drifting naval mines to
the safety of navigation. Recognized by NATO as an example of “Allied regional efforts,” the
initiative’s mandate was expanded through a recent agreement reached in Ankara to include the

protection of the critical undersea infrastructure of the signatory countries.
The Evolution of NATO’s Black Sea Security Approach: 2014-2023

The 2014 Wales Summit represents the starting point of NATO’s adaptation following
Russia’s annexation of Crimea. The Alliance adopted the Readiness Action Plan to develop
rapid and effective response mechanisms in case of emerging security threats. Its purpose is to
strengthen collective defense and make NATO more ready, robust, and responsive (NATO,
2014). The Wales Summit did not solely focus on military readiness; it also recognized the
importance of the Black Sea for Euro-Atlantic security architecture and expressed support to
regional efforts by the Black Sea littoral states for ensuring security and stability (NATO, 2014).
In this sense, NATO’s 2014 Declaration contained elements that would contribute to the
discussion of resilience and critical infrastructure, two emerging areas in the transformation
process. Alliance also highlighted the importance of energy routes, energy diversification and

interconnectivity of energy routes which are incorporated into the security considerations.

The second step for this transformation process was the 2016 Warsaw Summit where
NATO’s military posture on the Eastern Flank was strengthened. The Alliance adopted a
“tailored forward presence” in the Black Sea, especially to strengthen Romania and Bulgaria’s
role on NATO’s regional deterrence (NATO, 2016). The Warsaw Summit was significant in
defining the hybrid warfare in Article 72 of the Warsaw Summit Communique as conventional
and unconventional threats (NATO, 2016). This broadened the security environment from a
focus solely on conventional military attacks toward a multidimensional understanding of

security.
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In 2022, the conflict between Russia and Ukraine marked a turning point for the
transformation of the security environment in the Black Sea. The Madrid Summit reaffirmed
“360-degree security approach” and its contribution to deterrence and forward tailored presence
of Allies. On the other hand, “resilience” started to have its place on further discussions and
gained a more prominent position on Alliance’s collective defense framework. Article 9 and 10
of the Madrid Summit Declaration describe this transformation as national responsibility and
collective commitment for effective deterrence and development (NATO, 2022). Resilience is
not a replacement for deterrence, rather, it is a new conceptual development that supports
effective deterrence. The interconnection of military capabilities with energy systems,
transportation and communication networks, and supply chains makes the resilience of these

systems relevant to collective defense.

The 2023 Vilnius Summit was significant for NATO’s evolving security approach.
Article 61 of the Vilnius Summit Communiqué emphasizes that national and collective
resilience are an essential basis for credible deterrence, defense and effective fulfillment for
Alliance’s core tasks (NATO, 2023). The same article also mentions the identification and
mitigation of strategic vulnerabilities and dependencies with respect to critical infrastructure,
supply chains, and health systems (NATO, 2023). In article 65, NATO identified the emerging
threat to critical undersea infrastructure (CUI), whose security was included as national and
collective responsibility. This development is significant because it also led to the establishment

of Maritime Center for the Security of CUI within MARCOM (NATO, 2023).

In this sense, before the MCM Black Sea initiative was launched, NATO’S security
approach towards the Black Sea region evolved through an expansion. The Alliance’s security
discourse is moved from primarily conventional military deterrence toward an understanding
of critical infrastructures, dependencies, supply chains, and undersea systems. NATO also
marked the strategic importance of the Black Sea, and reaffirmed support for Allied Regional

Efforts with respect to Montreux Convention (NATO, 2023).
Deterrence, Resilience and Connectivity

In order to analyze the transformation of NATO’s approach to the Black Sea, this article
places emphasis on three complementary analytical lenses: deterrence, resilience, and

connectivity.
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Deterrence is defined as a strategy to convince potential opponents not to pursue a
specific action by threatening unacceptable consequences (Glindogdu, 2016). Within NATO’s
contemporary framework, deterrence is closely connected to collective defense and the
maintenance of a credible military posture capable of preventing aggression and responding
effectively if deterrence fails (NATO, 2026). This understanding is reflected in NATO’s post-
2014 adaptation of'its Eastern flank, particularly through enhanced readiness, increased military
capabilities, and forward presence. This does not, however, imply that deterrence depends
exclusively on military capabilities. The ability to sustain military operations and collective
defense during a crisis also depends on transportation, energy, communications, logistics,
supply chains, and other supporting systems. Consequently, the credibility of deterrence
increasingly depends on the resilience of the wider security environment in which military

capabilities operate.

NATO defines resilience as the individual and collective capacity to prepare for, resist,
respond to, and quickly recover from shocks and disruptions (NATO, 2024). Within the
Alliance’s security framework, resilience has increasingly been connected to deterrence and
collective defense rather than treated as a separate civilian preparedness issue. NATO explicitly
identifies national and collective resilience as an essential basis for credible deterrence and
defense and links resilience to the identification and mitigation of strategic vulnerabilities and

dependencies, including those affecting critical infrastructure and supply chains (NATO, 2024).

This relationship is particularly important because military capabilities depend upon the
continued functioning of civilian and military infrastructure. Energy systems, transportation
networks, communications, supply chains, and other critical services can directly affect the
ability of states and NATO forces to maintain readiness and operate during a crisis. Resilience
therefore functions as a supporting condition for deterrence: while deterrence provides the
capability and intent to prevent aggression, resilience contributes to ensuring that the systems
supporting collective defense can continue to function when subjected to disruption (Laine &
Petersson, 2025). In this sense, the increasing prominence of resilience in NATO’s security
discourse can be understood as an expansion of the conditions required for credible deterrence

rather than its replacement (Bargués et al., 2026).

Connectivity provides an analytical lens through which the relationship between
deterrence and resilience can be examined. In this article, connectivity refers to the

interdependence of maritime, energy, transportation, communication, and supply-chain
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networks through which economic, civilian, and strategic functions are maintained. Unlike
resilience, connectivity is not treated here as a formally defined NATO security concept. Rather,
it is used to capture the increasingly interconnected character of the systems that NATO
identifies as relevant to security, particularly through its growing attention to critical

infrastructure, strategic dependencies, and critical undersea infrastructure.

The significance of connectivity lies in the interdependence of the systems through
which regional economic and strategic functions are maintained. The Black Sea serves as a
critical connector between Europe, the Southern Caucasus, Central Asia, and the Eastern
Mediterranean, linking transport, energy, and digital networks across the region (EEAS, 2025).
Maritime routes and commercial shipping are particularly important because freedom of
navigation and safety of shipping are essential to the development of transport, energy, and
digital connectivity corridors (EEAS, 2025). At the same time, critical maritime infrastructure,
including submarine cables and offshore installations, forms part of these interconnected
networks and can therefore become a source of strategic vulnerability when disrupted (EEAS,
2025; NATO, 2023). Connectivity is consequently relevant not only to the continuity of
maritime activity, but also to the resilience of the wider security environment. From this
perspective, protecting maritime and undersea infrastructure contributes to maintaining the
interconnected systems upon which regional security, economic activity, and credible collective

defense increasingly depend.

Taken together, these concepts establish the analytical framework for the case examined
in the following section. Deterrence represents NATO’s strategic objective; resilience
represents the capacity to maintain essential functions and withstand disruption; and
connectivity highlights the interdependence of the systems whose continued operation
contributes to credible deterrence and collective defense. From this perspective, the
development of MCM Black Sea can be examined as an example of how maritime security and
critical infrastructure protection increasingly intersect within NATO’s broader Black Sea

security approach.
MCM Black Sea: From Maritime Security to Critical Infrastructure Protection

The Mine Countermeasures Black Sea initiative provides a concrete regional case
through which the relationship between deterrence, resilience, and connectivity can be

observed. Established by Tiirkiye, Romania, and Bulgaria in 2024, the initiative emerged in
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response to the threat posed by drifting naval mines following the outbreak of the Russia—
Ukraine war. Its initial purpose was to detect and neutralize drifting mines and thereby
contribute to the safety of navigation in the Black Sea (AA, 2024; MoND, 2024). In this initial
form, MCM Black Sea primarily represented a maritime security initiative addressing a direct

physical threat to vessels and navigation.

The significance of mine countermeasures, however, extends beyond the immediate
removal of mines. The safety of navigation is a prerequisite for the continued functioning of
commercial shipping and maritime routes, which in turn support regional trade and supply
chains. A disruption to maritime navigation can therefore produce effects beyond the immediate
operational threat. From a resilience perspective, mine countermeasures contribute to
maintaining the continuity of an essential regional function by reducing the vulnerability of

maritime routes to disruption.

This relationship also places MCM Black Sea within NATO’s broader approach to
regional security. NATO has recognized the initiative as an example of “Allied Regional
Efforts” contributing to security and stability in the Black Sea in the 2024 Washington Summit
(NATO, 2024). The initiative demonstrates how cooperation among the three littoral Allies can
address a specific regional security problem while contributing to wider Alliance objectives. Its
significance therefore lies not only in the operational capabilities involved in mine clearance,

but also in the contribution of those capabilities to the resilience of the maritime environment.

The subsequent development of MCM Black Sea illustrates a broader expansion in the
scope of maritime security. The Black Sea maritime environment contains infrastructure and
networks that extend beyond conventional naval activity, including ports, energy infrastructure,
communication systems, pipelines, and undersea cables. These systems are interconnected with
commercial shipping, energy flows, communications, and wider regional supply chains. Their
vulnerability to disruption therefore has implications for both national security and collective

defense.

This connection became more explicit with the expansion of the initiative’s mandate
through the agreement reached in Ankara among the participating Allies. The agreement
expanded the MCM Black Sea Task Group’s missions to include the protection of critical
undersea infrastructure, extending its activities beyond its original mine-countermeasure

function (AA, 2026; MoND, 2026). This development is significant because it connects the
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initiative’s original focus on the physical security of maritime navigation with the protection of

infrastructure operating beneath the maritime domain.

The expansion of MCM Black Sea should therefore not be interpreted as a departure
from its original maritime security purpose. Rather, it demonstrates how the scope of maritime
security has broadened as the strategic importance of interconnected infrastructure has become
increasingly recognized. Mine threats, safety of navigation, commercial shipping, undersea
infrastructure, and regional connectivity constitute distinct security concerns, but they also

interact within the same maritime environment (MoND, 2026).

The initiative consequently provides an empirical illustration of the relationship
established in the previous section. Its original function contributes to maritime security and
the resilience of navigation, while its expanded mandate addresses vulnerabilities in critical
infrastructure supporting regional connectivity. MCM Black Sea therefore demonstrates how a
regional maritime initiative can contribute to the broader conditions required for maintaining

resilient systems and, ultimately, credible collective defense.
Conclusion

The development of NATO’s Black Sea security approach demonstrates a gradual
expansion in the conditions considered necessary for credible deterrence and collective defense.
Since 2014, military deterrence, readiness, and forward presence have remained central to the
Alliance’s regional posture. However, by 2022 and 2023, NATO’s security discourse
increasingly incorporated resilience, strategic dependencies, critical infrastructure, supply
chains, and critical undersea infrastructure. Rather than replacing deterrence, these

developments expanded the range of systems considered necessary for sustaining it.

The concepts of deterrence, resilience, and connectivity help explain this development.
Deterrence remains the strategic objective of preventing aggression and maintaining credible
collective defense. Resilience supports this objective by enabling essential systems to withstand
and recover from disruption, while increasingly functioning as a complementary dimension of
NATO’s established deterrence and defense approach (Bargués et al., 2026). Connectivity
highlights the interdependence of maritime routes, energy infrastructure, communication
networks, transportation systems, supply chains, and undersea infrastructure, whose disruption

can generate consequences across multiple domains (EEAS, 2025).
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MCM Black Sea provides a regional illustration of this transformation. Initially
established by Tiirkiye, Romania, and Bulgaria to counter drifting naval mines and ensure the
safety of navigation, the initiative addressed a direct maritime security threat. Its subsequent
mandate expansion to include the protection of critical undersea infrastructure, following the
Ankara agreement, demonstrates how maritime security has increasingly intersected with the

protection of interconnected infrastructure.

The significance of this development lies in the relationship between maritime security
and the wider systems supporting regional connectivity. Protecting navigation contributes to the
resilience of commercial shipping and maritime routes, while protecting undersea infrastructure
contributes to the continuity of energy and communication networks. MCM Black Sea therefore
illustrates how maritime security can increasingly be addressed within a broader framework of

resilience, infrastructure protection, and connectivity.

The case supports the central argument of this article: NATO has not shifted from
deterrence towards infrastructure protection; rather, the conditions required for credible
deterrence have expanded. Military capabilities remain the foundation of collective defense,
but their effectiveness increasingly depends on resilient infrastructure, secure maritime routes,
functioning supply chains, and protected communication and energy networks. This broader
understanding is also reflected in NATO’s 2026 Ankara Summit, where the Alliance
emphasized the ability to deploy, enable, and sustain its forces and highlighted investments in
logistics and fuel infrastructure (NATO, 2026). MCM Black Sea illustrates the regional
dimension of this broader development by linking the protection of maritime navigation with

critical undersea infrastructure and regional connectivity.
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The Limitations of NATQO’s Role in the Middle East

Sezin Aydos

NATO has long regarded the Middle East as a region of strategic importance. Although
the Alliance was established to ensure the collective defence of its members, the end of the Cold
War challenged the geographical understanding of NATO’s security role. The collapse of the
Soviet Union removed the threat around which NATO had been organised, while terrorism,
state fragility, political instability, and regional conflicts demonstrated that threats to NATO
members could emerge beyond its traditional area of responsibility. NATO therefore began to
reconsider not only what it was expected to defend, but also where threats to its members could
originate. This shift led NATO to expand its engagement with the Middle East through political
dialogue, security partnerships, capacity building, and military operations. While the Alliance
has contributed to military training, institutional development, and crisis response, it has
struggled to influence the political conditions that determine long-term stability. This essay
argues that NATO’s role in the Middle East has been constrained by divisions among member
states, the complexity of regional conflicts, and questions surrounding NATO’s legitimacy as

an external security actor.

NATO’s post-Cold War transformation was reflected in both its strategic concepts and
the expansion of its partnerships. The 1991 Strategic Concept introduced a broader
understanding of security, moving beyond collective defence to include dialogue and
cooperation with former adversaries. The 1999 Strategic Concept continued this shift by placing
greater emphasis on partnership, crisis management, and the ability to conduct different types
of missions. In the two decades after the Cold War, NATO moved from being primarily a
defensive alliance towards becoming a security organisation with a wider geographical and
political reach. Schwarz (2020) describes this transformation as a shift from a static defence
force to a reactive expeditionary force. As NATO’s activities expanded beyond Europe, North
Africa and the Middle East became more relevant to the Alliance because developments in these
regions were increasingly connected to European security through terrorism, energy, conflict,

migration, and state fragility.

NATO’s first sustained engagement with the region took the form of political dialogue
and security cooperation rather than military intervention. In 1994, the Alliance established the

Mediterranean Dialogue with Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Mauritania, Morocco, Tunisia, and later
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Algeria. The purpose was not to create a military alliance with these states. Rather, it sought to
establish political contact, reduce misconceptions about NATO, and develop cooperation in
areas of shared interest. Ambrosetti (2008) argues that the Mediterranean Dialogue was
intended to improve mutual understanding between NATO and its regional partners. This
approach was expanded at the 2004 Istanbul Summit through the strengthening of the
Mediterranean Dialogue and the creation of the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative (ICI). The ICI
extended NATO’s partnership framework into the Gulf and initially focused on the members of
the Gulf Cooperation Council. Its areas of cooperation included defence reform, defence
planning, military-to-military cooperation, counterterrorism, non-proliferation, and civil
preparedness. The logic behind these initiatives was based on partnership rather than alliance.
Regional states were not expected to accept a fixed NATO security agenda; their participation
was meant to shape the relationship. This gave NATO a means of developing security ties
without extending Article 5 guarantees to its partners. Yet the same arrangement revealed an
important limit. NATO could offer military expertise, training, interoperability, and institutional
support, but it could not provide the political settlements or economic foundations required to
resolve many of the region’s conflicts. The distinction between what NATO could provide and
what regional stability required became clearer once the Alliance moved from partnership

towards operational involvement.

Iraq illustrates both NATO’s capacity for institution-building and the limits of that
capacity.In 2004, the Alliance established the NATO Training Mission-Iraq at the request of the
Iraqi government and within the framework of United Nations Security Council Resolution
1546. The mission was not a combat operation. It focused on training, mentoring, and
supporting the development of Iraqi security institutions. By the time the mission ended in 2011,
NATO had trained thousands of Iraqi military and police personnel. The mission therefore
demonstrated an area in which NATO could make a contribution without assuming
responsibility for Iraq’s political order. The Iraqi case also shows why security-sector assistance
cannot be separated from politics. Security institutions do not operate outside the political
system. Training officers, improving command structures, and providing military equipment
can increase the capacity of state institutions, but they cannot resolve sectarian divisions,
political competition, weak governance, or disputes over power. NATO could contribute to the
development of the Iraqi security apparatus, but it had little influence over the political
conditions that determined how that apparatus would be used and whether it would be accepted

as legitimate. NATO’s engagement with Iraq continued after the end of the NATO Training
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Mission-Iraq. Following the defeat of ISIS and the restoration of Iraqi territorial control, the
Alliance expanded its advisory and capacity-building activities through NATO Mission Iraq,
established in 2018. Unlike a combat operation, the mission was designed to help Iraq develop
security institutions capable of addressing terrorism and maintaining security through its own
forces. This represented a continuation of NATO’s capacity-building role. It also exposed the
same limitation: NATO can train institutions, but it cannot determine whether political elites
will cooperate, whether state institutions will be trusted across different communities, or
whether armed groups will accept the authority of the state. Iraq therefore illustrates a
distinction between security capacity and political stability. NATO can strengthen the former

without being able to produce the latter.

Libya presents a different case. Whereas NATO’s role in Iraq centred on training and
institutional support, Libya involved direct military action. In 2011, NATO assumed command
of Operation Unified Protector following United Nations Security Council Resolutions 1970
and 1973. The operation included an arms embargo, a no-fly zone, and measures intended to
protect civilians from attack. NATO’s air campaign placed military pressure on the Qaddafi
regime and contributed to its collapse. The operation ended on 31 October 2011 after more than
26,000 sorties. From a military perspective, Libya demonstrated what NATO had gained from
its post-Cold War transformation. The Alliance could organise a multinational operation,
maintain command and control, conduct air operations, enforce an arms embargo, and operate
beyond its traditional geographical area. Yet Libya also exposed the distance between military
effectiveness and political outcomes. NATO could contribute to the immediate objective of
protecting civilians and to the defeat of Qaddafi’s forces, but the collapse of the regime did not
produce a political order capable of replacing it. Libya was left with competing political
authorities, armed groups, weak institutions, and disputes over political power. The central
problem was therefore not NATO’s ability to use force. It was the relationship between the use
of force and what followed. Military power can alter the balance between political actors, but
it cannot create legitimate institutions simply by removing an existing regime. NATO’s mandate
and capabilities were not designed to manage the full process of post-conflict state-building.
The intervention addressed an immediate threat to civilians, but there was no equivalent
political strategy for the order that would follow. Libya consequently demonstrated how an
operation can achieve its military objective while leaving unresolved the political conditions
that determine whether stability can emerge. This raises a broader question about responsibility

after intervention. Once military action contributes to the destruction of an existing political
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order, the consequences of that destruction cannot be separated entirely from the intervention
itself. NATO could complete its mandate and withdraw, but the political vacuum that followed
remained. This created a gap between the consequences of military intervention and the
Alliance’s capacity to shape the political environment that emerged afterwards. The Libyan
experience therefore illustrates a wider problem in NATO’s approach to the region: military
instruments can address an immediate threat without addressing the political structures that

produced the threat in the first place.

Another limitation comes from the interests of NATO’s member states. Haesebrouck
(2016) shows that national contributions to NATO operations are shaped not only by Alliance
objectives but also by domestic politics, national interests, and relations with the United States.
NATO therefore cannot be treated as a single actor with a single strategic interest. Its policies
depend on agreement among states whose historical experiences, geographical priorities,
economic interests, and perceptions of security differ. This problem becomes more visible in
the Middle East. The United States has traditionally connected the region to energy security,
terrorism, military presence, and wider strategic competition. European members are also
concerned with terrorism, migration, energy security, and instability in the Mediterranean.
Turkey occupies a different position because of its geographical proximity to the Middle East
and its own security concerns. These interests can overlap, but they do not always produce the
same policy preferences. The existence of different interests does not prevent NATO from
acting. Libya demonstrated that the Allies can reach agreement when they perceive a common
objective. The problem emerges when the political costs of involvement increase or when the
purpose of intervention becomes contested. NATO’s consensus-based decision-making requires
its members to agree on a course of action. This can constrain the development of a long-term
policy towards conflicts where there is no common assessment of the threat. NATO may
therefore find it easier to agree on an immediate response than on the political strategy required

after that response.

Syria provides a useful contrast to Libya. Despite the scale of the Syrian conflict and its
direct consequences for NATO members, the Alliance did not launch an intervention
comparable to Operation Unified Protector. Instead, NATO concentrated on measures
connected to the defence of Turkey and supported wider international efforts while avoiding
direct involvement in the Syrian civil war. The contrast suggests that the severity of a conflict

does not determine NATO’s response by itself. Political consensus, legal considerations,
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regional dynamics, national interests, and the anticipated costs of intervention all shape the
Alliance’s choices. As Tardy (2022) argues, NATO has struggled to develop a coherent response
to the Middle East and North Africa because the threats are diverse, many of the region’s
problems are not suited to military solutions, and member states do not always share the same

objectives.

The nature of conflicts in the Middle East creates another problem. Regional insecurity
rarely has a single cause. Political instability can emerge from weak institutions, economic
problems, sectarian divisions, regional rivalries, foreign intervention, and competition between
state and non-state actors. These factors reinforce one another. Removing one source of violence
does not necessarily alter the political conditions that sustain conflict. NATO’s military
capabilities therefore address only one part of a larger political problem. Iraq illustrates this
through the relationship between security institutions and political fragmentation. NATO could
help create more capable security forces, but capable forces do not necessarily produce an
inclusive political system. Libya presents the same problem from the opposite direction. NATO
could contribute to the removal of Qaddafi, but removing a regime was easier than creating
institutions capable of replacing it. In both cases, NATO encountered problems that extended
beyond the instruments it was designed to use. This makes the distinction between security and
stability important. Security can sometimes be improved through military means; stability
requires a political order capable of sustaining that security. NATO itself recognises that
military force cannot resolve every crisis or conflict and that effective crisis management
requires political and civilian instruments alongside military capabilities (NATO, 2025). The
difficulty arises when military capabilities are expected to produce political outcomes. Long-
term stability depends on functioning institutions, political compromise, economic
opportunities, public legitimacy, and local ownership. These conditions cannot be created

through military training or air power alone.

NATO also operates in a region where it is often perceived as an external Western
military organisation rather than a regional security institution. This creates a problem of
legitimacy. Military capability does not automatically generate political acceptance. Even when
NATO acts under a United Nations mandate or at the request of a regional government,
questions remain about whose interests the Alliance represents and how much influence
regional actors have over the security agenda. The Mediterranean Dialogue and the Istanbul

Cooperation Initiative were partly responses to this problem. Their purpose was not limited to
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practical security cooperation. They were also intended to improve mutual understanding and
reduce perceptions of NATO as an organisation imposing its own security priorities on the
region. The ICI, in particular, was based on the principle that cooperation should respond to the
interests and needs of participating states. This points to an important distinction between legal
and political legitimacy. A mandate may establish the legal basis for action without resolving
questions about whether the action is accepted as legitimate by those affected by it. Libya
illustrates this distinction. NATO could rely on United Nations Security Council resolutions as
the legal basis for Operation Unified Protector. Yet the political consequences of the
intervention and the instability that followed influenced perceptions of the operation. The issue
was therefore not only whether NATO had the authority to act, but also what its intervention
meant for the political order that followed. An external military organisation can use force with
considerable effectiveness and still struggle to establish trust among the societies in which it
operates. Trust is particularly important for partnerships. Security cooperation depends on
continuity because institutions are built through repeated political and military interaction rather
than through individual operations. If regional actors view NATO as an organisation that
becomes involved during a crisis and withdraws after achieving its military objectives, it
becomes more difficult for the Alliance to establish the relationships required for conflict
prevention. Legitimacy is therefore connected to NATO’s other limitations. Military
intervention can affect perceptions of the Alliance, while divisions among member states can

make sustained engagement difficult.

To conclude, since the end of the Cold War, the Alliance has expanded its activities
through the Mediterranean Dialogue, the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative, training missions in
Iraq, and military intervention in Libya. These cases demonstrate that NATO can engage with
the region through political dialogue, capacity building, and military force. They also
demonstrate that possessing these instruments does not give NATO control over the political
processes that determine long-term stability. Iraq shows the limits of capacity building when
the political foundations of the state remain contested. Libya shows the limits of military
intervention when there is no political framework capable of replacing the order that
intervention helps destroy. Syria shows how consensus and national interests shape NATO’s
willingness to use force. At the same time, questions of legitimacy constrain the Alliance’s
ability to establish itself as a trusted security actor in a region where it remains an external
organisation. NATO’s post-Cold War transformation therefore created a paradox. The Alliance

acquired greater capacity to act beyond Europe, but this capacity also brought it into problems
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that military power could not resolve. NATO can train security forces, support regional partners,
improve institutional capacity, and conduct military operations. It cannot, by itself, resolve
sectarian divisions, settle regional rivalries, construct legitimate political institutions, or
determine the political order that follows state collapse. Those tasks require diplomacy,
economic resources, political negotiation, and local ownership. The experience of NATO in the
Middle East therefore points to a distinction between the ability to intervene and the ability to
transform political conditions. NATO has demonstrated the former. The latter remains beyond

the reach of military power alone.
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Reassessing NATO's Interventions in Afghanistan and Libya
Ahmet Cagri Soylu
Introduction

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is generally defined in the International
Relations literature as a collective defence alliance established in 1949 to deter Soviet
expansion and provide security for its member states through the principle of collective defence
under Article 5 of the Washington Treaty (Kaplan, 2004). According to NATO's official
narrative, the Alliance was created to preserve peace, safeguard the freedom and security of its
members, deter external aggression, prevent the resurgence of militarism in Europe, and
contribute to political cooperation across the North Atlantic region (Imperial War Museums,
n.d.). From this perspective, NATO is primarily understood as a security organization whose
continued existence has been justified by changing security threats after the end of the Cold

War.

Although this explanation remains dominant in mainstream International Relations, it
provides only a partial understanding of NATO's historical development and contemporary role.
Focusing exclusively on security overlooks the broader political, ideological, and institutional
structures through which NATO operates. A structural perspective makes it possible to examine
NATO not only as a military alliance but also as an institution embedded within the post-war
international order. Such an approach shifts attention from immediate security concerns to the
historical conditions under which the Alliance emerged, the interests it serves, and the functions

it performs within the broader organization of international politics.

This distinction is reflected in Robert W. Cox's differentiation between problem-solving
theory and critical theory. According to Cox (1981), problem-solving theories accept existing
institutions and power relations as given and seek to explain how they can function more
effectively. Critical theory, in contrast, investigates how historical structures are created, whose
interests they serve, and how they are reproduced over time. Cox argues that world order is
shaped through the interaction of material capabilities, dominant ideas, and institutions, which
together form historical structures that sustain particular configurations of power (Cox, 1981;
Cox, 1987). Building on Gramsci's concept of hegemony, he further maintains that international
institutions contribute to the maintenance of hegemonic orders by generating both consent and
coercion. Rather than acting as politically neutral organizations, they stabilize and reproduce

the prevailing distribution of power.

107



From this perspective, NATO can be interpreted as more than a collective defence
alliance. As an institution embedded within the post-war Atlantic order, it has contributed to the
institutionalization of transatlantic political cooperation based on shared political, ideological,
and economic objectives. When NATO is examined through this critical perspective, it appears
as one of the principal institutions through which the Western-led international order has been
organized and reproduced. Defining NATO primarily as an institution dedicated to preserving
democracy, freedom, and collective defence risks overlooking its broader structural role in

maintaining the hegemonic position of the United States and the wider Atlantic community.

This paper aims to examine NATO beyond its mainstream narrative by analysing its
structural role in the reproduction of Western hegemony. Drawing on Critical International
Relations, the paper investigates how NATO has functioned as an institution that supports the
continuity of the Western-led international order. To illustrate this argument, the study employs
a qualitative case study approach focusing on the NATO interventions in Afghanistan and
Libya. Afghanistan and Libya were selected because they represent two distinct forms of NATO
intervention in the post-Cold War era. Despite their differences, both cases illustrate how
international law and humanitarian principles have been invoked to legitimize military
intervention. By examining these two cases, this paper investigates whether such interventions
can be understood as contributing to the reproduction of an American-led Western hegemonic

order.
Theoretical Framework

Critical International Relations offers an alternative approach to understanding
international institutions by examining the historical structures and power relations in which
they are embedded. Unlike mainstream theories, which generally explain how institutions
contribute to international stability and cooperation, Critical IR seeks to understand how these
institutions emerge, whose interests they serve, and how they contribute to the reproduction of
existing power structures. From this perspective, NATO can be examined as a political
institution operating within the broader framework of the post-war American-led international

order.

Robert W. Cox provides one of the most influential theoretical foundations for this
perspective. Building on Antonio Gramsci's concept of hegemony, Cox argues that world order
is shaped by the interaction of material capabilities, ideas, and institutions, which together form

historical structures that influence the behaviour of states and other actors (Cox, 1981, 1987).
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Hegemony is maintained through both coercion and consent, as dominant political and
economic interests become accepted as universal interests. International institutions therefore
play an important role in stabilizing and reproducing hegemonic orders by embedding dominant
ideas and norms within the international system. They contribute to the continuity of existing
configurations of power. Applied to NATO, Cox's framework suggests that the Alliance
contributes to the reproduction of the post-war Western order by institutionalizing transatlantic
political cooperation, reinforcing shared liberal norms, and legitimizing the strategic leadership
of the United States and its allies. From this perspective, NATO should be understood as a
collective defence alliance and it is one of the institutions through which Western hegemony 1s

reproduced.

Kees van der Pijl further develops this Neo-Gramscian perspective by focusing on the
formation of what he describes as the Atlantic ruling class. According to van der Pijl (1984),
political and economic elites in the United States and Western Europe gradually formed a
transnational bloc united by a common interest in maintaining a liberal capitalist order. This
Atlantic ruling class exercises influence through international institutions, multinational
corporations, financial networks, and military alliances. Consequently, the transatlantic
relationship represents the institutionalization of a shared political, economic, and ideological
project. Within this framework, NATO occupies a central position as the military pillar of the
Atlantic order by reinforcing political cohesion, strategic coordination, and the continued
leadership of the United States. The Alliance therefore functions as an institution through which

the interests of the Atlantic historical bloc are maintained and reproduced.

While Cox and van der Pijl explain NATO's structural position within the post-war
international order, Tarak Barkawi focuses on the role of military power in sustaining that order.
Barkawi argues that military intervention should be understood as an important mechanism
through which international order is produced and maintained (Barkawi & Laffey, 2006).
Applied to NATO, his perspective suggests that the Alliance should be understood as an
institution through which Western military power is projected and legitimized. NATO's post-
Cold War operations can therefore be interpreted as examples of how military intervention
contributes to the maintenance of a broader liberal international order . The emphasis shifts
from the operational success of interventions to the ways in which they reinforce particular

forms of political authority, strategic leadership, and international hierarchy.

Taken together, these perspectives provide the theoretical foundation of this study. Cox

explains how hegemony is established through international organisations. Van der Pijl extends
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this argument by demonstrating the Atlantic ruling class and the broader transatlantic political
project. Barkawi complements these approaches by explaining how military intervention
contributes to the legitimacy and projection of Western power in the contemporary international
system. Building on these theoretical contributions, this study examines whether NATO's
interventions in Afghanistan and Libya can be understood as contributing to the reproduction

of an American-led Western hegemonic order.
Afghanistan

Following the September 11 terrorist attacks in 2001, NATO invoked Article 5 of the
Washington Treaty for the first time in its history, recognizing the attacks against the United
States as an attack against the entire Alliance (North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 2025).
Although the initial military campaign was led by the United States under Operation Enduring
Freedom, NATO assumed command of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in
2003 (North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 2022). The mission gradually expanded beyond
counterterrorism to include state-building, security sector reform, democratic institution-
building, election support, and the training of Afghan security forces (North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, 2022). NATO maintained its presence in Afghanistan until the completion of its
withdrawal in 2021, making the Afghan mission the longest military operation in the Alliance's

history (North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 2022).

Despite two decades of military presence and extensive international assistance, the political
order established after 2001 proved highly fragile. Following the withdrawal of NATO and U.S.
forces in August 2021, the Afghan National Defense and Security Forces rapidly collapsed, the
Taliban regained control of Kabul within days, and the internationally recognized government
ceased to exist (North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 2022). The speed of the government's
collapse raised significant questions regarding the long-term sustainability of the state-building
project implemented under NATO's leadership. Socioeconomic and security indicators also
reflected persistent structural weaknesses before the Taliban's return. According to the World
Bank's 2019-2020 household survey, approximately 47.1 percent of Afghanistan's population
was living below the national poverty line (Barriga-Cabanillas et al., 2023). At the same time,
the security situation remained critical. The United Nations Assistance Mission in Afghanistan
(UNAMA) recorded 10,392 civilian casualties in 2019, including 3,403 deaths and 6,989
injuries, marking the sixth consecutive year in which civilian casualties exceeded 10,000
(UNAMA, 2020). Despite the ongoing peace negotiations, Afghanistan still experienced 8,820
civilian casualties in 2020, including 3,035 deaths and 5,785 injuries (UNAMA, 2021).
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Within this framework, NATO can be understood as one of the institutions embedded in
the historical structure of the post-war Western order. Concepts such as counterterrorism,
democratization, humanitarian assistance, and the promotion of the liberal international order
function as important sources of legitimacy for intervention. These ideas generated international
consent while enabling NATO to extend its military and political engagement beyond the
traditional geographical boundaries of the Alliance. NATO therefore represents the military
dimension of a broader political and institutional project through which the American-led
Western order is maintained. The Afghan case illustrates how military intervention, institutional
reconstruction, and liberal political discourse can operate together within this historical

structure and jointly produce conditions for hegemonic expansion.
Libya

The Libyan intervention emerged in the context of the Arab Spring uprisings in 2011.
As protests against Muammar Gaddafi's government developed into an armed conflict, the
United Nations Security Council adopted Resolution 1973, authorizing member states to take
"all necessary measures" to protect civilians and establish a no-fly zone (United Nations
Security Council, 2011). NATO assumed command of Operation Unified Protector on 31 March
2011 (North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 2012). The Alliance justified its intervention on
humanitarian grounds, emphasizing the protection of civilians and the prevention of mass
atrocities (North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 2011). During the seven-month operation,
NATO conducted over 26,500 sorties, including more than 9,700 strike sorties, enforced an
arms embargo, and supported military operations that ultimately contributed to the collapse of

the Gaddafi government in October 2011 (North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 2011).

Although the intervention succeeded militarily, Libya remained politically unstable
after Gaddafi's fall. Rather than transitioning to stable democratic governance, the country split
into rival political authorities and armed militias. The World Bank describes the post-2011
period as marked by ongoing violence, weak state institutions, and a failed political transition,
despite significant international involvement. More than a decade later, Libya continues to
experience institutional fragmentation and recurring political crises despite the humanitarian
and civilian protection objectives that justified the 2011 intervention (Council on Foreign

Relations, 2026).

The Libyan case illustrates a pattern similar to Afghanistan. The intervention was

legitimized through internationally accepted concepts, including humanitarian protection and
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international law. These principles generated international consent and provided the legal and
normative framework through which military intervention became politically acceptable.
However, the long-term outcomes demonstrate that the removal of the existing regime was not
followed by the construction of stable political institutions capable of maintaining order. Thus,
Libya, much like Afghanistan, shows how NATO's intervention failed to create a stable political
order and instead left the country fragmented into competing centers of power. This suggests
that humanitarian justification was not the main reason for the intervention. Instead, it served
to build international consent for an action that helped strengthen the hegemonic position of the
Atlantic ruling class. Gaddafi had used oil revenues to fund domestic development, supported
pan-African and pan-Arab autonomy initiatives, and resisted Western strategic influence in
North Africa. This made Libya a persistent outlier within, and a challenge to, the U.S.-led liberal
international order (Campbell, 2013). Seen this way, the intervention can be understood less as
an effort to protect Libyan civilians or promote democracy, and more as an effort to remove a
government whose independence from Western capital and strategic frameworks was seen as a

threat to the existing hegemonic order.
Comparative Evaluation

Although Afghanistan and Libya represent different forms of NATO intervention, they
reveal a similar pattern. The intervention in Afghanistan was justified through the right of
collective self-defence and the global fight against terrorism, while the intervention in Libya
relied primarily on humanitarian protection. However, both interventions generated broad
international legitimacy through widely accepted liberal principles, allowing NATO to project

military power beyond its traditional geographical area.

The long-term outcomes of both cases present a different picture from the objectives
used to justify intervention. In Afghanistan, two decades of state-building and military
engagement ended with the collapse of the NATO-backed government and the return of the
Taliban. In Libya, the removal of the Gaddafi government was followed by prolonged political
fragmentation, competing centers of authority, and continuing instability. Although the
interventions differed in their duration, legal basis, and operational strategy, neither produced
the stable political order or long-term security that had been presented as their primary

objectives.

The comparison therefore supports the central argument of this study. NATO should be

understood as more than a collective defence organization responding to immediate security
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threats. As suggested by Cox's concept of historical structure and van der Pijl's analysis of the
Atlantic ruling class, the Alliance functions as one of the institutions through which the
American-led Western order is maintained. The ideas of counterterrorism, humanitarian
protection, democracy, and the liberal international order provided legitimacy for intervention,
while NATO supplied the military capacity necessary to implement these objectives. This study
argues that these principles contributed to building international consent for interventions that
reinforced the strategic and political position of the Atlantic alliance. Afghanistan and Libya
cases therefore suggest that NATO's post-Cold War interventions can be understood not only as
responses to particular crises but also as part of a broader hegemonic project that extends the

political influence of the American-led Western order.
Conclusion

This study examined NATO from a Critical International Relations perspective by
asking whether the Alliance can be understood solely as a collective defence organization or
whether it also functions as an institution that contributes to the reproduction of Western
hegemony. Rather than focusing only on NATO's official objectives, the analysis explored the
Alliance within the broader historical structure of the post-war Western order. Drawing upon
Robert Cox's concept of historical structure, Kees van der Pijl's analysis of the Atlantic ruling
class, and Tarak Barkawi's postcolonial understanding of security, the study argued that NATO
should be understood as one of the institutions through which the political and strategic

leadership of the United States and its allies is maintained.

The case studies of Afghanistan and Libya provide empirical support for this argument.
Although the two interventions differed in their legal foundations, political contexts, and
military objectives, they followed a similar pattern. In both cases, military intervention was
justified through internationally accepted principles, including collective self-defence,
humanitarian protection, democratization, and the promotion of international security. These
principles generated international legitimacy for intervention and enabled NATO to project
military power beyond its traditional geographical boundaries. At the same time, neither
intervention produced the stable political order that had been presented as its primary objective.
Afghanistan experienced the rapid collapse of the internationally supported government
following NATO's withdrawal, while Libya entered a prolonged period of political
fragmentation and institutional instability after the fall of the Gaddafi regime. These outcomes
suggest that the long-term consequences of intervention differed considerably from the political

goals that accompanied military action.
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Examining these cases through a Critical IR perspective broadens the conventional
understanding of NATO. Rather than viewing the Alliance exclusively through its security
functions, this study suggests that NATO also performs a structural role within the American-
led Western order. Military capabilities, political institutions, and liberal norms operate together
to create and maintain a particular international order in which intervention is presented as
legitimate and necessary. From this perspective, concepts such as counterterrorism,
humanitarian protection, democracy, and international security should be understood not only
as normative principles but also as important sources of political legitimacy that facilitate the
projection of Western power. This study argues that limiting the analysis to humanitarian
concerns or security threats overlooks the broader historical and structural context in which
NATO operates. Understanding the Alliance through the concepts of historical structure, the
Atlantic ruling class, and postcolonial security provides a more comprehensive explanation of
its post-Cold War interventions. Future research may extend this approach by examining
additional NATO operations or by comparing the Alliance with emerging security institutions

in an increasingly multipolar international system.
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Cin-Rusya Stratejik Ortakhg Baglaminda NATO’nun Doniisiimii

Sayed Zakir Ahmadi

Giris
Soguk Savas sonrasi donemde kiiresel istikrarin temelini olusturan ve Amerika Birlesik
Devletleri (ABD) Onciiliigiinde tesis edilen kurallara dayali liberal uluslararasi diizen;
giinlimiizde bliylik gii¢ rekabetinin geri dondiigii, ¢ok merkezli ya da Flockhart’in (2024)
tabiriyle “cok diizenli” bir kiiresel mimariye evrilmektedir. Kiiresel gii¢ dengesindeki bu makro
diizeyli kayma, uluslararasi giivenlik mimarisinin merkezinde yer alan Kuzey Atlantik
Antlagmasi Orgiitiiniin (NATO) varolussal siitunlarini derinden sarsmakta ve Ittifak’1 koklii bir
doniisiime zorlamaktadir. Tarihsel agidan bakildiginda NATO, II. Diinya Savasi’nin ardindan
yiikselen jeopolitik gerilimlerin bir sonucu olarak 4 Nisan 1949°da Washington Antlagsmasi ile
kurulmustur. Ittifak’m kurulusundaki birincil amac1 ve stratejik varlik gerekcesi, Bati
Avrupa’y1r olast bir Sovyet askeri taarruzuna karsi korumak ve Soguk Savas boyunca
komiinizmin yayilmasini sinirlamakti. Bu dogrultuda, Antlasma’nin 5. Maddesi ile giivence

altna alman “kolektif savunma” ilkesi, ittifak’m caydiricilik stratejisinin temel yap1 tasini

olusturmustur (Najam, 2025).

1991 yilinda Sovyetler Birligi’nin dagilmasiyla birlikte bu konvansiyonel tehdit ortadan
kalkinca, NATO varligini siirdiirebilmek i¢in islevsel bir doniistim gegirmistir. Bu siirecte temel
odagmi kolektif savunmadan, uluslararasi terérizmle miicadele, baris1 koruma operasyonlari ve
alan dis1 kiriz yonetime kaydirarak cografi ve islevsel smirlarini genisletmistir(Gilli vd., 2022;
Najam, 2025). Ancak giiniimiizde, Cin’in askeri ve teknolojik yiikselisi ile revizyonist
Rusya’nin derinlesen stratejik ortakligi, kurallara dayali uluslararasi diizeni sarsarak yeni bir
sistemsel meydan okuma yaratmaktadir(Flockhart, 2024). Bu dogrultuda kabul edilen 2022
Stratejik Konsepti, Rusya’yr dogrudan bir tehdit olarak tanimlarken, Cin’in zorlayici
politikalarini ilk kez Ittifak’in ¢ikarlarina, giivenligine ve degerlerine yonelik bir “sistemsel
meydan okuma” olarak temel belgelere yansitmistir (Jones & Capie, 2024; North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, 2022).

Bu baglamda bu ¢aligma, Cin-Rusya stratejik ortaklifinin yarattigi tehdit algismin
NATO’nun caydiricilik stratejilerini nasil doniistiirdiigiinii; ayn1 zamanda Asya-Pasifik’teki
miittefiklerin bu kiiresel giivenlik koordinasyonuna nasil entegre oldugunu analiz etmeyi

amaglamaktadir.

116



1. Degisen Kiiresel Giivenlik Mimarisi ve Cin-Rusya Stratejik Ortakhg:

Kiiresel giivenlik mimarisi, Soguk Savas sonras1 donemin en biiylik yapisal kirilmasini
yasamaktadir. Tek kutuplu liberal diizen; yerini biiyiik giic rekabetinin yon verdigi, “cok-
diizenli” bir sisteme birakmistir. Bu doniisiim, kiiresel gii¢ dengelerini, caydiricilik stratejilerini
ve ittifak iliskilerini yeniden sekillendirmektedir. Kiiresel iliskiler, Bat1 merkezli tek kutuplu
yapidan; Amerikan liderligindeki liberal diizenin yani sira Rusya liderligindeki Avrasya ve Cin
onciiliiglindeki Kusak ve Yol diizeni gibi farkli giic odaklarinin bir arada bulundugu

“kiimelenmis” bir yapiya evrilmektedir (Flockhart, 2024).

Bu sistemsel doniisiimiin en somut yansimasi, Cin ve Rusya arasinda 4 Subat 2022°de
Pekin’de imzalanan ve iki iilke iligkilerini “sinir tanimayan dostluk™ olarak tanimlayan ortak
deklarasyondur. Bu deklarasyon, iki revizyonist giiciin ABD hegemonyasina karsi ortak tehdit
algilarmi1 ve mevcut kiiresel diizeni kendi ¢ikarlarma gore yeniden sekillendirme arzularii

yansitan adeta bir kiiresel diizen doniisiimii manifestosu niteligindedir (Flockhart, 2024).

Her iki aktdr de egemenlik vurgusunu, Bat’nin renkli devrimler yoluyla rejim
degisikligi yaratma girisimlerine yonelik muhalefeti ve Amerikan hegemonyasin1 dengeleme
hedefini paylagsmaktadir. Bu kapsamda Cin ve Rusya, NATO’nun daha fazla genislemesine ve
ABD’nin Hint-Pasifik stratejisinin bolgesel istikrara yonelik olumsuz etkilerine karsi ortak bir
cephe olusturmustur (Joint Statement of the Russian Federation and the People’s Republic of
China on the International Relations Entering a New Era and the Global Sustainable
Development, 2022).

Cin ve Rusya arasindaki bu stratejik yakinlasma, ozellikle 2014 yilinda Rusya’nin
Kirim’1 yasa dis1 ilhak etmesi ve Bat1 yaptirimlariyla karsi karsiya kalmasinin ardindan askeri-
teknolojik alanda benzeri goriilmemis bir ivme kazanmistir(Kendall-Taylor & Shullman, 2021).
2017 yilinda imzalanan ve 2021 yilinda kapsami genisletilen askeri igbirligi yol haritalari;
stratejik askeri tatbikatlari, ortak devriyeleri ve taktiksel kordinasyonu kurumsallastirmistir

(Meyer zum Felde, 2022).

Rusya, Bat1 izolasyonunu kirmak ve ekonomik kaynak yaratmak amaciyla, daha 6nce
Cin’in tersine mithendislik faaliyetlerinden duydugu endiseyle satmaktan kac¢indig1 Su-35 savas
ucaklari, S-400 hava savunma sistemleri ve gelismis gemisavar flizeleri gibi en hassas askeri
teknolojilerini Pekin’e devretmeye baslamistir. Bu askeri entegrasyon stireci, Vostok-2018 ve
Tsentr-2019 gibi genis Olcekli stratejik komuta-kurmay tatbikatlarina Cin ordusunun aktif
katilimiyla derinlesmistir(Kendall-Taylor & Shullman, 2021). Zamanla kapsami daha da
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genisleyen bu operasyonel isbirligi, Japon Denizi ve Ohotsk Denizi’nde icra edilen ve alt1 giin
stiren “Kuzey/Etkilesim-2024" (Northern/Interaction-2024) gibi ¢ok alanli ortak deniz ve hava
tatbikatlariyla en iist diizeye ulagsmustir(Russia-China Joint Military Drills End in Sea of Japan,
2024). Ayrica iki iilke, Japonya cevresinde ortak deniz devriyeleri diizenlemekte, Hint
Okyanusu’nda Iran ile iiclii tatbikatlar gereklestirmekte ve Japonya ile Giiney Kore simirlar1
yakinlarinda stratejik bombardiman ucaklariyla ortak hava devriyeleri icra etmektedir.

(Kendall-Taylor & Shullman, 2021).

Askeri-endiistriyel isbirligi, geleneksel silah ticaretinden Gteye gegerek hassas stratejik
alanlara da sirayet etmistir. Rusya’nin Cin’e balistik flize erken uyari sistemi insasinda
teknolojik destek saglamasi, yeni nesil konvansiyonel denizaltilarin ortak iiretimine yonelik
projeler gelistirmesi ve GLONASS ile BeiDou uydu navigasyon sistemlerini entegre etme
adimlar1 bu stratejik giivenin boyutunu gostermektedir. Ayrica, iki lilkenin bilimsel igbirligi,
denizalt1 harbi ag¢isindan kritik 6neme sahip olan Arktik bolgesindeki sualti akustik
arastirmalarina kadar uzanmaktadir(Meyer zum Felde, 2022). Dijital alanda ise her iki ulke,
yapay zeka destekli gozetleme sistemleri, 5G teknolojileri ve internet izerinde tam devlet
kontroliinii 6ngdren “siber egemenlik” konsepti etrafinda ortak bir siber guvenlik mimarisi
gelistirmektedir (Kendall-Taylor & Shullman, 2021).

Rusya’nin 24 Subat 2022 tarihinde Ukrayna’ya kars1 baglattig1 topyekun isgal girigimi,
kiiresel giivenlik ortaminda bir doniim noktas1 olmus ve Cin-Rusya ortakliginin smirlarmi ve
dayanikliligini test eden en biiyiik sinava doniismiistiir(Flockhart, 2024). Bu surecte Cin, her ne
kadar ikincil yaptirimlardan kaginmak amaciyla Rusya’ya dogrudan 6ldiiriicii silah sevkiyati
yapmaktan kac¢insa da Rusya’nin savunma sanayisine biiylik 6l¢ekli ¢ift kullanimli malzeme,
silah bilesenleri ve hammadde saglayarak savasi stirdiirmesi konusunda etkin bir rol oynamastir.
Bu dogrultuda, NATO’nun 2024 Washington Zirve Bildirisi’'nde Cin Halk Cumbhuriyeti,
Rusya’nin Ukrayna’daki gayrimesru savasma verdigi biiyiik 6lgekli destek nedeniyle resmi
olarak “belirleyici kolaylastirict” ilan edilmistir (North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 2024). Bu
durum, Asya ve Avrupa gilivenlik sahalarinin artik birbirinden bagimsiz diisiiniilemeyecegini
ve NATO’nun kiiresel bir giivenlik aktoriine doniisiimiinii ka¢milmaz kilan en temel

dinamiklerden birini olusturmaktadir (Becker vd., 2022)

Savas stirecinde uygulanan agir yaptirimlar nedeniyle Bati pazarlarindan diglanan
Rusya, Cin’e olan ekonomik ve teknolojik bagimliligini derinlestirmistir. Bu durum, Rusya’nin
Cin karsisindaki pazarlik giiciinii zayiflatarak ittifak i¢i asimetriyi Cin lehine kalict hale

getirmistir. Orta Asya, Arktik ve Uzak Dogu gibi bdlgelerde iki iilke arasinda ortiik jeopolitik
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rekabet ve gilivensizlikler varligini korusa da ABD ve NATO ittifak sistemini dengeleme
yonundeki ortak varolugsal motivasyon, bu bdlgesel ayriliklari arka plana itmekte ve stratejik

eksenin dayanikliligini korumasini saglamaktadir(Berman, 2026).
2. Kiiresel ve Bolgesel Giivenlik Arasinda NATO’nun Stratejik Yeniden Konumlanmasi

NATO’nun Soguk Savas sonrasi stratejik vizyonunu ¢izen 2010 Lizbon Zirvesi Stratejik
Konsepti; terérizmle micadeleyi de kapsayacak bicimde kolektif savunma, kriz yonetimi ve
isbirlik¢i giivenlik olmak tizere ii¢ temel gérev lizerine insa edilmistir.(Becker vd., 2022; Turag
Baykara, 2022). Bu donemde niikleer silahlar son ¢are olarak goriilityor, niikleer silahsiz bir
dinya nihai hedef olarak kabul ediliyor ve Rusya Federasyonu potansiyel bir stratejik ortak
olarak tamimlaniyordu(Tura¢ Baykara, 2022). Fakat, Rusya’nin 2014 yilinda Kirim’1 yasa dis1
ilhak etmesi ve Ukrayna’ya yonelik saldirganligi, bu dengeleri kokten sarsarak NATO’yu
caydiricilik rollerini yeniden diisiinmeye zorlamuistir (Turag Baykara, 2022).

2022 yilinda Madrid Zirvesi’nde kabul edilen sekizinci Stratejik Konsept, NATO nun
tehdit algisinda tarihi bir doniim noktasini tescillemistir. Yeni konseptte ii¢ ana gorev
“caydiricilik ve savunma”, “kriz 6nleme ve yonetimi” ve “isbirlik¢i giivenlik” olarak revize
edilmis; toplu savunma agik ara en oncelikli konumuna geri dondiiriilmistiir(Tardy, 2022;
Turag Baykara, 2022). Yeni stratejik konseptin tehdit hiyerarsisinde Rusya birinci, terérizm ise
ikinci sirada konumlandirilmigtir. 2022 konsepti, Rusya’y1 miittefiklerin giivenligi ile Avrupa-
Atlantik bolgesindeki baris ve istikrara yonelik “en Onemli ve dogrudan tehdit” olarak

tanmimlamustir(Tardy, 2022).

Ote yandan, NATO tarihinde ilk kez Cin Halk Cumhuriyeti (CHC) resmi bir stratejik
konsept belgesine dahil edilmistir. Belgede, CHC’nin zorlayic1 politikalari, dezenformasyon
faaliyetleri, kotii niyetli siber ve hibrit operasyonlar1 ile miittefiklerin kritik altyapilarini,
teknolojilerini ve tedarik zincirlerini kontrol etmeye yonelik adimlar: Ittifak’m ¢ikarlarma,
giivenligine ve degerlerine yonelik “sistemsel bir meydan okuma™ olarak nitelendirilmistir.
Bununla birlikte NATO, CHC ile yapici iligkiler kurmaya ve karsilikli seffaflifi artrmaya
yonelik diyalog kanallarmi agik tuttugunu beyan ederek dengeleyici bir yaklagim
sergilemistir(Turag Baykara, 2022).

2022 Stratejik Konsepti, siber operasyonlarin ve uzay alanindaki diismanca
faaliyetlerin de tipki konvansiyonel saldirilar gibi 5. Madde kapsaminda toplu savunma
mekanizmasmi  tetikleyebilecegi  tescil  edilerek  Ittifak’m  savunma  yelpazesi

genisletilmistir(Tardy, 2022; Tura¢ Baykara, 2022).
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NATO’nun stratejik yoneliminin Avrupa-Atlantik cografyasinin Gtesine kaymasi,
Cin’in kiiresel Olgekte ylikselisi ve Ozellikle Asya-Pasifik bolgesinde insa ettigi askeri ve
jeopolitik kapasiteyle dogrudan iliskilidir. Cin’in yiikselisi ve Rusya ile gelistirdigi stratejik
ortaklik, NATO’yu geleneksel Avrupa-Atlantik cografyasiyla sinirli kalmaktan ¢ikararak,
Ittifak’m giivenlik mimarisini Hint-Pasifik sahasiyla entegre etmeye zorlamistir. Bu dogrultuda,
Asya-Pasifik bolgesindeki gelismelerin Avrupa-Atlantik gilivenligini dogrudan etkiledigi
tespitiyle NATO, bolgede miittefik ¢ikarlarini ve gilivenlik politikalarini esgiidiimlii kilmak

tizere kurumsal bir koordinasyon platformu olarak 6ne ¢ikmaya baslamistir(Tardy, 2022).

Cin’in gelistirdigi askeri stratejiler; donanmasindaki hizli genisleme, hipersonik flize
sistemleri ve siber/uzay alanlarindaki kabiliyetleri bolgedeki geleneksel giivenlik dengelerini
derinden sarsmustir(Tokmakoglu, 2026). ABD tarafindan “tempo belirleyici stnama” olarak
tanimlanan Cin’in bu yiikselisi; baslangicta Obama yonetiminin “Asia Pivot” hamlesiyle,
ardindan ise Trump ve Biden yOnetimlerinin ‘“sert dengeleme” politikalariyla
karsilanmistir(Ungor, 2026). Bu yeni jeopolitik konjonktir, bolgedeki geleneksel giivenlik

mimarisini yapisal bir doniisiime zorlamaktadir.

ABD’nin, Asya-Pasifik bolgesinde insa ettigi geleneksel giivenlik mimarisi, ikili
savunma antlasmalarma dayali “hub and spoke” (merkez ve ¢evre) modeline dayanmaktadir.
Bu asimetrik sistemde ABD merkezde (hub) yer alirken; Japonya, Guney Kore, Filipinler ve
Avustralya gibi miittefik devletler ¢evre halkalar1 (spokes) olusturmustur. Giiniimiizde merkez
ve ¢evre sisteminin gecirdigi yapisal doniisiim, yalnizca garantor devlet olan ABD’nin taahhiit
kapasitesine bagli kalmamakta; ¢cevre devletlerin Cin’e yonelik degisen tehdit algilari, glivenlik
beklentileri ve ittifak i¢i asimetrik rollerini rasyonellestirme ¢abalariyla sekillenmektedir(Kog,
2026). Bu baglamda miittefik devletlerin rasyonel hizalanma stratejileri; Cin’e yonelik tehdit

algilariin boyutuna bagl olarak farkl: stratejik yonelimlere evrilmistir.

Dogu Cin Denizi ve Gliney Cin Denizi’ndeki egemenlik krizleri nedeniyle Cin’den
dogrudan ve yliksek diizeyde askeri tehdit algilayan Japonya ve Filipinler, sert dengeleme
stratejilerini  benimsemistir. Japonya tarihsel pasifist politikalarindan koparak anayasal
kisitlamalarini esnetirken, Filipinler 2014 EDCA antlagsmasiyla ABD kuvvetlerine genis askeri
erigim kolaylig1 saglamistir. Buna karsin, 6ncelikli tehdit odagi olarak Kuzey Kore’yi goren ve
Pekin ile ticari ¢ikarlarini korumak isteyen Giliney Kore, daha temkinli bir riskten kaginma ve
yumusak dengeleme siyaseti izlemektedir. Avustralya ise son on yilda Cin’in Giiney
Pasifik’teki jeopolitik baskisinin artmasiyla stratejik pozisyonunu riskten kaginmadan QUAD

ve AUKUS gibi mekanizmalar lizerinden askeri dengelemeye kaydirmistir. Cevre devletlerin
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bu farklilasan tehdit algilar1 ve giivenlik talepleri, geleneksel ikili ittifak modelini agindirarak
bolgeyi cok katmanli, esnek ve “minilateral” (kiiclik ¢ok taraflr) bir glivenlik agina sevk
etmektedir. ABD, tekil ikili anlagmalar yerine QUAD ve AUKUS gibi dinamik, amaca yonelik
ve esnek koalisyonlar araciligiyla caydiriciligi entegre bir formda yeniden tiretmektedir (Kog,
2026). Bu yapilar; 6zellikle siber savunma, yapay zeka gibi alanlarda gelistirilen ortak projeler,
Hint-Pasifik ile Avrupa-Atlantik giivenlik sahalarini birbirine baglayan kurumsal kopriiler

haline gelmistir.

NATO’nun bu yondeki en somut kiiresel agilimi; Japonya, Giiney Kore, Avustralya ve
Yeni Zelanda’dan olusan Hint-Pasifik Dortliisii (IP4) ortakligidir. IP4 liderlerinin 2022 Madrid
Zirvesi’ne ilk kez katilimi, NATO’ nun kiiresel vizyonunun somut bir tezahiirii olmus ve iki
giivenlik sahasini birbirine baglayan kopriiler kurmustur(Tokmakoglu, 2026). ittifak’m kiiresel
caydiriciligini gliclendirmek amaciyla NATO, 1P4 ortaklariyla siber savunma, deniz giivenligi

ve yikic1 teknolojiler alaninda isbirlik¢i giivenlik agini derinlestirmektedir(Tokmakoglu, 2026).

Ittifak’1n hem Avrupa-Atlantik sahasindaki konvansiyonel caydiricilig1 korumasi hem
de ABD’nin stratejik agirligini Hint-Pasifik bolgesine kaydirmasi, NATO biinyesinde koklii bir
askeri ve ekonomik giic dengelenmesini zorunlu kilmistir. Donald Trump’mn ikinci baskanlik
doneminde ABD’nin kiiresel taahhiitlerini rasyonellestirme ve yiikk paylasimi baskisi
karsisinda, NATO igerisinde gii¢lii bir “Avrupa Siitunu” insa etme fikri hayati bir boyut
kazanmistir. Bu kapsamda gelistirilen ve Ankara Zirvesi’'nde resmen benimsenen NATO 3.0
konsepti; ABD’nin kaynaklarini1 Pasifik’e odaklayabilmesi i¢in, konvansiyonel savunma ve
caydiricilik sorumlulugunun biiyiik oranda Avrupa miittefikleri tarafindan {istlenilmesini
ongoéren yapisal bir doniisiimii ifade etmektedir (Jiaxuan, 2026). Bu stratejik sorumluluk
transferinin finansal ve askeri alt yapisi, miittefiklerin tarihi zirve deklarasyonlarinda aldiklar1
taahhiitlerle somutlasmaktadir. 2025 Lahey Zirve Bildirisi ile miittefikler, 2035 yilina kadar
GSYIH’lerinin yillik %5’ini savunma ve giivenlik harcamalarma ayirma taahhiidiinde
bulunmustur. Bu taahhiit, %3,5’lik kismin dogrudan NATO savunma hedeflerine ve
konvansiyonel askeri gereksinimlere ayrilmasini, kalan %1,5°1lik kismin ise sivil hazirlik, kritik
altyapr giivenligi, siber koruma ve inovasyonun desteklenmesi i¢in kullanilmasini
ongormektedir (North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 2025). Bu dogrultuda, 2026 Ankara Zirve
Bildirisi ile Avrupa muttefikleri ve Kanada, 139 milyar dolar1 asan savunma biitgesi artislari ve
50 milyar dolarlik yeni savunma sanayii tedarik paketleri aciklayarak konvansiyonel
caydiriciligin Avrupa kanadini giiclendirme kararliligini ortaya koymuslardir (North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, 2026).
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Askeri-operasyonel dizeyde ise bu doniisiim, NATO’nun Yeni Kuvvet Modeli (New
Force Model) ve partner kuvvetlerin entegrasyonuyla desteklenmektedir. Soguk Savas sonrasi
donemden farkh olarak Avrupa, ittifak’in belirleyici askeri yeteneklerinin ¢ok daha biiyiik bir
boliminu kendisi tretmek ve konuslandirmak durumundadir. Bu dogrultuda, ABD askeri
varliklarinin veya stratejik yeteneklerinin bagka bir cografyada mesgul olmasi ihtimaline kars1
Ittifak’m operasyonel planlar1 yenilenmektedir. Bu askeri yeniden yapilanma siirecinde iki
temel operasyonel ilke benimsenmistir: Ilki, ABD’nin Avrupa’daki komuta yapisi
kadrolarindaki varligini rasyonellestirmesi durumunda ortaya ¢ikacak bosluklarin transatlantik
biitiinliigii koruyacak sekilde Avrupali subaylarca doldurulmasidir. ikincisi ise olasi bir
savunma operasyonunda Avrupali miittefiklerin tiimen veya ordu seviyesinde devasa askeri
olusumlar saglamasi ongoriiliirken, ABD’nin lojistik ve teknolojik destek unsurlarmin her
timen seviyesindeki askeri giiciin ayrilmaz bir pargasi olmaya devam etmesidir(Raik vd.,

2025).

Boylece giiglendirilen Avrupa Siitunu, ABD’nin kiiresel taahhiitlerini dengelemesine ve
kaynaklarin1 Hint-Pasifik gibi diger stratejik oncelikli bolgelere odaklayabilmesine yardimei
olmaktadir. Bu siireg, Avrupa-Atlantik sahasindaki konvansiyonel caydiriciligi Avrupali
devletlerin kendi askeri ve finansal kapasiteleriyle tahkim ettigi yeni bir transatlantik giivenlik
dengesi olan “NATO 3.0” konseptini yaratmaktadir (Jiaxuan, 2026). Bu yeni askeri mimari, bir
yandan Avrupa’nin kendi savunma sorumlulugunu kademeli olarak artirirken, diger yandan
ABD’nin hayati giivenlik garantilerini Ittifak biinyesinde tutarak transatlantik bagin

inandiriciligmi korumaktadir.
3. Sonug

NATO, 1949 yilinda Sovyet tehdidini ¢evrelemek amaciyla bolgesel bir kolektif
savunma Orgiitii olarak kurulmus, Soguk Savas sonrasinda ise terdrizmle miicadele ve alan dis1
kriz yonetimi operasyonlarina yonelmistir. Ancak kiiresel jeopolitik agirlik merkezinin Hint-
Pasifik sahasina kaymasi ve Cin-Rusya stratejik ortakligmnin fiili bir ittifak gibi derinlesmesi,
Ittifak’1 konvansiyonel caydiricihigi ve toprak savunmasmi yeniden Onceliklendiren bir

temellere doniis yoluna sokmustur.

2022 Stratejik Konsepti ile tescillenen bu yeni donemde Rusya en énemli ve dogrudan
tehdit olarak tanimlanirken; Cin, ittifak’in ¢ikarlarma, giivenligine ve degerlerine ydnelik ilk
kez resmen bir sistemsel meydan okuma ilan edilmistir. CHC’nin Rusya’nimn Ukrayna’daki
savasina sivil-askeri ¢ift kullanimli teknolojiler ve hammadde saglayarak verdigi destek, NATO

tarafindan resmi olarak belirleyici bir kolaylastiric1 seklinde adlandirilarak iki gilivenlik
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sahasmin artik birbirinden bagimsiz diisiiniilemeyecegini kanitlamistir. Bu sistemsel baskilar
karsisinda NATO, siber ve uzay alanlarin1 5. Madde kapsamindaki caydiricilik semsiyesine
dahil ederek savunma yelpazesini genisletmistir. Ittifak, Asya-Pasifik’teki geleneksel ikili
merkez ve ¢evre ittifak sisteminin gegirdigi yapisal doniisiime uyum saglamis; siber savunma,
yapay zeka ve dezenformasyon gibi kritik alanlarda QUAD, AUKUS ve IP4 ortakliklari

vasitastyla kiiresel bir giivenlik koordinasyon platformuna doniismiistiir.

ABD’nin kaynaklarini Hint-Pasifik’e odaklama ihtiyaci ise konvansiyonel caydiricilik
sorumlulugunun biiyiik Olciide Avrupa miittefikleri tarafindan tstlenildigi NATO 3.0 ve
Avrupa Siitunu kavramlarinm insasini hayati kilmistir. 2025 Lahey zirvesindeki %5 GSYIH
savunma harcamasi taahhiidii ve 2026 Ankara zirvesinde agiklanan biitge artiglari ile yeni
tedarik paketleri, daha guclu bir NATO i¢inde daha giiglii bir Avrupa’nin askeri ve ekonomik
temellerini atmaktadir. Sonu¢ olarak NATO, cok-diizenli diinyanin karmasik tehditleriyle
yiizlesirken, transatlantik bagin inandiriciligini kendi igsel siyasi ve askeri uyumu iizerinden

yeniden Uretmektedir.
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France in the Indo-Pacific Region: Regional Presence and Strategic Objectives
Zeynep Gokge Bulgen

Today, world politics is a multi-faceted environment, full of diverse dynamics, and
consequently, constantly changing. With China or India, as rising powers in Asia, playing an
active role on the international stage, and the presence of new actors in a multipolar order,
political weight has begun to shift from the Atlantic region to the Asian region. In particular,
there are countries focusing on the Indo-Pacific region and publishing white papers on the
subject because the Indo-Pacific region is of considerable strategic importance in many
respects. For example, 44% of the world's landmass and, consequently, 65% of the world's
population are located in this region. Furthermore, it has significant economic value,
contributing 62% of the world's GDP. Furthermore, thanks to its vast oceans and sea routes, a
large portion ofthe world's container trade and 70% of energy transfers pass through this region,
making it a very large area in terms of trade volume. In other words, the most heavily used and
actively utilized ports for maritime trade are located in this region. Therefore, 60% of global
trade takes place in this geographical area. From a geopolitical perspective, the region is home
to rapidly rising powers such as China, the U.S., Japan, and the BRICS countries, which include
India, ASEAN, and Russia. The concentration of these powers, which are active in the
international arena, leads to highly fragile and significant dynamics in the region. The presence
of nuclear-capable countries such as the U.S., China, Russia, India, Pakistan, and North Korea
in the region raises security risks, concerns about the functioning of decision-making
mechanisms, and many other issues. Furthermore, the fact that the U.S., China, and Russia are
also permanent members of the United Nations Security Council further amplifies the impact
of their competition. Accordingly, the Indo-Pacific region is a critical area due to its importance
for global prosperity and sustainability, as well as the challenges it faces, the problems arising
from competition between major powers, and the increasing tensions. In this context, the Indo-
Pacific attracts the attention not only of regional actors but also of Europe and France, as one

of the prominent actors in the region, is trying to implement its own action plans.
The Effective Subjects and Objectives in France's Indo-Pacific Strategy

Due to the diversity and shifting balances within the Indo-Pacific region, the U.S. and
many European states have developed their own strategic roadmaps for this region. While these
strategies and action plans lack a common definition, their fundamental focus on the Indo-

Pacific stems from one key: "The Indo-Pacific is the key to shaping international dynamics in
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the New World Order (Ozdemir, 2021).” While Germany and the Netherlands have recently
been specifically monitoring and publishing policies on this issue, France stands out as a
different player among European states in the Indo-Pacific region. Besides being a European
state, France also defines itself as an Indo-Pacific state. This is because seven of France's
thirteen overseas territories are located in this region, such as La Réunion, Mayotte, New
Caledonia, French Polynesia, Wallis & Futuna, the French Southern and Antarctic Lands, or
Clipperton Island. Furthermore, with the existence of island territories such as "La Réunion,
Mayotte, New Caledonia, or French Polynesia," France defines itself not only as an Indo-Pacific
entity but also as an island state within the Indo-Pacific region. These territories and borders
grant France various diplomatic and economic rights and enhance its international visibility.
For example, by obtaining access to the ocean around the islands, it can secure access to
resources and raw materials within the region's waters. It has the potential to possess a vast area
within the region's waters because it has territories and areas in both the Indian Ocean and the
Pacific Ocean (Marcos, 2021). From the perspective of maritime diplomacy, this is a significant
advantage because, geopolitically, France has the second-largest Exclusive Economic
Zone(EEZ) in the world after the United States. This vast area encompassing maritime
jurisdiction and territorial waters makes France's presence in the Indo-Pacific region more
visible and brings action plans to a more feasible level. France's overseas territories in the region
increase its sphere of influence, provide opportunities to closely analyze and observe existing
regional dynamics, and offer practical tools for research and development. Therefore, French
landmasses, waters, and, most importantly, the French overseas communities residing there,
constitute a significant driving force for France's Indo-Pacific Strategy in economic, diplomatic,

social, and cultural terms.

Unlike other European states, France's strategy is developed comprehensively,
considering military, economic, social, and diplomatic aspects. The starting points of the
strategy primarily include protecting overseas communities, ensuring and respecting territorial
sovereignty, preserving the integrity of the EEZ, maintaining supply flows, and guaranteeing
regional peace and stability. As the region becomes increasingly competitive and uncertain,
France naturally needs to prepare an active action plan for the region. French Foreign Policy
has long struggled with challenges in its Indo-Pacific relations, particularly since 2017 due to
tensions in the region. Following Macron's initiative to focus on the Indo-Pacific in 2018,
various action plans were launched. In 2019, the phrase "Liberty of Sovereignty" was

emphasized as the starting argument for the Strategy (Statement on France-India Relations,
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2019). In 2020, France emphasized its role as a significant force in the mission to maintain
peace and security (Macron, 2020). By 2021, work on the region had accelerated, with France
publishing its own action plan and the European Union adopting a jointly published "Indo-
Pacific Cooperation Strategy." While the joint commission's action plan covers the years 2024-
2029, France's own draft military planning law includes a longer-term strategy covering the
years 2024-2030 and is regularly modernized (Bondaz, 2023). In 2022, the phrase "Balancing
Power," emphasized in 2017, resurfaced with a new meaning. It suggested that France's military
driving force (Armed Forces Speech, 2022) and presence would play a leading role in limiting
instability in the region and establishing balance by building a stronger army with regional
partners (Ambassadors’s Conference, 2022). France has adopted the goal of becoming a
"balancing force" in the region, through its territory, areas of access, and diplomatic capacity.
In other words, it is implementing a "mutually beneficial" diplomacy with the aim of providing
security, stability, and sovereignty to both its own communities and local communities in the
region (Bondaz, 2023). In addition, France supports the United Nations Charter while offering
alternative solutions and assuming an implementing role amidst the uncertainty surrounding the
Indo-Pacific region, emphasizing that multilateralism, and based on the rule of law, will bring

solutions.
France's Indo-Pacific Strategy

France's Indo-Pacific strategy is designed to protect against regional threats, promote
regional integration, increase economic diversification, and address the social and security
needs of overseas communities. The region is characterized by power competition, regional
crises, and several key hot sections, such as the Taiwan Strait, the South China Sea, the
escalating tensions on the Korean Peninsula, or disputes in the Indian subcontinent and the Gulf.
As tensions and uncertainties increase in the region, regional security decreases and carries a
clear risk of crisis. This leads every country and regional state to adopt a tense security stance.
France, with its multilateral and cooperative approach, has built its Strategy on four main pillars
to mitigate these risks and ensure interstate cooperation: strengthening and protecting its
communities abroad, reinforcing the sovereignty of partners, supporting multilateralism and
cooperation, and finally, the European Union supporting the Strategy's implementation in the

region (Action Report, 2025).

Overseas communities are both key actors and beneficiary groups of the Strategy.
Therefore, France encourages their participation in regional organizations to integrate them into

the region, such as the Pacific Community (SPC), The Indian Ocean Community (IOC), and
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The Pacific Islands Forum (PIF). Furthermore, through these communities, France has secured
membership in various regional organizations, such as The Indian Ocean Rim Association
(IORA), The Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (PECC), The Pacific Community (SPC),
and the Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP). Beyond these memberships,
France is a dialogue partner of The Pacific Islands Forum (PIF) and a founding member of The
Indian Ocean Commission. To facilitate access to these active memberships, permanent
secretariat and representative offices were established in the Pacific region in 2023. In 2024,
the Mayotte Regional Integration Committee (CIRM) was established to increase the visibility
of French communities. Numerous funds were allocated to support the integration of French
communities in economic, social, and cultural areas. Furthermore, a broad network of "overseas

points of contact" was created through the established representative offices.

Amidst rising tensions, France's military capabilities have been strengthened and
modernized. According to the Military Programming Law, an estimated €13 billion has been
allocated for the security of all its overseas territories (Action Report, 2025). Within the budget,
objectives include not only physical military deployments but also cybersecurity, submarine
cable security, infrastructure resilience, and combating information manipulation. From a
physical military security perspective, the region is divided into five permanent commands to
prevent and enhance the capacity for any interference against French overseas territories and
institutions, with approximately 8,000 French troops deployed there. This military force system,
comprised of these commands, has been deployed regularly at least twice a year since 2020.
However, unlike in combat, this force is used for planning and executing multiple and bilateral
exercises. Furthermore, in terms of maritime security, The French Armed Forces in the Southern
Indian Ocean Zone (FAZSOI) stands out and is used in maritime operations and coordination
in the basin. Furthermore, France, being a proponent of multilateral and bilateral relations, is
involved in numerous cooperation and military support operations in the field of security and
defense. For example, an agreement was signed in 2024 for the "Regional Centre for Maritime
Studies (RCMS)" project, a joint French-Sri Lankan project, which will include security

training and practical applications.

France has taken many steps to develop partnerships and collaborations. It is committed
to addressing the challenges in the Indo-Pacific region through partner-based and multilateral
approaches. Therefore, it is reinforcing steps to build stable and strong relationships and
partnerships, and also supporting regional partners by encouraging their growth. France

supports regional organizations and recognizes the complementary role of minilateral
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collaborations and trilateral dialogues. France has established French deployments such as
CLEMENCEAU, MARIANNE, and PEGASE to facilitate cooperation in the region and is
striving to develop regional military interests. At the same time, it is deepening bilateral
relations with many regional countries with which it shares similar interests and values, such
as Australia, India, Japan, South Korea, Indonesia, New Zealand, and Singapore. These
collaborations include arms cooperation and joint naval exercises. Economically, it is
strengthening bilateral economic dialogues with India, Indonesia, Vietnam, the Philippines, and
Thailand, while supporting development banks in the region, such as the World Bank, the Asian
Development Bank, and the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank. Also, as one of the
signatories to the India-Middle East-Europe Economic Corridor (IMEC), France demonstrates
its cooperative practices in this corridor as well, offering alternatives to existing trade routes.
In the energy sector, it finances energy transition using country platforms with Indonesia,
Vietnam, and South Africa. Another example is its co-chairmanship of the international Solar
Alliance established between France and India. Regarding minerals and critical minerals,
partnerships have been established with resource-rich Australia and Mongolia, and a bilateral
partnership has been formed with Japan for mineral processing. A critical period for European-
Japanese bilateral relations is the establishment of the first industrial rare earth separation
project in 2025. Looking at examples of trilateral dialogues, there is the 2020 India-France-
Australia agreement, which covers cooperation on maritime security and environmental issues.
Another example is the dialogue between France, India, and the United Arab Emirates, which
involves comprehensive cooperation among these three countries. At the 2023 Summit, France
and the United Kingdom agreed on joint maritime security in the Pacific region. The Canada-
France Declaration, signed in 2024, also covers security and defense issues. Regarding regional
powers, France is trying to strengthen bilateral relations by emphasizing ASEAN's presence
and centrality in the region. For example, it develops policies aligned with ASEAN and has
served as an observer in ASEANPOL since 2019. The ASEAN Defence Ministers Meeting
(ADMMH+) is another organization where it holds observer status. Furthermore, France aims to

become an ASEAN Dialogue Partner in the future.

France's strengthening of its European Union strategy is facilitated by regional
collaborations. ASEAN is important not only for France but also for EU relations. In this
context, the EU-ASEAN Sustainable Connectivity Team Europe Initiative has been established,

and France is one of its supporters. Furthermore, France stands out as a state implementing the
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EU's regional Green Pact and Green &Blue Alliance for the Pacific actions. In addition, France

increases the EU's visibility by participating in organizations and forums in the region.
France's Approach in Indo-Pacific Strategy

France strives to incorporate regional analysis into its action plans to respond to current
global problems and regional crises. While the Indo-Pacific region brings great power
competition to the forefront, France rejects the notion that many other countries in the region
are forced to choose between great powers and that multipolarity is weakening. Accordingly,
France prioritizes freedom of action and emphasizes diversifying the scope of action for partner
countries. In this context, within the framework of sovereignty, it shapes the atmosphere of its
strategy around the protection of the sovereignty of countries, primarily within its own
sovereign borders. Accordingly, France is entering the Indo-Pacific region as a proactive and
solution-oriented actor, unlike other states (Bondaz, 2023). As an advantage of this proactive
stance, France does not reject the China-US rivalry in the region, but acts as a catalyst by
emphasizing concepts such as diplomacy, cooperation, sovereignty, and the rule of law in the
competitive environment. Within this proactive framework, the development of partners is
supported, mutual interests are protected, and all these actions ultimately pave the way for
France to consolidate its autonomy in the international arena. However, while France's actions
may seem aimed at enhancing French identity in the Indo-Pacific, this is not entirely likely to
be realized. With various actors involved and each employing their own strategies in the face
of uncertainties, France's collaborations are sometimes not sufficiently visible. The policies of
actors such as Russia, China, and even Turkey, which are focusing on the region, can change
the rules of the game at any moment. Accordingly, France's Indo-Pacific Strategy, built for
justifiable reasons, has working mechanisms, but its effects will become apparent over the

years.
Conclusion

In conclusion, the Indo-Pacific region is a critical area with unresolved or increasingly
fragile tensions in both territorial and maritime areas. Many states are striving to play an active
role in the region through political, military, and economic maneuvers. France, however, defines
itself as an Indo-Pacific power due to both its European and overseas territories, and aims to
consolidate its power and identity in this region through a more cooperative, law-abiding, and
peaceful approach. Among the many countries focusing on the Indo-Pacific region, France

stands out from other powers due to the tools at its disposal and the diplomatic strategies it
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chooses to employ. France, confident in its own military, social, and political capacity, and aims
to be influential in this region, but it seeks to do so without adopting a confrontational military
stance, instead pursuing cooperation through multilateral, bilateral, minilateral, and even

trilateral dialogues.
References

Bondaz, A. & Desbonnets, M. (2023), Overseas Terrritories Enhancing Sovereignty And
Regional Integration in the Indo-Pacific, Foundation Pour La Recherche Stratégique, Fact Sheet
No:1

Bondaz, A. (2023), Military Presence And Defence Diplomacy, Foundation Pour La Recherche
Stratégique, Fact Sheet No:4

Bondaz, A. (2023), Reconceptualizing French foreign and security policy in the Indo-Pacific,
Foundation Pour La Recherche Stratégique

France and Security in the Indo-Pacific (2019), Ministére De L’europe Et Des Affaires
Etrangéres

France’s Indo-Pacific Strategy (2025), Ministére De L’europe Et Des Affaires Etrangéres,
Priorities and Action Report

The Geopolitics of the Indo-Pacific: France Strategy (2025), Groupe D’études Géopolitique

Koyuncu, M.C. (2021), Fransa’nin Hint-Pasifik’teki Etkisini Arttirma Cabalari, Ankara Kriz ve
Siyaset Arastirmalar1 Merkezi (ANKASAM)

La France en Indo-Pacifique (2022-2023), Foundation Pour La Recherche Stratégique
Publications

Morcos, P. (2021), France: A Bridge between Europe and the Indo-Pacific?, Center for Strategic
& International Studies

Ozdemir, E. (2021), Hint Pasifik Yarisinda Avrupa’nim Yeri?, Euro Politika, Say1:7 6-11

131



