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COMMENTARY

On Turkey’s Missile Defense Strategy: The 
Four Faces of the S-400 Deal between Turkey 
and Russia

Mustafa KİBAROĞLU1*

Abstract 

The S-400 deal signed between Turkey and Russia has sparked an intense debate 
in the international arena, where harsh criticisms have been leveled against Tur-
key. This paper explains the reasons behind Turkey’s desire to build an elaborate 
air defense structure, and discuss how and why its successive attempts to reach 
this objective in collaboration with the allied countries have failed. It highlights 
the major arguments behind the severe criticisms in the West concerning Turkey’s 
negotiations, first with a Chinese firm, and then with a Russian firm, and how 
this entire process has become a serious bone of contention between Turkey and 
the U.S., carrying a risk of a spill over into NATO. It also discusses why and how 
the severe sanctions threatened to be imposed on Turkish defense industries by the 
Trump administration will indeed damage the security and the defensive capabil-
ity not only of Turkey, but also the U.S. 
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Introduction
The S-400 deal signed between Turkey and Russia concerning the sale of four 
battalions of sophisticated Russian air defense systems, worth 2.5 billion U.S. 
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dollars, sparked yet another round of stiff debate in the international arena, 
where harsh criticisms have been leveled against Turkey mainly from the ranks 
of its NATO allies.

A number of issues have been raised in these criticisms, extending from 
whether Turkey needs to spend billions of dollars on buying an air defense sys-
tem whose effectiveness has not yet been entirely proven across a spectrum of 
air-borne threats, to how Turkey’s longstanding alliance relationship with the 
U.S. and its status in NATO as a prominent ally might be severely damaged 
due to the country’s increasing degree of rapprochement with Russia, whose 
foreign and security policies toward the West constitute major challenges for 
the Alliance and to the rules-based system that has been put in place since the 
end of the Cold War.1

Hence, this paper will, first of all, discuss the fundamental issues that have 
come to the fore, prior to and during the debate, by focusing particularly 
on the four faces of the controversial S-400 deal that was signed and sealed 
between Turkey and Russia. In this context, the paper will first highlight the 
reasons behind Turkish authorities’ desire to build an elaborate air defense 
structure in the post-Cold War era, and then discuss how and why their suc-
cessive attempts to reach this objective in collaboration with the allied coun-
tries have failed.

Second, the major arguments behind the harsh criticisms leveled against Tur-
key’s negotiations for purchasing an air defense system, first from a Chinese 
firm, and then a Russian firm, and how this entire process has become a seri-
ous bone of contention between Turkey and its NATO allies, in particular the 
U.S. will be discussed.

Third, the impact of Turkey’s acquisition of S-400 from Russia on its 
medium to long-term objectives to build an effective air defense archi-
tecture will be discussed under the shadow of the threatening statements 
pronounced by leading civil and military figures in the Trump adminis-
tration, hinting at severe military and economic sanctions to be imposed 
on Turkey.

Fourth, the positive spin of the intense debate on the S-400 deal that has 
apparently become a politically motivating factor for Turks, particularly those 
from the younger generation, toward joining the defense industries sector will 
be elaborated.
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Finally, the paper will conclude with remarks and recommendations with a view 
to finding a breakthrough in the strained relations between Turkey and its allies 
that resulted from its decision to buy the Russian S-400 air defense system.

Turkey’s Strategic Environment and its Quest for Air Defense 
Capability
Due to its geographical location in 
the vicinity of the most volatile re-
gions of the world, the deployment 
of an advanced air defense system 
against the threat posed by the mis-
sile and aircraft capabilities in the 
arsenals of a number of surrounding 
countries has become an urgent ne-
cessity for Turkey.2

The existing air defense systems in 
the country, such as the Stingers, Ra-
piers and the Hawks, not only have 
limited ranges (i.e. short and medium), but also limited lifespans. They are 
aging fast. Turkey’s Nike Hercules missiles, which were deployed around the 
city of Istanbul during the Cold War years, have relatively longer ranges of 
about 140 km, but they cannot be relied upon any more, and many have been 
sent to retirement already. 

Hence, it wouldn’t be wrong to argue that Turkey’s airspace is not being pro-
tected by proper land-based air defense systems, nor is the vast territory of 
783,562 km2 beneath it, where 82 million Turks live in their homeland. 

In lieu of an effective land-based system, Turkey’s airspace is patrolled by 
Turkish Air Force units consisting of F-16 fighter aircraft, which carry air-
to-air missiles, as well as early warning (i.e., AWACS) and refueling (Aerial 
Tanker) aircraft, with a view to achieving active protection against potential 
missile attacks and violations of Turkish airspace by enemy aircraft. This is 
by no means an acceptable situation from Turkey’s standpoint for two rea-
sons: First, the cutting edge technologies used in the land-based anti-ballistic 
missile defense systems are far more capable of engaging enemy missiles and 
aircraft while they are still hundreds of kilometers away from the homeland, 
and they are also much more reliable in eliminating them before they get dan-

Due to its geographical location 
in the vicinity of the most 
volatile regions of the world, the 
deployment of an advanced air 
defense system against the threat 
posed by the missile and aircraft 
capabilities in the arsenals of a 
number of surrounding countries 
has become an urgent necessity 
for Turkey.
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gerously close to the strategic assets 
in the country. Second, military air-
craft in the inventory of the Turkish 
Air Force, such as F16s, which have 
to fly much longer hours due to 
airspace patrolling and protection 
missions than they would normally 

do during periods of stable relations with neighbors, run the risk of aging 
more rapidly as a result of metal fatigue. The excessive stress load on the pilots 
is also a factor, although a certain proportion of these patrolling missions are 
being carried out by unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV), which have entered 
the Turkish Air Force inventory recently.3 Although the use of drones may 
reduce the strain on personnel, UAVs are far less effective than a land-based 
system would be. Turkey is therefore in dire need of deploying a proper air 
defense structure that would provide consistent coverage all over the country 
in order to meet the fundamental requirements of being a sovereign state, as 
well as protecting its population and its territorial integrity in a rather hostile 
environment.4 

This issue has long been on the agenda of Turkish politicians, diplomats, and 
military personnel who have conducted a series of negotiations with their 
American counterparts since the temporary deployment of the U.S. “Patriot” 
air defense system in Turkey’s southeast during the first Iraq war in 1991.5 
Since then, Turkish authorities have been more than willing to deploy these 
elaborate air defense systems permanently in Turkey, especially in regions 
neighboring the Middle East. Despite the extended negotiations, however, no 
consensus could be found in order to go ahead with a joint project. Turkey’s 
desire back in the late 1990s was to have a share in the development of the 
ballistic missile defense technology, a proposal that was not warmly welcomed 
by the U.S.6 

A similar situation occurred in the triangular relations among Turkey, the 
U.S. and Israel with respect to cooperation on the development and de-
ployment of the “Arrow-II” air defense system, which has never been real-
ized. While the Americans put the blame on the Israelis as being the ones 
who did not want to share this new and sensitive technology with Turkey, 
Israelis pronounced almost exactly the same views regarding the attitude 
of their American counterparts.7 All in all, the project was shelved from 
the perspective of Turkey.8

Turkey’s desire back in the late 
1990s was to have a share in the 
development of the ballistic missile 
defense technology, a proposal 
that was not warmly welcomed by 
the U.S.
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Turkey’s quest to develop an elaborate air defense capacity nevertheless con-
tinued during the second half of the 2000s, as Ankara widened the scope 
of potential suppliers to include new countries, such as China, Russia, and 
NATO allies France and Italy. Turkey issued a call in 2009 for the procure-
ment of a “Long-range Air and Missile Defense System,” dubbed T-LORA-
MIDS, and collected offers in 2010.9 The U.S. firms Raytheon and Lockheed 
Martin responded to the call with Patriots, while the Chinese firm CPMIEC 
made its offer with FD-2000 (the export version of HQ-9), and the Russian 
firm Rosoboroneksport offered S-400. Later, the Franco-Italian consortium 
Eurosam offered SAMP/T.10

While the bid was still in the evaluation phase on the side of the Turkish 
authorities, the year 2010 was also critical in terms of developments 
in NATO air defense. During the Lisbon summit of the Alliance in 
November of that year, it was announced that the Ballistic Missile De-
fense (BMD) project that the U.S. had been developing for a couple of 
decades already, would be transformed into a NATO-wide air defense 
structure, also known as the “Missile Shield”. Hence, the debate on Tur-
key’s quest for deploying an elaborate air defense capability took a new 
turn, with comments and criticisms coming from experts and analysts 
underlining whether it would be a wise decision for Turkey to spend 
billions of dollars while there would be a NATO project underway that 
would soon take care of defending the allies against a spectrum of air-
borne threats originating from enemy territories.11

Two issues that were either overlooked or hardly mentioned during that 
debate were highly critical from Turkey’s perspective. First, if everything 
went according to plan, it would take about a decade for the “Missile 
Shield” project to become fully operational, if not longer, meaning that 
Turkey’s airspace would remain unprotected by land-based air defense sys-
tems during that period. Second, no one mentioned publicly that even 
when the “Missile Shield” would become fully operational in the 2020s, 
large parts of Turkey’s eastern and southeastern districts could not be cov-
ered and, therefore, would not be protected due to the technical and geo-
graphical limitations of the project.12 

Authorities argued that the gap could be filled, theoretically, and if need be, 
with a temporary deployment of U.S. Aegis ashore systems in the eastern 
Mediterranean. This, however, would not be considered a highly convincing 
argument for a variety of reasons, such as the slow deployment of the Patriots 
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in Turkey’s southeast in 2012 against the threat posed by Syria and their hasty 
withdrawal a couple of years later.13 

Turkey’s Air Defense Project Becomes a Bone of Contention 
with Allies
The lack of an effective air defense system in Turkey was felt vividly when 
Syria plunged into civil war in March 2011, which eventually led, among 
other things, to a reversal of the then gradually improving bilateral relations 

between Ankara and Damascus.14 In response 
to Syria’s shooting down of a Turkish military 
reconnaissance aircraft in the international 
airspace of the eastern Mediterranean in June 
2012, the issue was brought before the NATO 
Council. The Council discussed and eventual-
ly approved, in December 2012, the deploy-

ment of Patriot battalions in Turkey’s southeastern cities along the Syrian bor-
der, namely Adana, Kahramanmaraş and Gaziantep, as a protective measure 
against possible attacks coming from Syria again.15 

This incident revived the need for taking swift measures for deploying a 
permanent air defense structure in the country vis-à-vis the growing threat 
perceived from the ballistic and cruise missile capabilities in the arsenals of 
its neighboring states. Based on the lessons learned from earlier attempts 
in the 1990s and 2000s, the prevailing view among Turkish authorities 
was, this time, to acquire an elaborate air defense capability in such a way 
that:

•	The system would provide an effective air defense shelter for Turkey 
against the threat of ballistic and cruise missiles as well as military air-
craft;

•	The first set of batteries could be deployed and become operational 
within a short span of time after the signing of the purchase agree-
ment;

•	The supplier firm would agree to share the technology with Turkey to 
allow co-production of the system, including its advanced versions in 
the near future; and

•	The price should be affordable.

The lack of an effective air 
defense system in Turkey 
was felt vividly when Syria 
plunged into civil war in 
March 2011.
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The Chinese firm CPMIEC, which had offered the FD-2000 (the export ver-
sion of HQ-9) air defense system, came to the fore with a promise for an early 
delivery of the batteries as well as a price that was considerably lower than the 
price of the S-400, the Patriot, and the SAMP/T. Yet most of Turkey’s allies in 
the West, the U.S. in particular, were quick to react harshly to Ankara’s pick 
among the bidders, on the grounds that the Chinese system would not be 
compatible with the “Missile Shield” that was being erected across Alliance 
territory, with a major contribution from Turkey with the radar site in the 
Kürecik village near the city of Malatya in the southeastern part of the coun-
try. Critics of Turkey’s decision to go ahead with the Chinese firm, from both 
inside and outside of the country, also argued that the FD-2000 air defense 
system, if deployed, would seriously jeopardize the integrity of NATO’s sensi-
tive command, control, and communication systems as well as its intelligence 
collecting capability.16 It was also emphasized in these criticisms that the Chi-
nese firm CPMIEC was subject to sanctions of the U.S. 

Turkish political and military authorities tried hard to convince their peers 
in Western capitals and military headquarters that it would be technical-
ly possible to find effective solutions for preventing such scenarios from 
occurring. Nevertheless, the political climate was not at all conducive for 
reaching a consensus between the parties. As one high-ranking NATO 
official once told the author at NATO Headquarters in Brussels, “even 
though effective measures could be put in place, technically speaking, in 
order to prevent leakage of sensitive information to the Chinese firm, it 
would be simply not acceptable for the Alliance, politically speaking, to 
agree to a Turkish-Chinese deal.”17

While the Chinese deal was still on the negotiation table, the ever-increasing 
pressure exerted on Turkey by its allies apparently caused a certain degree of 
reluctance in Ankara’s attitude to finalize the deal, which in turn, caused the 
Chinese firm to withdraw its offer. This development led to a new round of 
talks between Turkey and the other contenders to renew their offers, bearing 
in mind what may have made them fail in the previous round. 

This time, the Russian firm Rosoboroneksport stood out with its S-400 “Tri-
umf” missile system. Turkish and Russian authorities conducted negotiations, 
which culminated in the signing of an agreement.  

Criticisms voiced by politicians, diplomats, and civil and military experts 
from the allied countries as well as from within the country, with respect 
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to Turkey’s choice of the Russian 
firm, were no less severe than those 
pronounced only two years before 
when the Chinese offer was on the 
negotiation table. This time, howev-
er, some of the allies, the U.S. be-

ing at the forefront, went beyond the limits of diplomatic niceties by issuing 
threatening statements, implying that they would impose severe military and 
economic sanctions should Turkey finalize the procurement of the Russian air 
defense system.

The S-400 deal raised a number concerns ranging from the technical aspects 
of military cooperation within NATO to broader political considerations. 
Some have argued that the S-400 issue increased the possibility that Russia 
could take advantage of U.S.-Turkey friction to undermine the NATO alli-
ance. 

During a press briefing in May 2018, a State Department spokesperson said, 
“Under NATO and under the NATO agreement... you’re only supposed to 
buy... weapons and other materiel that are interoperable with other NATO 
partners. We don’t see [an S-400 system from Russia] as being interopera-
ble.”18 In March 2018, Czech General Petr Pavel, who chairs the NATO Mili-
tary Committee, voiced concerns about the possibility that Russian personnel 
helping operate a S-400 system in Turkey could gain significant intelligence 
on NATO assets stationed in the country.19

NATO Secretary General has consistently underlined that “decisions on ac-
quisition of military capabilities is a national decision, but what is important 
for NATO is interoperability, that the different systems can work together.”20

Assistant Secretary of State Wess Mitchell, who spoke at a foreign relations 
subcommittee hearing at the U.S. Senate on June 26, 2018, explained that the 
U.S. would implement sanctions against Turkey through “Section 231 of the 
Countering America’s Adversaries Through Sanctions Act.” Mitchell also said 
that Ankara’s decision to purchase the Russian missiles would lead Washing-
ton to cancel further delivery of F-35 stealth fighters.21 

More recently, the “Unclassified Executive Summary” of the “FY19 NDAA Sec 
1282 Report” published by the U.S. Department of Defense on the “Status 
of the U.S. Relationship with the Republic of Turkey,” in its section on the 
“Impact of Turkey’s S-400 Acquisition,” states that “the U.S. Government has 

Some have argued that the S-400 
issue increased the possibility that 
Russia could take advantage of 
U.S.-Turkey friction to undermine 
the NATO alliance.
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made clear to the Turkish Government that purchasing the S-400 would have 
unavoidable negative consequences for U.S.-Turkey bilateral relations, as well 
as Turkey’s role in NATO, including:

•	 Potential sanctions under Section 231 of the Countering America’s 
Adversaries Through Sanctions Act (CAATSA);

•	 Risk to Turkish participation in the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) 
Program (both aircraft acquisition and industrial workshare);

•	 Risk to other potential future U.S. arms transfers to Turkey, and risk 
of losing broader bilateral defense industrial cooperation; 

•	 Reduction in NATO interoperability; and

•	 Introduction of new vulnerabilities from Turkey’s increased depen-
dence on Russia, including sanctioned Russian defense entities, for 
sophisticated military equipment.”22

The Report also states that “Turkish acquisition programs that could be af-
fected include but are not limited to the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, Patriot Air 
and Missile Defense System, CH-47F Chinook heavy lift helicopter, UH-60 
Black Hawk utility helicopter, and the F-16 Fighting Falcon aircraft,” and 
that the U.S. administration would reassess Turkey’s continued participation 
as one of eight partner nations should they continue with their purchase of 
the S-400.23

The severity of these sanctions goes without saying; if imposed on Turkey, 
they may cause serious damage to Turkey’ defensive capacity and opera-
tional capabilities, at least in the short to medium term. These risks raise 
the most important question of all: Who will benefit from such a situation, 
and who will lose, if and when these sanctions are put in practice? The 
answer is in the following sections.

Impact of Turkey’s Acquisition of S-400 on its Defensive Capacity

The bulk of criticisms in the West against Turkey’s S-400 deal with Russia 
originates mainly from the deal’s political implications due to the increasing 
degree of rapprochement between Turkey, a NATO ally, and Russia, NATO’s 
long-standing archrival in particular in the aftermath of its illegal annexation 
of Crimea which has been perceived, from the allies’ perspective, a signifi-
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cant challenge to the Euro-Atlantic security and defense architecture. Critics 
at home instead question the military implications of the deal, basically on 
two grounds, one of which is whether the Russian deal would solve Turkey’s 
need for deploying an elaborate air defense system, and the other is whether 
the whole controversy is worth the risk of being alienated within the NATO 
alliance, and being exposed to the severe military and economic sanctions of 
the  U.S.24  

As for the first concern, it would be far-fetched to argue that the purchase 
of a Russian air defense system, consisting of only four S-400 battalions, 
no matter how sophisticated they may be, would provide effective deter-
rence or extensive protection for Turkey against enemy missiles and mili-
tary aircraft in an actual conflict. Due to the limited number of battalions 
and the extent of the area each one of them would cover, the system could 
only operate on “stand alone” mode, and therefore, only the strategic lo-
cations of major cities, selected military installations, and critical infra-
structure and industrial sites would be protected.25 Given this possible sce-
nario, once the S-400 system is deployed and became operational, which 
could be as soon early 2020, then the second concern, which questions 
whether the whole controversy is worth the risk of facing severe sanctions 
by the allies, gains currency.

It is not yet certain whether the U.S. will definitely impose the above-cited 
sanctions as a response to Turkey’s purchase of the Russian S-400 system. But 
one must bear in mind that the sanctions mentioned here would damage 
not only Turkey’s interests, but also those of the U.S. by way of crippling the 
defensive capacity and the operational capability of the North Atlantic Alli-
ance as a whole, where Turkey is a major power neighboring one of the most 
volatile regions of the world.

Therefore, attempting to weaken Turkish military capacity and its economy 
would only play into the hands of the rivals and the enemies of Turkey, in 
particular, and of NATO, in general, thereby resulting in a lose-lose situation 
for both parties within the Alliance.

 President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan told journalists, on return from a summit
 meeting with Russian President Vladimir Putin and Iranian President Hassan
 Rouhani, which was held in Sochi, Russia on February 15, 2019 that the
 purchase of S-400 was a “done deal.”26 Having heard this from Turkey’s top
 political leader, and also knowing that nearly half of the price of the S-400
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 Second, Turkish governments have become much more conscious than ever
 about the significance of supporting and thus sponsoring domestic research
 and development projects in the field of defense industries. As an indicator
 of this acknowledgment, one might cite that the capacity of the Presidency
 of Defense Industries operating under the auspices of the Presidency of the
 Republic of Turkey31 has increased many folds, in less than a decade, in terms
of skilled human resources, financial assets, and technical capabilities.32

 At a ceremony at the Turkish Scientific and Technological Research Council’s
 (TÜBİTAK) Defense Industry Research and Development Institute (SAGE)
 campus in Ankara in October 2018, President Erdoğan stated that “Turkey is
 moving rapidly on the way to have a say in all fields of defense, aviation and
 space technologies.” He noted “the locality rate in the defense industry [has]
 increased from 20 percent to 65 percent.” President Erdoğan also emphasized
 that “Turkey will reach the target of an independent and strong country by
uninterruptedly continuing its national defense moves that have been initiat-
ed in the defense industry.”33

 These two extremely valuable developments alone, which have been taking
 place in the country almost simultaneously over the past several years, thanks
 to the reluctance of Turkey’s allies to supply sophisticated weapons systems,
 indeed reflect the extent of change in the mindset of Turkish people from all
 ranks of society as well as the degree of transformation and determination of
the government to become self-reliant in defense procurement matters. 

 It is hoped that Turkey’s friends and allies will take note of this rapid change
 and the transformation in the country in a timely manner in order to be able
 draw up win-win scenarios in the alliance relationship that otherwise seem
 to be tilted toward lose-lose, due to careless speeches in Western capitals and
 military headquarters about imposing severe sanctions on their “staunch ally”
Turkey.

 Conclusion
 The world is a dangerous place and, unfortunately, it’s not likely to get any
 better in the foreseeable future for countries like Turkey that seek stability
and peace in their neighborhoods. Hence, achieving collaboration and coop-
 eration among like-minded states is more important than ever, in the face of
threats posed by rival states and non-state actors.

 Bearing these in mind, the U.S. and other concerned NATO countries should
thoroughly revise their stance vis-à-vis Turkey’s desire to build its own elabo-
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 rate air defense architecture, preferably in close collaboration with them. Such
 an eventuality would certainly serve the national interest of both Turkey and
the NATO allies.

Hence, the U.S. Raytheon-Lockheed Martin consortium and the Franco-Ital-
 ian Eurosam consortium should both revise and refresh their offers to provide
 Turkey with an elaborate air defense capability that could be integrated to the
 Alliance-wide Missile Shield project once it becomes fully operational and
then onwards.

 Should this be the case, the co-existence of two separate air defense systems
 deployed on Turkish territory, one of them being the Russian S-400s that
would be operational on “stand alone” mode, would not cause security prob-
lems for the NATO allies.

 Politicians, diplomats, and civil and military experts from the allied countries
 who have harshly criticized Turkey for purchasing strategic weapons systems
 from Russia should feel the responsibility to prove that their governments
were sincere in their statements suggesting that they would like to be the ma-
 jor supplier of the air defense system that used to be on the mind of Turkish
 authorities. They should also ask their government officials to act accordingly
and swiftly catch up with the time that they unfortunately wasted so far.
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Busygina, unfolding her theoretical framework, proves that using coercion in 
Russia�s foreign policy is quite optimal since state-building and nation-build-
ing followed the market reforms of the Yeltsin era. Russia, di�ering itself as 
a sovereign democracy from other democracies, determined an oppositional 
stand against the West (the U.S. and the EU). �us, Russia became the only 
global defender of conservative values, which embraces service (sluzhenie) to 
higher goals as its main purpose rather than consumption. Although these 
assumptions of the Russian ruling elite do not correspond to Russian reality, 
the author states that they were enough to obtain necessary public support for 
Russia�s coercive foreign policy maneuvers in Georgia (2008), Crimea (2014), 
Eastern Ukraine (since 2014) and recently in Syria since September 2015.

�e EU, as an unconventional power, has a multilateral authority system 
which necessitates sharing authority across an institutionalized, hierarchi-
cally-structured set of actors. Decision-making by consensus gives each 
member veto power and places constraints on foreign policy. Busygina, in 
this respect, refers to the EU�s structural limitations in taking tangible ex-
ternal action against Russian ambitions in Caucasus, Ukraine and so on. 
However, the EU prefers relational power in its foreign relations, especially 
in the case of close neighborhood countries, through mechanisms such as 
the Black Sea Synergy, the Middle East Process, the Northern Dimension, 
the European Neighborhood Policy and the Eastern Partnership. �e exis-
tence of Russia as the former leader of the socialist camp worried Eastern 
European countries and made it easier for the EU to launch authority-type 
Europeanization. Following the enlargements of 2004 and 2007, the con-
ditionality principle acquired special importance as the Union got closer 
to Russian borders and target countries felt Russian coercive power within 
earshot. Moreover, new members joined the Union with the �fth enlarge-
ment, implementing intensive pressure within the Union to have special 
relations with the Eastern neighbors. �us, the ENP (European Neigh-
borhood Policy) was launched after the 2004 enlargement to export good 
governance, democratic governance and decentralization to countries in 
Eastern Europe, in the Caucasus, Middle East and North Africa. However, 
targeting this large geographic area and its many countries made it clear 
that this move was not for enlargement but rather for a double-edge sword 
of a prize. Furthermore, Busygina states that the basic rationale behind the 
EU�s concern here was to gain greater security without paying a heavy price 
after 2004�s unprecedented enlargement.
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Eventually from March 2014 onwards, EU-Russia relations were based on 
mutual coercion since Russia annexed Crimea, located in the area of the 
Common Neighborhood (CN) of both powers. CN, consisting of Ukraine, 
Moldova, Belarus, Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, emerged as an area of 
competition to which both powers needed access in terms of their economic 
relations and their value in forming a coalition to reach great power status. 
However, once more the �desired future� presented by Russia and the EU are 
incompatible. �e EU aims to attract these countries by o�ering them eco-
nomic and political cooperation without the �golden carrot� of membership. 
�us, the EU expects instability during the �rst phase of Europeanization and 
stability in the aftermath.

On the contrary, Russia expects assurances of �eternal love� from CN countries 
and follows a policy of �managed instability� in case eternal love is not forth-
coming. In order to bring a target country in line, Russia�s ruling elite can ap-
ply many instruments, ranging from providing �nancial support or imposing 
trade embargos, to energy supply interruptions, manipulation using pricing 
policy, leveraging existing energy debts, creating new energy debts, and hostile 
takeovers of companies.

Busygina, making her work distinct from others, states that authority cannot 
be a response to coercion, while coercion can be a response to authority, at 
least in the short run. In fact, she believes that this is a competition between 
two rival narratives. For her, the EU�s relational authority cannot be an answer 
to Russia�s coercive power and this is proven by the annexation of Crimea, 
changing the rules of the competition radically.

After bringing forward the theoretical framework and the stance of the EU 
and Russia in their foreign policies, the author devotes the next four chapters 
to four country cases: Belarus, Georgia, Ukraine, and Turkey.

Belarus seems an exceptional case among CN countries as a country free 
from major crisis with Russia. However, the author maintains that this is not 
something given, but only an imitation of relational authority. �e country 
is bound by economic, military and energy relations with Russia and the EU 
has almost no points of entry due to Russian in�uence. Georgia and Ukraine, 
which are exposed to direct Russian military intervention in their territories 
and even lost South Ossetia, Abkhazia and Crimea respectively, experienced 
coercion as their main means of interaction with Russia. �e possibility that 
color revolutions would create a domino e�ect in CN directed Russia to ap-
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ply coercion against the EU�s relational power initiatives such as signing the 
AAs. Especially in the case of Ukraine, for Russia there is no such strategically 
important country perhaps within the whole post-Soviet space due to energy 
transfer lines and the presence of the Russian Black Sea Fleet in Crimea.

Turkey di�ers from the other countries in the study. �anks to its territorial 
size, key geographic location, and economic and military capabilities, both 
Russia and the EU are aware of their limits in attempting to establish au-
thority type relations with Turkey. �at is why Russia pursues a selective use 
of coercion, while Turkey de�nes EU membership as its �nal goal, although 
both the EU and Turkish leaders are very well aware of its impracticability. 
Nevertheless, the unique position of the country between the EU and Russia 
gives it the chance to play between them. 

Adnan Seyaz

PhD, Lecturer  

K�rklareli University, Department of International Relations 



Contextualizing Peace-Building Environments from a Sustainability Perspective: Findings of a Pilot Study in North Macedonia

227

Editor
Emre Er�en

Managing Editor
Mehmet Zeki Günay

English Language and Copy Editor
Erin Menut

Book Review Editor
Mehmet Zeki Günay

International Advisory Board

PERCEPTIONS

Homepage: http://www.sam.gov.tr

Style and Format
Articles submitted to the journal should be original contributions. If another version of the article is under 
consideration by another publication, or has been or will be published elsewhere, authors should clearly 
indicate this at the time of submission. Manuscripts should be submitted to: e-mail:�perceptions@mfa.gov.tr 
�e �nal decision on whether the manuscript is accepted for publication in the Journal or not is made by the 
Editorial Board depending on the anonymous referees� review reports.
A standard length for PERCEPTIONS articles is 6,000 to 8,000 words including endnotes. �e manuscript 
should begin with an indented and italicised summary up to 150 words, which should describe the main 
arguments and conclusions, and 5-7 keywords, indicating to main themes of the manuscript. A title page 
should be attached to the manuscript, including the title of the manuscript, full name (s) of the authors, 
academic and/or other professional a�liations if any, complete mailing address, fax and phone numbers of 
the author to whom proofs and correspondence should be sent. �e author is also expected to give a brief 
biography in a footnote at the beginning of the article. Perceptions also publishes reviews of new books or 
reports; �book reviews� are usually around 700-1,500-words.�
Manuscripts should be single-spaced written by Times New Roman regular font, 11 point throughout. 
Justi�ed margins; top and bottom 3 cm, le� and right 2.4 cm are required. Manuscripts should be numbered 
consecutively throughout the paper. Only the �rst letters of title words should be �upper case�. Quotations  
should be placed within double quotation marks (����). Quotations larger than four  lines should be  
indented at le� margin and single-spaced. Use endnotes and avoid bibliography. British punctuation and 
spelling should be used throughout. Dates should be in the form 3 November 1996; 1995-1998; and 1990s. 
All diagrams, charts and graphs should be referred to as �gures and consecutively numbered. Tables should 
be kept to a minimum and contain only essential data. Each �gure and table must be given an Arabic 
numeral, followed by a heading, and be referred to in the text. Appropriate places of tables should be 
indicated in the text and tables should be submitted in a separate �le. �If copyrighted material is used in the 
article, it is the author�s responsibility to obtain permission from the copyright holder.
Names of the authors, places and the publishing houses are required to be written in their original forms. 
�e styles of the references in endnotes should conform the following examples:

Books
John Smith,��e Book Title, New York, New York Publishing Co., 1999, p. 100. 
John E. Smith (ed.),� �e Book Title, New York, New York Publishing Co., 1999, pp. 100-102. 
John Smith and Mary Jones,� �e Book Title, New York, New York Publishing Co., 1999, p. 100. Subsequent 
references should appear as: Smith,��e Book Title, p. 100. In endnotes �Ibid.� should be used where possible, 
but it should not be used where the previous note contains more than one source.

Articles in Journals
John Smith, �Article Title�,�Journal Name, Vol. #, No. # (Month Year), p. #. 
Subsequent references should appear as: Smith, �Article Title�, p. #.

Articles in Edited Books
John Smith, �Article Title�, in Mary Jones (ed.),�Book Title, New York, New York Publishing Co., 1999, p. 
100. 

Newspaper Articles
Christopher Hooton, �Japan is Turning Its Abandoned Golf Courses into Solar Power Plants�, �e 
Independent, 21 July 2015.

Manuscript References
PRO King�s Remembrancer�s Memoranda Roll, E159/69, m. 78. BM Add. MS 36042, fo.2 (plural fos.). 
Four-�gure numerals without comma or space: 2572. Titles of other record repositories, and names of 
collections of papers, in full in �rst reference: Scottish Record O�ce (herea�er SRO), Airlie Papers, GD 16, 
section 38/82, April 5, 1844. Compton Papers, kept at the estate o�ce of the Marquess of Northampton, 
Castle Ashby (herea�er CA), bdle. 1011, no.29.

O�cial Papers
Parliamentary Papers: Select Committee on Manufacturers (Parl. Papers, 1833, VI), 0.456.  Subsequent 
references as: SC on ... (PP, 1839, VII), 00.2347.  
Hansard (Commons), 4th ser. XXXVI, 641�2, 22 Aug. 1895.

�eses
For titles of published and unpublished theses use italics: John E. Smith,� Title of �esis, unpublished Ph.D. 
thesis, Name of the University, Year, Chapter #, p. #

Internet References
Azam Ahmed and Julie Hirschfeld Davis, �U.S. and Cuba Reopen Long-Closed Embassies�, �e New York 
Times, 20 July 2015, http://www.nytimes.com/2015/07/21/world/americas/cu-
ba-us-em-bassy-diplomatic-relations.html?ref=world&_r=0 (Accessed 21 July 2017).

Title of Book Reviews
Türk Bas�n�nda D�� Habercilik�  (Foreign News Reporting in the Turkish Media), by M. Mücahit 
Küçüky�l-maz and Hakan ˙opur. Ankara: SETA, 2010, 168 pages, ISBN 9786054023073.

Ahmet Içduygu 
Ali Resul Usul 
Burhanettin Duran 
David Chandler 
Ekrem Karakoç 
Ersel Ayd�nl� 
Gülnur Aybet 
Ibrahim Fraihat 
Jaap De Wilde 
Jang Ji Hyang 
Kemal �nat
Lee Hee Soo

Maria Todorova 
Mesut Özcan 
Murat Ye�ilta� 
Mustafa Kibaro�lu 
Nuri Yurdusev 
Oktay F. Tanr�sever
Ole Wæver
Özden Zeynep Oktav
Richard Whitman
Talha Köse
�omas Risse
Ufuk Uluta�

�e Center for Strategic Research (Stratejik Ara�t�rmalar Merkezi- SAM) conducts research on 
Turkish foreign policy, regional studies and international relations, and makes scholarly and 
scienti�c assessments of relevant issues. It is a consultative body of the Turkish Ministry of 
Foreign A�airs providing strategic insights, independent data and analysis to decision makers 
in government. As  a nonpro�t organization, SAM is chartered by law and has been active since 
May 1995. 
SAM publishes Perceptions, an English language journal on foreign a�airs. �e content of the 
journal ranges from security and democracy to con�ict resolution, and international challenges 
and opportunities. Perceptions is a bi-annual journal prepared by a large network of a�liated 
scholars. �e views expressed in the articles are those of the authors and should not be 
attributed to the Center for Strategic Research.
PERCEPTIONS is a peer-reviewed journal and is included in the following databases and 
indexes: Columbia International A�airs Online,  CSA Index, Current Contents of Periodicals 
on the Middle East, EBSCO, European Sources Online, Index Islamicus, International 
Political Science Abstracts (IPSA), Lancaster Index to Defense & International Security 
Literature, PAIS Index, Pro Quest. 
To subscribe, write to the Center for Strategic Research, Dr. Sad�k Ahmet Caddesi No: 8, Balgat 
/ 06100 
Ankara - TURKEY
Phone: +90 (312) 292 22 30  Fax: +90 (312) 292 27 15 - 253 42 03
e-mail: perceptions@mfa.gov.tr         @sam_mfa
Printed in Ankara by: KLASMAT Matbaac�l�k 

Printed in Ankara, December 2019
ISSN 1300-8641

e-ISSN: 2651-3315



Selver B. �AH�N & Levent OZAN

228

A
utum

n-W
inter 2019 V

olum
e X

X
IV

 N
um

ber 2-3

�������������������������������
�
�����

�	���������������������������������������
���

9 343 98 6 0 01595

PERCEPTIONS
JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

PERC
EPTIO

N
S

Book Review

Autumn-Winter 2019
Volume XXIV Number 2-3

ISSN 1300-8641

On Turkey’s Missile Defense Strategy: �e 
Four Faces of the S-400 Deal between 

Turkey and Russia
Mustafa K�BARO�LU

Understanding the Distinguishing Features 
of Post-Westphalian Diplomacy 

Ebru O�URLU

Delinking the Migration-Terrorism Nexus: 
Strategies for the De-Securitization of 

Migration
Suna Gülfer IHLAMUR-ÖNER

Contextualizing Peace-Building 
Environments from a Sustainability 

Perspective: Findings of a Pilot Study in North 
Macedonia

Selver B. �AH�N & Levent OZAN

Humanitarian NGOs: Motivations, 
Challenges and Contributions to Turkish 

Foreign Policy
Hakan MEHMETC�K




