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“We are all the losers if we move into a new Cold War, new arms 
race. So, we must try our utmost to find that balance between being 
firm, predictable, delivering credible attempts of defence, but at 
the same time trying to develop a better relationship with Rus-
sia including arms control and political dialogue with Russia.”

NATO Secretary General

INTRODUCTION

NATO alliance is the strongest military security organization of our day. 
On the other hand, the competition on the power balance between Russia and 
USA reflects on NATO and European security, impacting Euro-Atlantic secu-
rity negatively. This new arms race is escalating the threat parameter through 
nuclear armaments and ballistic missiles. While Russia is exploiting the dif-
ferences between the NATO and USA which arose during the Trump adminis-
tration, it is also allying with China in order to set up a counter in the Baltic-
Black Sea-Mediterranean axis. On the other hand, Turkey setting out to obtain 
S-400 missiles from Russia and stepping up with the energy cooperation has 
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been criticized by the NATO and USA. The arms aid as provided by USA to 
PYD and PKK in Syria  is increasing, with the U.S. Senate’s suspension of the 
delivery of the F-35 missiles and further application economic sanctions are 
causing major fractions. 

In 1991, just after the collapse of the former Soviet Union, the first good 
news was the fall of the Berlin Wall, which caused tectonic shifts in the Euro-
pean security architecture in the ideological conflict between Western capital-
ism and Soviet communism. Thus, NATO enlarged the areas in which it oper-
ated on, which had been previously designated by the Warsaw Pact, even when 
Yeltsin had suggested that Russia might someday become a NATO member. 

The second news was bad news: such dramatic changes caused the NA-
TO-Russia relations to fell into a state of deep in crisis since 2008 Georgia 
War. The 2014 Ukraine Crisis, the ongoing deployment of Russian military 
force in Syrian Civil War and the allegations of Russian meddling in the 2016 
U.S. presidential vote further exacerbated the relations. Kremlin’s annexation 
of Crimea especially led to a hybrid warfare with “Little Green Men’’, with 
the US deploying ballistic missile defence shields in NATO territory thwarting 
hope for a new “reset” policy initiative in US-Russian relations. 

In this article, we shall try to answer some sophisticated key questions 
which cannot be easily and definitely answered: How can NATO and Russia 
rebuild a new and constructive relationship in light of recent developments? 
Can U.S. and Russia look for and find new ways to reestablish ties? Why do 
these two superpowers need to prevent engaging in a dangerous arms race 
through testing strategic interests such as nuclear disarmament treaties in order 
to resolve policy differences? Can Turkey improve and normalize relations 
while keeping up with U.S. sanctions but also keep on cooperating with Rus-
sia? How will NATO and U.S. respond if Turkey operates S-400 missiles?

1. Russia Federation-US Confrontation in the 21st Century

In relation to the broad framework described above, the American na-
tional security strategy is being redrawn by the Trump administration. The new 
approach US is maintaining designates Russia and China as threats of risk, and 
as a result, it could be said that there are plans to reorganize the military force. 
Unfortunately, the foreign and defensive policy makers in the U.S. claim that 
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their country’s role being that of a unique global leader. The U.S. sees itself 
as a global leader and a champion of liberal values. Trump’s foreign policy 
is drifting from the new look. He has publicly revealed his critical ‘America 
First’ policy shaped with 2017 National Security Strategy-(NSS); National De-
fence Strategy (NDS), and still describes the U.S. as “the world’s lone super-
power,” including “preserving peace through strength” as one of the policy’s 
four pillars. Pentagon sees Russia as a threat and calls Russia a ‘revisionist 
power’ while the National Defence Strategy proclaims the U.S. is in ‘strategic 
competition’ with the Kremlin.1 On the other hand, Russia identifies several 
developments, including NATO expanding towards its borders and developing 
a missile shield project, the political instability and civil wars which began 
with the Colour Revolutions and further escalated with the Arab Spring, as a 
West-backed intervention and a threat of security. The priorities in this docu-
ment can be enlisted as follows;

1. The Colour Revolutions and Corruption are the most important 
threats for the Russian Federation,

2. Chemical and Biological Weaponry Threats,
3. NATO’s enlargement exceeding beyond the border,
4. The Coup d’état Administration in Ukraine creating an image of anti-

Russia,
5. Two Conditions for Opposition Against Nuclear,
6. Information War,
7. Military Power Usage,
8. The Danger of Economic Stability and
9. The Plans for Economic Recovery (Örmeci & Kısacık, 2018, pp. 249-

251).

In terms of NATO and EU, the 2016 Russian Federation National Secu-
rity Strategy has set forth the following evaluations;

The role of force continues to dominate in the international relationship. 
The strive to increase and modernize the offensive weapons only weakens the 
global security system and the system of international treaties and agreements 
on arms control. The principles of equal and indivisible security are not be-

1 Moscow is certainly a challenge for the US: it seeks to reshape the Western-led, rules-based 
international order, and is using full-spectrum warfare to disrupt Western democracies. 
Russia is not afraid to take military action when it feels challenged or perceives a potential 
geopolitical loss – such as in Georgia, Ukraine and Syria.
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ing observed in the Euro-Atlantic, Eurasian and Asia-Pacific regions. The ex-
pansion of NATO and its approach to Russia’s borders has created a threat 
to national security. Expanding the force potential of NATO and endowing 
it with global functions which are implemented in violation of international 
legal norms, the block’s military activation, its continued expansion, and the 
approach of its military infrastructure to Russian borders, all create a threat to 
national security. The still-evident block approach to resolving international 
problems is not facilitating their response to a whole range of challenges and 
threats. The growth of migration from Africa and the Middle East to Europe 
has revealed the bankruptcy of the regional system of security in the Euro-
Atlantic region that was built on the basis of NATO and the EU(Sputnik Inter-
national: Russia, 2016, para.14-18). 

It has to be mentioned within this context how the Russian Federation ap-
proaches to its relations with Euro-Atlantic Bloc organizations namely NATO. 
In the 2016 Foreign Policy Doctrine of the Russian Federation, this issue is put 
forward as follows;

61 Systemic problems in the Euro-Atlantic region that have accumulat-
ed over the last quarter century are manifested in the geopolitical expansion 
pursued by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the European 
Union (EU) along with their refusal to begin implementation of political state-
ments regarding the creation of a common European security and cooperation 
framework, have resulted in a serious crisis in the relations between Russia and 
the Western States. The containment policy adopted by the United States and 
its allies against Russia, and political, economic, information and other pres-
sure Russia is facing from them undermine regional and global stability, are 
detrimental to the long-term interests of all sides and run counter to the grow-
ing need for cooperation and addressing transnational challenges and threats 
in today’s world.

62 Russia’s long-term Euro-Atlantic policy is aimed at building a com-
mon space of peace, security and stability based on the principles of indivisible 
security, equal cooperation and mutual trust. Russia is a consistent advocate of 
transforming political declarations regarding indivisibility of security irrespec-
tive of States’ affiliation with political and military alliances into legally bind-
ing obligations” (The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, 
2016, para.61-62).
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Russia is now facing a dilemma. In Moscow, the elite modern Russian 
ruling class aspires to build up a new strategic status as an independent, global 
centre of power: unlike the international relations theories in terms of Cold 
War era. For its part, Russia resents what it perceives as being US hegemony 
and the unwarranted interference in other countries’ internal affairs. Nuclear 
weapons are the one area where the two sides still maintain parity. Putin’s 
historical speech at the 2007 Munich Security Conference was a signal to the 
West that Russia no longer intended to play by the old rules (Smith, 2008, pp. 
759-773). Putin’s 2007 Munich Speech contained within a robust disapproval 
contrary to Washington’s unilateralism in the world politics that signified sig-
nificant as another cue of Moscow not accepting policies to be assessed as the 
intrusion to its security and sovereignty. Pro-Putinists have long been in fa-
vour of ascribing superior prominence regarding sovereignty and security was 
absolutely well-matched with European values. From their understanding, by 
highlighting the concept of sovereignty, Moscow remained guarding European 
values that Europe itself may well not mostly carry on when met with political 
pressures from the U.S. On the whole, a new foreign policy consensus estab-
lished that a firm type of turning up the development, stability and security tar-
gets stood harmonious with Moscow. The new Foreign Ministry report termed 
as “A Survey of Russian Federation Foreign Policy”, arranged by Kremlin 
and delivered on March 27, 2007, further explained the new face of Kremlin’s 
great power pragmatism. It set forth an important change in Moscow’s point of 
view since the 2000 Foreign Policy Concept. 

The 2007 Report has suggested the concept of multipolarity based on “a 
more equitable distribution of resources for influence and economic growth” 
which arranged the base for a more self-assured and well-balanced Moscow. 
By this document, Kremlin was offered as set to constitute international rela-
tions dynamically via inspiring the actions of others, particularly Washington, 
if they characterized “unilateral and disrespectful of international law”. In the 
same vein, this report would not be regarded as anti-American and was not 
seeking for any cooperative strength for undermining the global position of the 
White House. Moderately, it would be supportive of the combined leadership 
and multilateral diplomacy concepts as contrary to unilateralism and hege-
mony in international politics (Kısacık, 2017, pp.56-57).

In 2008, the office of President was obliged to change given the Rus-
sian laws that specified the Presidency terms with two successive terms. 
Consequently, then-President Putin was required to present one of his closest 
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staff, Dmitry Medvedev, as the new President of Russia. Medvedev contin-
ued Putin’s forceful vision, aiming to pinpoint Moscow as a global player and 
a designer of new global rules. In Medvedev’s June 2008 Berlin speech, he 
proposed a broad vision over Europe “from Vancouver to Vladivostok” and 
suggested an all-European Treaty for invention of a new security organization 
by moving forward NATO expansion and the conflict on Kosovo. Resting on 
citing his displeasure with Washington’s position in European security, Med-
vedev stayed blaming the White House to produce the global financial crisis 
by attempting to substitute for the global commodities and financial markets, 
and he would recommend an overhaul of the international economic order. 
This disapproval remained not meaning of pursuing an anti-Western policy 
by Kremlin. As an alternative, Moscow investigated for reengaging the West 
on conditions that Kremlin felt safe by amalgamating membership within the 
Moscow-Washington alliance, moving forward connections with the rising 
powers namely Beijing and New Delhi, and chipping in the world’s economic 
benefits with poor non-Western nations (Kısacık, 2017, pp. 57-58).

Kremlin intends to stop NATO’s eastward expansion. On August 7, 2018, 
the Euro-Atlantic Bloc has declared a condemnation on Kremlin’s continu-
ous military existence in Georgia and restated their support on the territorial 
integrity and sovereignty of this country. Before this, on August 6, 2018, in 
parallel with Putin’s latest statements on Georgia-Ukraine-NATO relations, 
Russian Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev has sent a severe warning to NATO 
that Tbilisi’s possible membership to Euro-Atlantic military alliance may well 
become a “horrible” new confrontation. In an interview with Kommersant FM 
Radio, Medvedev has also underlined that the Alliance’s plans in the long run 
for offering membership to Tbilisi (Sajaia, 2018) represent “unquestionably 
reckless” and “precarious to peace” (Radio Free Europe / Radio Liberty, 2018).
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Figure 1.1. Russia’s ‘buffer zone’ retrieved from https://www.csis.org/
analysis/russias-design-black-sea-extending-buffer-zone. 

For the Russian Federation, Ukraine is a very strategically important 
country between itself and the Real Europe. In terms of Russian geopoliti-
cal and geostrategic thinking, the territories of Ukraine have been considered 
as a transit region, a strategic barrier and a buffer zone separating itself from 
the foreigners. The word “Ukraina” used in Russian language since 12th cen-
tury comes into the meaning of “Border Country” and “Fortress Country”. 
In parallel with this issue, Ukraine having 603.000 square-kilometer and ap-
proximately 50 million-population is regarded as one of the largest countries 
of Europe and the second most important country of Eastern Europe following 
the Russian Federation. Moreover, it has to be underlined that Russia shares 
more than 2200 kilometres of border with Ukraine. In addition to this, Ukraine 
is positioned less than 480 kilometres from Moscow and is in close proximity 
to the Volga Region which is accepted as the industrial and political heartland 
of the Russian Federation. Given Ukraine’s geopolitical and geostrategic posi-
tion, any government in Kremlin will have to make every effort for sustaining 
some type of control on the foreign and defence policies of Kyiv. Here the fun-
damental target is to prevent Ukraine’s memberships to foreign military and 
geopolitical blocs. If this cannot be prevented, Kremlin will try to establish a 
frontward security area throughout its western border.  This framework is the 
only best method to better comprehend Russian Federation’s Ukraine Policy 
(Kısacık, 2017, pp.60-61). Since the independence of Ukraine on August 24, 
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1991, this country has been in stuck between Russian Federation and Euro-At-
lantic Bloc due to its different foreign policy orientations in Leonid Kuchma, 
Viktor Yuschenko-Yuliya Timoshenko and Viktor Yanukovych’s presidential 
terms. It must also be underlined that Ukraine is a critically significant country 
for European energy security in that more than seventy percent of Russian 
natural gas transported to European continent is realized over country. In that 
sense, the gas price disagreements and Kyiv’s refusal to pay its former gas pur-
chase debts in 2006 and 2009 would be resulted with the gas cut off by Russia 
toward Europe in which the latter would be severely affected especially in the 
winter times. Here it has to be stressed the impact of pro-Euro-Atlanticist for-
eign policy orientations of Yuschenko-Timoshenko tandem over Russian for-
eign policy implementations in that term. Later on, the relations between Mos-
cow and Kyiv would be better under Viktor Yanukovych’s presidential term 
between 2010 and November 2013 due to his following of pro-Russian poli-
cies. But as of November 21, 2013, Yanukovych suspending the partnership 
agreement with the European Union resulted with the mass protests named as 
“Maidan Movement”. As a result of these mass protests, Viktor Yanukovych 
had to resign from his post which was regarded at that time by Kremlin as a 
coup d’état against democratically elected president. Later on, these develop-
ments have been ended up with Russia’s unification with Crimea on March 21, 
2014 and the conflict in Ukraine’s Donbass region have fueled the West into 
starting a campaign of economic sanctions against Moscow (McFaul, 2018, 
pp.393-408, Caşın & Derman, 2016, 364-375). 

On November 25, 2018, Ukraine’s Berdyansk and Nikopol gunboats and 
the Yany Kapu tugboat unlawfully criss-crossed the Russian maritime border 
as per they cruised toward the Kerch Strait, the entering to the Sea of Azov. 
The Ukrainian vessels were detained by Moscow subsequently waning to reply 
to a request for stopping. In the aftermath of the event, Ukrainian President 
Petro Poroshenko would sign a ruling announcing martial law in numerous 
Ukrainian regions positioned adjacent the Russian border and the coasts of 
the Black Sea and the Sea of Azov, that will be in effect for one month. On 
the other hand, the Russian President has mentioned that this incident was a 
provocation intentionally organized as a pretext for declaring martial law in 
Ukraine prior to the presidential election in this country. For Putin, this martial 
rule will be effective on the presidential election campaign, planned to begin 
in late December 2018 despite the low approval rating of Poroshenko. Here 
in that point, some details on this issue should be given to better comprehend 
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the crisis between Russian Federation and Ukraine. For Kremlin, the Western 
media’s recent examination of the incident in the Black Sea with Ukrainian 
ships omitted one central point in which the intentional initiative of Ukrainian 
naval vessels had openly provoked Russian Border Guard by boldly disregard-
ing the prevailing necessities for navigation in the Kerch Strait. Moscow thinks 
that for Kiev, the Kerch Strait remains an international strait and therefore the 
Crimean Bridge constraints navigational freedom. In that manner, it should be 
highlighted that the Kerch Strait has never held the status of an international 
strait in terms of the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea. 
Within this framework, the Azov Sea has historically held the status of inter-
nal waters between Russia and Ukraine (through the privilege of succession 
to USSR). Thus, it could not have the status of a territorial sea, an exclusive 
economic zone or areas of high seas that constitute the defining features of an 
international strait. Therefore, the articles with regard to the right of transit 
or innocent passage for foreign vessels, that form the requisite in terms of 
international straits, are not valid for the Kerch Strait Case. Also, in that case, 
for Ukrainian officials’ constant allegations on Russian violations regarding 
its control right in the Azov Sea and the Kerch Strait for political reasons, it 
has to be stressed that any state is able to develop several precautions within 
its internal waters for the prevention of infiltration of border, customs, fiscal, 
migration, sanitary laws and regulations, for securing its transportation and 
economic infrastructure as well as for protecting the environment (The Herald, 
2018). Within that the recent Russian position on Kerch Strait Crisis between 
itself and Ukraine can be summarized as follows;

It was absolutely reckless and extremely dangerous behaviour by the 
Ukrainian side. It is clear to any objective observer that a blatant provoca-
tion was carried out in order to portray Ukraine again as a “victim of Russian 
aggression” The obvious aim is to mobilise Western support for the Kiev re-
gime as well as to provide an excuse for President Petro Poroshenko to declare 
martial law creating a mechanism to manipulate upcoming presidential elec-
tions (which he otherwise is certainly set to lose). Russia is not seeking any 
conflict with Ukraine and does not threaten anyone; however, it will continue 
to stop any attempts to encroach on its sovereignty. There is clearly little hope 
to find common sense in Kiev now. One can only hope that Western countries 
sponsoring current Ukrainian regime will find a way to bring it to reason (The 
Herald, 2018, para.19-21).
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In this manner on December 12, 2018, German Chancellor Angela Merkel 
explained Bundestag that efforts are being put forward for the permission to 
German and French in observing the shipping in the Azov Sea. Merkel stated 
that:

We tried to expand the OSCE mission to the Kerch Strait and the Sea of 
Azov, but Russia rejected it. Now we are trying to ensure that at least repre-
sentatives from Germany and France could observe the passage of ships there. 
The Russian side assured that reasonable navigation in the Sea of Azov was 
possible. But we need actions (Sputnik International: World, 2018b, para.2-3).

Figure 1.2. Russia-Ukraine Kerch Strait Clashes retrieved from https://
www.aljazeera.com/news/2018/11/warns-russia-outlaw-seizure-ukrainian-na-
vy-boats-181126133646013.html.

Russian air force has flown with modern combat aircraft over European 
airspace and has conducted troop exercises on NATO borders. In this regard, 
Russia held its biggest military manoeuvre in decades, the Vostok-2018, in the 
eastern part of the country, involving nearly 300,000 soldiers, 36,000 tanks 
and military vehicles, a thousand aircraft and 80 warships (Yang, 2018 & The 
Moscow Times, 2018). Meanwhile, Russian naval forces have unexpectedly 
executed an exercise in the Mediterranean. Russia claims that an Israeli air-
craft “pushed” the Russian Ilyushin 20 (IL-20) surveillance plane into the line 
of fire during the drill. The ministry accused the Israeli army of “intentional 
provocation” and said Israel did not warn Russia of its operation in the area 
until one minute before the strike (BBC News: World / Europe, 2018).
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Figure 1.3. Russian War Games, “Vostok-2018” retrieved from https://
www.scoopnest.com/user/AFP/1039336559625953280--provides-an-over-
view-of-the-vostok-2018-east-2018-military-drills-involving-hundreds-of-
thousands-of-russian-troops-and-including-the-chinese-and-mongolian-
armies.

Moscow is especially concerned about the increased commitment of its 
two neighbouring non-NATO member states, Sweden and Finland, to the Tri-
dent Juncture-18 military exercise, particularly so as there’s a renewed debate 
about Sweden possibly joining NATO (Mäkelä, 2016). Potential triggers in-
clude Russian jets routinely buzzing NATO surface vessels on the Black Sea 
and the Baltic Sea, unprofessional air interceptions over Syria, and force pos-
ture and military exercises in the shared neighbourhood. With these actions, 
Russia explores the boundaries of escalation and tests the Western response. 
President Vladimir Putin has hailed new missiles in Russia’s military arsenals 
but has also emphasized that the country would only use its nuclear weapons in 
response to an incoming missile attack. Putin has noted that Russia’s military 
doctrine doesn’t envisage a preventative nuclear strike. In Putin’s words: “The 
aggressor should know that retaliation is inevitable, and he will be destroyed.” 
(The Washington Post, 2018).

Are Europeans only dreaming that they will go back to business as usual 
once the Trump term ends, or will the European allies suddenly change their 
course of action for defence? On the other side of the coin, it should be pointed 
out that the defence and foreign affairs ministers of 23 EU countries would 
come together on 8 December 2017 for signing a significant agreement which 
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means a new military structuring for the EU. Named as Permanent Structured 
Cooperation Agreement (PESCO), this has born as a German-French centred 
defence initiative (European Union External Action, 2018). 

When this initiative is evaluated under the light of previous failed Eu-
ropean Army initiative of Europe, there are many people who are suspicious 
that PESCO will be successful (Ateşoğlu-Güney, 2018b, p. 171). But there 
also some people who say that the situation is different at the moment and the 
needs as well as threats are more serious than before. In the end, we see the 
increasing of defence expenditures by the EU member states due to Trump’s 
pressures or the obligations caused by EU-originated defence initiatives. Here 
the main problem is that we cannot know whether Europe will be more secure 
despite the spent money by Europe, or not. First of all, the threats encountered 
by EU and of course NATO show great differences in the East and South flanks 
due to the indivisibility of security within the NATO. As it is known, when the 
Russia has acquired the advantage of “Anti Access / Area Denial: A2 / AD” in 
the aftermath of Ukraine Crisis, it has been able to create a direct conventional 
threat to Baltics and East Europe. Eventually, NATO in its previous summits 
for instance at Wales Summit, has strengthened the deterrence toward NATO’s 
eastern flank very much. However, it is still considered that in case of a pos-
sible conventional war in the Black Sea, the Russian Federation may have the 
superiority. Also, this escalation strategy is an expensive one in which Moscow 
will lose in the end. Therefore, NATO’s priority will be the prevention of direct 
NATO-Russia confrontation by the open deterrent means through imprison-
ment of Russian forces to the Black Sea. It can be foreseen that in this direc-
tion, the priority of EU’s Eastern and Northern countries is to develop their 
conventional defence capacities and to make their existing capacities better 
in that direction. But the rising hybrid threats namely immigration, terrorism 
necessitate the development of offshore capabilities including naval capacities 
towards the power projection. Shortly, it may not be easy to enlist the plans 
and priorities on the necessity of developing and renewing kinds of capaci-
ties in PESCO. If the PESCO surprisingly becomes successful, the probable 
NATO-PESCO competition will occur between US-led NATO and PESCO 
under the influence of Germany-France. In the future, such problems as the de-
coupling between NATO and EU defence structures, the discrimination against 
to non-member countries to both of these two organizations, the unnecessary 
expenditures on the advancement of different capacities by different Brussels 
(NATO’s Brussels versus EU’s Brussels) might arise. Moreover, if the PESCO 
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is successful, it is highly improbable to respond such questions as “is the com-
petition between PESCO and NATO, a great struggle or does it address to a 
new bargain process between USA and EU” (Ateşoğlu-Güney, 2018b, p. 172). 

Figure 1.4. NATO and European Union’s PESCO Members retrieved 
from https://epthinktank.eu/2018/05/15/peace-and-security-in-2018-over-
view-of-eu-action-and-outlook-for-the-future/eu_nato_pesco/. 

NATO has been gradually increasing its readiness in counter with Russia’s 
more and more frequent military exercises and the intricate force structure in 
the Baltic-Eastern Europe-Black Sea-Syria axis. Subsequently, Trident Junc-
ture 18 has been designed as a broad-scoped military exercise which portrays 
the determination of the allied states. Indeed, NATO’s response to Russia with 
the Trident Juncture 18, commenced on 25 October 2018, would carry the aim 
of evaluating its ability to defend and reinforce Allies, including those from 
across the Atlantic. NATO military planners and the staff in the “worst-case 
scenario business” are therefore prudent in evaluating and training Alliance 
capabilities for deterring, countering, and, if necessary, defending against this 
growing Russian belligerence and military capability (NATO Review, 2018). 
Today, Europe is mostly prosperous, and the Soviet Union has gone. NATO 
allies face a different yet full spectrum of potential threats, with the Eastern 
Flank members still seeing Russia as an existential threat, although NATO’s 
Southern Flank is more fearful of the emerging international terrorism and 
mass migration flowing through their borders. However, some NATO leaders 
and senior official policy makers have also begun to seriously wonder whether 
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the organisation has also been losing ties of security strategies and shared val-
ues with its Euro-Atlantic allies, after the US president Trump calling NATO 
an “obsolete” force. Indeed, Trump’s criticism of a German deal with Russia 
on energy appeared to relate to the Nord Stream-2 pipeline directed to Germa-
ny. However, Angela Merkel has been denying the allegations that her country 
was “totally controlled” by Russia, saying that Germany has made its own 
independent decisions and policies (The Guardian, 2018). Likewise, Yoshihide 
Suga, the Japanese chief cabinet secretary, called a U.S. withdrawal “undesir-
able” (Reif, 2018).

But the most daunting crisis may rise if Trump confirms US withdrawal 
INF Treaty (BBC News, 2018b). The EU has warned Donald Trump about the 
risk of a new nuclear arms race after the US president announced that he was 
pulling out of a Reagan-era arms control treaty. “The INF contributed to the 
end of the cold war and constitutes a pillar of European security architecture 
since it entered into force 30 years ago,” a spokeswoman for the EU foreign 
policy chief, Federica Mogherini, said in a statement. “Thanks to the INF trea-
ty, almost 3,000 missiles with nuclear and conventional warheads have been 
removed and verifiably destroyed,” the statement said. “The world doesn’t 
need a new arms race that would benefit no one and, on the contrary, would 
bring even more instability” (The Guardian, 2018). On the other hand, Donald 
Trump‘s National Security Adviser John Bolton would conclude two-days of 
high-level meetings in Russia – including President Vladimir Putin - with a 
defiant message: “There’s a new strategic reality outdated, outmoded and ig-
nored by other countries”. Russia was long in violation of the deal, Mr Bolton 
said – citing the testing and deployment of a ground-based cruise missile by 
Moscow. Other countries, like China, Pakistan and India “were not even sig-
natories. The US seal depicts an eagle holding 13 arrows and an olive branch 
with 13 olives,” Mr Putin said. “Did your eagle eat all the olives and now only 
arrows are left?” Mr Bolton said he had not brought olives.” (Carroll, 2018).

Moscow has good reasons to assume that while it is ready to lift this 
ban with the treaty’s demise. According one argument, Putin has wanted to 
scrap the INF Treaty for a long time and was provoked the Trump administra-
tion. Instead of strengthening the case for upping Europe’s efforts at deterring 
Russia’s military pressure, breaking down the INF Treaty only increases the 
European opposition to Trump’s policies (Baev, 2018).  As can be seen, unlike 
the Cold War era, the present differences of opinion between the NATO allies 
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and the Trump administration may thicken the veil of uncertainty surrounding 
the Organisation’s future mission and vision. Russian President Vladimir Putin 
warned that the U.S. plan to withdraw from the treaty could lead to a new arms 
race and said that any nation that hosts U.S. Intermediate-Range missiles will 
“put their own territory under the threat of a possible counterstrike.” President 
Vladimir Putin has warned Russia will respond “in kind” if new US nuclear 
missiles are placed in Europe. Putin added that Russia was concerned that the 
US had already dropped the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) treaty, wanted to 
leave the INF treaty, and that the future of the nuclear arms reduction New 
Start treaty was unclear ( BBC, 2018c).2

On October 29, 2018, the Valdai Discussion Club organized a meeting 
on “The Future of NATO and Russia’s Interests”, with the involvement of 
Alexander Grushko, Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Fed-
eration, and Andrei Kelin, Director of the Department of European Coopera-
tion, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation. Andrei Kelin has 
underscored that;

From time to time Europe tries to show to the United States its indepen-
dence. In this sense, three areas have to be mentioned: first, to conduct its 
own military operations outside the alliance’s area of responsibility; second, a 
partial refusal to purchase weapons from America, and finally – the “military 
Schengen”, facilitating the movement of military equipment through the ter-
ritories of the EU countries”. Although in NATO there are rules for accepting 
new countries – in particular, everything should be stable and without conflicts 
– now they are treated with flexibility. What will happen if Ukraine and Geor-
gia join NATO? For us it will be a colossal military and economic problem. 
We will have to build a defensive line near our third capital, Sochi, and spend 
enormous resources to prevent possible actions from a potential enemy. The 
same with Ukraine. Although so far, the situation does not suggest that this 
may happen in the near future, the alliance continues to follow the path of 
confrontation” (Valdai Discussion Club, 2018, para.5 & para.9 ).

In accordance with these statements, Alexander Grushko has highlighted 
that:

NATO’s first blow to Europe’s architecture was launched when the en-

2 “INF treaty: Russia ‘will respond’ to new US missiles in Europe’’, BBC 24 October 2018, 
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-45971537. 
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largement process began — absolutely unnecessary both in terms of the Eu-
ropean security strengthening and in terms of the security of those states that 
entered the alliance. What NATO does on the eastern flank can be described as 
the build-up of military capabilities in the direction of Russia, and if we speak 
in military language – we are talking about some military preparations. This is 
very alarming, as we are forced to respond to it both politically and militarily. 
Thus, the development launched by the alliance is fraught not only with the 
establishment of the Cold War political-military climate, but also with an arms 
race. NATO is returning to the paradigm of deterrence against Russia and is 
building up its military potential. The total spending in this area is $1 trillion – 
51% of the world total; after the planned expenses increase, their amount will 
be 10 times higher than the expenses of Russia. Large-scale military exercises 
are underway right now, and arms reduction treaties and reductions of nuclear 
infrastructure are virtually destroyed. However, there is still some hope. Of 
course, the fundamental difference from the situation of the Cold War is that at 
present the communication channels are open (Valdai Discussion Club, 2018, 
para. 6, 7, 8).

On the other hand, Steven Pifer from the Brookings Institution criticizes 
US Administration’s latest decision on the withdrawal from INF Treaty and 
shares the following remarks concerning this issue:

In December 2017, Washington announced an “integrated strategy” to 
press Moscow to return to compliance. So far, the strategy does not seem to 
have worked. Bolton’s position comes as no surprise. He views arms control 
with disdain. He has long called for withdrawal from the INF Treaty, was a 
driving force behind the U.S. decision in 2001 to leave the 1972 Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Treaty and opposed the 2010 New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty. 
Russia’s failure to correct the violation gives justifiable grounds for leaving 
the treaty. But is it the smart thing to do now? The United States will get the 
blame for killing the treaty. Moscow has vigorously denied the U.S. charge 
and claims the United States is in fact the one in violation. U.S. evidence of the 
Russian violation is highly classified, so the public debate will devolve into an 
exchange of charges, counter-charges, and denials. Even if the Pentagon were 
to build the missile, however, a big question remains: Where could the United 
States put it? An Intermediate-Range missile based in the United States cannot 
reach Russia, so it will not cause much alarm in the Kremlin. And it is unlikely 
that the United States could persuade NATO, Japan or South Korea to deploy 
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it. So, U.S. withdrawal from the INF Treaty is a loser all around. Russian of-
ficials probably are celebrating the news (Pifer, 2018, para. 5-14).

Andrew Korybko from Russian Federation Edward Lozansky, President 
of the American University in Moscow and Tom McGregor, commentator 
for China’s state-owned media CCTV.com, based in Beijing would evaluate 
this issue in Sputnik International on October 27, 2018 as follows;

The US now seems willing to commence an arms race in the New Cold 
War that it believes can be leveraged to divert precious development funds 
away from the Russian homeland following the strategy that it regards as hav-
ing contributed to its victory in the Old Cold War against the USSR. Concur-
rently, the US hopes to deploy the same category of arms in East Asia as China 
is presently thought to have already been doing. For as masterful of a plan as 
it may appear to be on paper, the reality is that the strategic situation has dra-
matically changed in the intervening three decades since the INF Treaty was 
promulgated and that the US’ previous presumptions about Russian weakness 
might no longer be relevant. The same can be said for what appears to be its 
over-exaggeration of Chinese military capabilities in East Asia, too. The driv-
ing force behind the US’ withdrawal from the INF Treaty appears to be exactly 
that the main motive is the dream about a unipolar world. Will it come true? 
No (Korybko, 2018, para. 2-7).

The NATO-Russia Council, bringing together the 29 Allies and Russia, 
met in Brussels on 31 October 2018. Ambassadors contributed to an open ex-
change of opinions with regard several issues encompassing on several topics, 
the situation in and around Ukraine; issues related to military activities, re-
ciprocal transparency and risk reduction; Afghanistan; and hybrid challenges. 
In accordance with the principle of openness, NATO and Russia provided 
briefings over major exercises. While NATO informed Russia regarding the 
continuing exercise of Trident Juncture 2018, and Russia informed NATO on 
the Vostok 2018 Military Exercise. NATO Senior Civilian Representative, 
Ambassador Cornelius Zimmerman also provide information on Afghanistan. 
Another issue of discussion between Russian Federation and NATO was the 
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty. NATO Secretary-General 
Jens Stoltenberg shared the following remarks on this issue:

We all agree that the INF Treaty has been crucial to Euro-Atlantic security. 
For over five years, the United States has pursued diplomatic and technical av-
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enues with Russia aimed at preserving the INF Treaty. The United States is in 
compliance with its obligations under the INF Treaty and continues to provide 
substantial transparency on its programmes. No arms control arrangement can 
be effective if it is only respected by one side. Allies have repeatedly expressed 
serious concerns about the new Russian missile system, known as the 9M729 
or SSC-8. NATO has urged Russia repeatedly to address these concerns in a 
substantial and transparent way, and to actively engage in a constructive dia-
logue with the United States. We regret that Russia has not heeded our calls. 
This reinforces our assessment that the missile system 9M729 poses a serious 
risk to the strategic stability of the Euro-Atlantic area. Allies urge Russia again 
to address these substantial concerns in a transparent manner and to ensure full 
compliance with the INF Treaty without delay. While we stand ready to con-
tinue dialogue on this issue with Russia, as an Alliance we are also committed 
to take effective measures to continue to ensure the safety and security of all 
Allies” (North Atlantic Treaty Organization-NATO OTAN, 2018, para.3). 

Figure 1.5. Deployment of Medium and Short Range Missiles in Europe: 
Hitting Areas in case of a renewed deployment retrieved from http://valda-
iclub.com/multimedia/infographics/deployment-of-medium-and-short-range-
missiles/?utm_source=newsletter&utm_campaign=96&utm_medium=email. 

On November 2, 2018, Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov has put 
forward his country’s official point of views on this issue as follows;
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Russia also remains ready to prolong the New START strategic arms re-
duction treaty after it expires in 2021. But in order to realize this possibility, 
it’s necessary to settle the existing problems related to the implementation of 
the agreement. In any event, the situation of a lack of dialogue with the US on 
arms control using diplomatic channels which are currently “frozen” is sim-
ply “unacceptable.” Established channels of dialogue “have not been used for 
quite a long period, which, of course, creates a situation which is unacceptable 
from the point of view of global security interests. We have regularly proposed 
unfreezing those channels of dialogue which are now frozen, and to begin a 
dialogue on all aspects of strategic stability, including the INF, START, and the 
ABM, or rather the non-treaty, which doesn’t exist because Washington unilat-
erally withdrew from it, and the situation which is arising in connection with 
the creation of a global US missile defense system. These systems naturally 
have a direct impact on strategic stability. We are very concerned about the 
danger of the transformation of outer space into a sphere of armed confronta-
tion. This subject has become more and more worrisome recently (Sputnik 
International: World, 2018a, para. 4-7). 

An important evaluation on the US’s decision to withdraw from INF 
Treaty has come from Federal Republic of Germany. Germany’s Foreign Af-
fairs Minister Heiko Maas has underscored that: 

An end to the INF Treaty would bring down one of the greatest achieve-
ments of disarmament policy. This would fuel uncertainties and global arma-
ment tendencies. The US, Europe, and Russia should rethink the arms agree-
ments that exist today, adding new weapons to them, and creating armaments 
control architecture. Even if the INF Treaty was to be preserved, it would not 
guarantee security as, for example, it doesn’t cover contemporary nuclear-ca-
pable rockets. Germany must remain a power of peace: we will stand up for 
disarmament and arms control persistently and vigorously. Only in this way 
can a global arms race be stopped. Only in this way can we secure peace in Eu-
rope” (Sputnik International: Europe, 2018, para. 3, 4, 10).

In accordance with these statements Maas has recommended four points 
which should be the guidance of new disarmament policies. These are as fol-
lows; 

1) Full cooperation and data exchange between the actors are crucial, not-
ing that common interests must prevail over mutual distrust. Even during the 
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Cold War, there was a permanent dialogue to create transparency and avoid 
misjudgments,

2) There should be proposals for a comprehensive regime of transparency 
for missiles agreements, not only between Europe, the US, and Russia but also 
in the Middle East and East Asia, where the race for cruise missiles might 
escalate conflicts,

3) the upcoming discussions with China to try to propose the greater 
transparency and arms control in the region, as the Chinese rearmament pro-
cess has become a matter of concern.

4) Precautions should be taken regarding weapons of the future, even 
though some of them might now sound like science fiction. Space weapons, 
missiles those are much faster than the speed of sound, killer-robots that can 
kill without human control should be banned by the United Nations (Sputnik 
International: Europe, 2018).

In this context, following the NATO Foreign Affairs Ministers’ meeting 
on December 4, 2018, the following issues with regard to the INF Treaty have 
been shared;

1. The Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty has been crucial 
in upholding NATO’s security for over 30 years.

2. Allies have concluded that Russia has developed and fielded a missile 
system, the 9M729, which violates the INF Treaty and poses significant risks 
to Euro-Atlantic security. We strongly support the finding of the United States 
that Russia is in material breach of its obligations under the INF Treaty.

3. For over five years, Allies and the United States in particular, have 
repeatedly raised their concerns with the Russian Federation, both bilaterally 
and multilaterally. As we stated in the Brussels Summit Declaration in July, 
Russia has responded to our concerns with denials and obfuscation. Russia 
only recently acknowledged the existence of the missile system, but without 
providing the necessary transparency or explanation.

4. The United States has remained in full compliance with its obligations 
under the INF Treaty since it entered into force. Allies have emphasized that 
the situation whereby the United States and other parties fully abide by the 
Treaty and Russia does not, is not sustainable.
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5. Russia’s violation of the INF Treaty erodes the foundations of effective 
arms control and undermines Allied security. This is part of Russia’s broader 
pattern of behaviour that is intended to weaken the overall Euro-Atlantic se-
curity architecture.

6. Allies are committed to preserving strategic stability and Euro-Atlantic 
security. NATO will continue to ensure the credibility and effectiveness of the 
Alliance’s overall deterrence and defence posture.

7. We will continue to consult each other regularly with a view to ensur-
ing our collective security. We will continue to keep the fielding of Russian 
Intermediate-Range missiles under close review.

8. Allies are firmly committed to the preservation of effective interna-
tional arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation. Therefore, we will 
continue to uphold, support, and further strengthen arms control, disarmament 
and non-proliferation, as a key element of Euro-Atlantic security, taking into 
account the prevailing security environment.

9. We continue to aspire to a constructive relationship with Russia, when 
Russia’s actions make that possible. As most recently confirmed at the Brussels 
Summit, we remain open to dialogue with Russia, including in the NATO-
Russia Council.

10. We call on Russia to return urgently to full and verifiable compliance. 
It is now up to Russia to preserve the INF Treaty” (North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization – NATO OTAN 2018).

2. ROLE OF TURKEY IN NATO

All these developments reflect on the Southern flank of the Organisa-
tion and reflect to Turkey. Here at this point, some significant dimensions of 
the relations between Turkey and NATO have to be pointed out. Turkey has 
been a NATO member since 1952. It should be mentioned that Turkey was a 
staunch ally at a critical geostrategic position. Turkish and Greek member-
ships would be regarded as the NATO’s first successful enlargement. During 
the Cold War period, although Turkey represented a flank country, it was also 
inside the fundamental security affiliated developments. For instance, in 1959, 
Jupiter missile systems were launched in Turkey, provoking Soviet reaction. 
The downing of a US U-2 spy plane in May 1960 would end up with the 
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blames by the Soviet Union that Ankara permitted the use of territory for ag-
gressive activities. At that time, 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, would result with 
the removal of Jupiter missiles from Turkey. Also, Turkey would be a member 
of Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) which was dissolved with 1979 Is-
lamic Revolution in Iran. In 1960s and 1970s, Ankara’s political dialogue and 
economic collaboration with Soviets and Warsaw Pact member-states would 
augment due to events related with the Cyprus Issue. Especially, Turkey would 
be surprised by the 1964 letter of then-USA President Lyndon Johnson, em-
phasizing the unwillingness of NATO to defend Turkey in case of a Soviet in-
tervention as a result of Cyprus Crisis. Later on, Ankara would re-consider its 
whole foreign policy affiliations and would prefer to differentiate its external 
relations through further opening up to Islamic countries and the Third World 
which for instance resulted with the advancement of economic affiliations with 
the Soviet Union including fundamental industrial projects namely refineries, 
steel mills and energy trade but also resulted with the spread of communist 
ideology broadcasts from East Berlin (Diriöz, 2015, pp. 655-656).

Here it should be pointed out that for Yılmaz; Ankara’s approach for its 
membership to NATO has been underscored by three significant elements that 
would have a noteworthy role in terms of shaping the alliance between Ankara 
and Washington. Firstly, Turkey has seen NATO as an extension of USA and 
evaluated its NATO membership as a guarantee for their security against the 
Soviet Union and also a chance for the cooperation with Washington on a 
broader scale via the institutionalization of NATO. In addition to this, Turkey 
had the belief that their membership to NATO represented the acceptance of 
its equality with the Western European nations and its being a component of 
Europe in which this goal was put forward by the Turkish leaders since the 
first times of the Republic. Yılmaz also mentions that the NATO membership 
would not be the end but more a milestone in Turkey’s long journey for the def-
inition of its identity and status regarding the Europe. Though the significant 
changes over time, the external and internal dynamics shaping these changes 
still present noteworthy outlooks in terms of comprehending the intricate fac-
tors of Ankara-Washington affiliations and NATO’s continuing importance in 
today’s world for Ankara (Yılmaz, 2012, p. 492).

NATO’s policies in the post-Cold War period denotes that the Alliance 
has put forward several doctrines in order to cope with the new term. From 
1991 to the present, numerous strategic concepts have been set forth by this or-
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ganization to address new challenges and issues after the fall of Soviet Union. 
Especially, the “newer strategy” which was agreed upon at the Lisbon Summit 
2010 has enlisted three core missions for the Alliance that are as follows;

➢	 The continuing task that has formed the cornerstone of NATO: Col-
lective defense and Article 5 commitments,

➢	 The promotion of security by crisis management operations that fun-
damentally reflect the Alliance’s preparedness for extending peace via strategic 
projection of security ( such as its military operations in Balkans, Afghanistan, 
off the shore of Horn of Africa and in Libya) as well as

➢	 Cooperative approach to security which comes into the meaning that 
NATO does not wish to become a global cop which operates every security ac-
tivity however does intend to collaborate with partners in terms of convergence 
of global priorities and security crises, shortly the deepening and widening of 
its relationships with partners and arms control. This new strategy also under-
lines the fact that NATO will be deterrent and defendant against such new se-
curity risks as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means 
of transportation, terrorism, instabilities or conflicts beyond NATO’s borders, 
cyber-attacks and the cutting off the stream of energy supplies – where and 
when endanger the security of an individual ally or the whole Alliance (Diriöz, 
2015, p. 657).

Turkey asserts that, despite providing vital assistance to NATO during the 
Cold War and being actively involved in NATO peacekeeping operations such 
as those in Afghanistan, Bosnia and Kosovo, the Multinational Peace Force 
South-East Europe which helps NATO’s multilateral collaborative regional ef-
forts in the post-Soviet area, and the playing of a mentor role by Ankara in 
NATO’s partnership relations with Balkans, Caucasus through Partnership for 
Peace Training Centre and Centre of Excellence on Defence Against Terror-
ism in Ankara, and Ankara’s active interest in backing up of NATO’s dealing 
new security challenges namely terrorism, energy security, maritime security, 
cyber-security, climate change and proliferation (Diriöz, 2015, pp. 657-659), it 
hasn’t been receiving enough support for the PKK and ISIS terror occurring in 
its southern borders. When this situation is closely examined, it is clearly un-
derstood that what NATO perceives from Turkey’s defence against the threats 
coming from Syria in terms of the Alliance’s obligations is the abolishment of 
Damascus’s air attack and missile threat. Here NATO has advocated the fact 
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that for the deterrence against the threats coming from the Syrian side, only 
Spanish Patriots, USA war planes launched at İncirlik and then NATO war-
ships equipped with Aegis missiles would be enough. But it is a reality that 
in parallel with NATO’s Generalized Deterrence Principle, the provision of 
security guarantees to its ally by the Alliance and additional deterrent precau-
tions given by NATO to Ankara with respect to Syria have been dysfunctional 
for the abolishment of ISIS type of attacks and similar low-level conventional 
attacks coming from Syria. Due to this factor, Ankara has expressed the neces-
sity of taking a set of precautions including the formation of a safe zone in 
order to be able to resolve increasingly important border security by the abol-
ishment of all soft and hard security issues directed against it from Syria. But 
Ankara has not received the necessary support from its allies in NATO regard-
ing these precautions in order for ensuring its security. Consequently, Ankara 
has completely been obliged to struggle with its own capabilities for deterring 
the low-level conventional threats coming from the Northern Syria during the 
internal war occurring in this country (Ateşoğlu-Güney, 2018a, pp. 65-66).

On the other hand, NATO and U.S. are anxious about Turkey’s coop-
eration with Russia and Iran which began with the Syrian Crisis (Joobani & 
Mousavipour, 2015, pp.141-155), and its attempts to set zones of no conflict 
in the Astana talks. Although, it’s also known that the political and legal safe-
guards Turkey has implemented on the wake of the failed coup of July 15th 
and the transition into the Presidential System after the Election held on June 
18th has caused the critical stance held in Euro-Atlantic countries which claim 
Turkey has been straying from the Western democratic values and the princi-
ples of a state of law to rise into prominence. Additionally, the conflict between 
Ankara and the EU countries in relation to the Syrian refugees has caused 
further fracture in the opinions. Clearly, the disagreements between Turkey 
and US have implicitly evolved into a process of decrementing relations with 
NATO, with the cooperation attempts with Russia on the grounds of energy 
and armament possibly open to be described as a deepening of the rift between 
the parties (Öniş & Yılmaz, 2016, pp. 71-95). 

Turkey, one of NATO’s most significant military powers, has provided 
Washington with logistic support for its military actions in the Middle East for 
years. But, Russia will deliver its first S-400 missile defence battery to Turkey 
in 2019 (Al Jazeera, 2018). US officials have seen Ankara’s growing ties with 
Russia as a threat to the state of affairs. The U.S. has sanctioned key Turkish of-
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ficials and intends to impose steep tariffs on Turkish steel and aluminium. U.S. 
President Donald Trump signed a defence authorisation act which prohibits the 
sale of America’s most advanced stealth fighter, the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, 
to Turkey, should Turkey follow through on its purchase of the Russian missile 
defence system. Turkey has been a partner in the international consortium that 
financed the F-35 since 2002 and plans to purchase 100 of the stealth fighter 
jets from the US at a reported $1.2 billion. Turkey’s decisiveness to purchase 
Russian-made S-400 air defence missile system can be summarized as with the 
statement of President of Turkey Recep Tayyip Erdoğan on 2 September 2018; 
“We have made S-400 deal with Russia. Someone is offended by it. We don’t 
need permission from anybody” (RT, 2018). This stalemate has been evaluated 
by NATO Secretary-General as follows;

It is a challenge and is well known that there is a disagreement between 
Turkey and especially the United States on this issue. As far as his alliance is 
concerned, the only important thing is that “the different systems сan work 
together. Turkey is a very important ally to NATO, for many reasons,” and 
it is important of recognizing Ankara’s contributions to US and alliance-led 
operations worldwide. Turkey is also important when it comes to dealing with 
the migrant and refugee crisis. They host millions of refugees, and they are 
important to implement the agreement between EU and Turkey on managing 
the flow of migrants on the Aegean Sea. So, yes there is problem, there is a 
challenge, with the decision to buy S-400 combined with F-35. I welcome the 
dialogue that is addressed, but at the same time it’s important to recognize 
the importance that Turkey is playing to the whole alliance” (Sputnik Interna-
tional: Military & Intelligence, 2018, para.3 & para.8).

It should be mentioned in that context that Ankara’s willingness to buy 
Russian S-400s is seen as inconsistency to its NATO obligations and Anka-
ra’s endeavours for the rationalization of this agreement by referencing S300s 
launched in Greece is absolutely not accepted as a reasonable vindication by its 
NATO Allies. Consequently, Ankara’s decision to purchase Russian S400s re-
mains as a source of disagreement in its affiliation with NATO, and especially 
with White House. The best illustration of this conflict has been the immedi-
ate inclusion of U.S. Senate’s this matter into its annual “National Defence 
Authorisation Act”, asking the U.S. Defence Ministry for the preparation of a 
report regarding Turkey and the blocking of F-35 and F-16 fighters’ sales, Pa-
triot air defense systems, and military helicopters to Ankara. Moreover, Ankara 
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may well encounter Washington’s sanctions under the “Countering America’s 
Adversaries through Sanctions Act” adopted in August 2017 that aims the 
punishment of firms doing businesses with the defence sector of the Russian 
Federation (U.S. Congress, 2017). Due to the pooling of criticisms between 
Turkey and USA, affiliations will have to be picked up carefully at a bilateral 
stage that will require the separate examination from Ankara’s whole affilia-
tions with NATO (Çeviköz, 2018, p.43).  

Figure 2.1. S-400 Triumf Air Defense Missile System retrieved from 
https://world-defense.com/threads/s-400-triumph-air-defence-missile-sys-
tem.512/.

NATO has attached special importance to Ankara’s urgent security con-
cerns, which were more openly examined at the 2018 Brussels Summit when 
compared with 2016 Warsaw Summit. Here, it should be necessary to provide 
some important points regarding Warsaw Summit 2016. Given the different 
views among members, NATO has been attempting to pursue new responsi-
bilities in counter terrorism and these challenges have led to an insufficient 
strategy. In this manner, these issues were hoped to resolve in the 2016 Warsaw 
Summit. Even though the Allies did agree that NATO should endure its support-
ive role in fighting against the terrorism threat, the decisions taken regarding 
counter-terrorism related would stay behind the anticipations. Especially under 
the light of the terrorist attacks recently having occurred in Europe, members 
disagreed with on what NATO’s role ought to be in counter-terrorism and put 
forward diverse opinions regarding the issue. Moreover, common understand-
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ing of the terrorist threat among the member states has beeni and still is, awk-
ward. The fundamental decision taken in Warsaw remained the launching of 
Airborne Warning and Control Systems (AWACS) at the discarding of Global 
Coalition against ISIS for increasing its awareness and intelligence sharing 
against terrorist activities. Despite the fact that NATO’s 28 members have been 
unconventionally involving the Global Coalition against ISIS, NATO as an 
alliance has not officially participated. In addition to this, the launching of 
AWACS intends for backing up the Coalition’s participants. Within that con-
text, the launching of AWACS represents politically significant in that they will 
supply intelligence and surveillance for the Coalition and therefore does prove 
the role of NATO in terms of counter-terrorism as a complementary body in 
the wider struggle against terrorism (Sadık & Bekci-Arı, 2018, pp. 309-310). 

Moreover, within that context, the most surprising decision represented 
the declaration on the prolongation of the Resolute Support Mission (RSM) 
in Afghanistan. Even though the withdrawal of the RSM troops was envis-
aged as of 2016, it was agreed in Warsaw 2016 Summit that the assistance and 
training activities of NATO in Afghanistan for supporting the Afghan Army 
was to be prolonged beyond 2017. This mission intends for providing training, 
advice and assistance in such fundamental areas as force generation, force sus-
tainment, strategy and policy planning, resourcing and execution, intelligence 
and strategic communications for Afghan Army. It is expressed by the NATO 
that these initiatives of RSM form a component of wider engagement in the 
struggle against terrorism for ensuring that the Afghanistan never turns out to 
be again a safe zone for terrorist activities. Furthermore, the number of troops 
provided by the member countries of the Alliance to RSM would be increased 
from 12.813 to 13.459 in 2017. The common manner of terrorist threat as a 
part of cooperation underwrites to broader inclination of NATO members and 
partners for involving in the rising number of military exercises and disposi-
tions within the southern flank. However, it should be set forth that the key 
factor behind the decision on the prolongation of RSM comes into the mean-
ing the acceptance of location of ISIS’s emerging bases in Afghanistan and 
Pakistan. Within this context, NATO’s concentration on ISIS and unawareness 
over PKK in which Turkey as one of the most significant members of NATO 
has been fighting for almost more than thirty years, increase the concerns on 
NATO’s confidence. Washington underestimating Ankara’s objections, warn-
ings and all diplomatic initiatives has been continuing to provide weapons and 
backing up YPG against ISIS. Consequently, NATO’s announcements and ini-
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tiatives for constituting a “common understanding of terrorist threat” turns out 
inappropriate as well as therefore declines the trust and cohesion among the 
member countries of the Alliance (Sadık & Bekci-Arı, 2018, p. 310).

On the other side of the coin, in 2018 Brussels Summit Declaration, for ex-
ample, there has been a direct reference to Ankara’s increasing security threats 
in the South and commitments were given to Ankara on the full execution of 
personalized guarantee procedures. Furthermore, this declaration underscores 
that the strong point of the NATO Response Force has been augmented and the 
Very High Readiness Joint Task Force remains prepared for the deployment on 
short notification. In addition to this, the U.S. European Commander General 
Curtis Michael Scaparrotti convened with Turkish Defence Minister Hulusi 
Akar in early August 2018- seen as a sign of NATO’s increased interest toward 
Ankara’s security fears. Despite the presence of these guarantees targeted at 
addressing Ankara’s security concerns, Turkey still continues its military ex-
istence in northern Syria and has to show that its “its increasing security risks 
caused by the developments in the South” are completely in association with 
terrorism and are not related with a probable conflict with Damascus. Ankara’s 
threat perception with regard to its southern border stems from PKK, which 
has been conducting a rebellion against Ankara for more than thirty years. 
Ankara’s allies have been holding time and again stated their supports to An-
kara on fight against terrorism and on those grounds; Turkey’s military opera-
tions against Northern Syria have not been opposed. Nonetheless, Ankara’s 
protracted military existence in the Northern Syria requires a clear justification 
as a necessity only for sustained fight against terrorism, due to the fact that 
Ankara has constantly repeated its commitment toward the territorial integrity 
of Syria. In that sense, achieving a delicate balance between Washington and 
Moscow represents similarly vital. Collaboration with Washington in Manbij 
and around the Euphrates Basin remains an outcome to this type of policy. 
Unremitting collaboration with Moscow in terms of de-escalation zone has the 
same type of importance as well (Çeviköz, 2018, pp. 43-44).

Within this framework, it is observed that Russia’s unilateral relations 
with USA and its general relations with NATO countries are in great tension 
due to these countries’ implementation of comprehensive sanctions against it. 
This situation not only results with the invasion of Crimea by the Russian 
Federation and the process of continuation of confrontation between paramili-
tary Russian forces and Ukrainian soldiers over the territories in the north of 
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Ukraine’s Dnieper River. This condition has also resulted with the Russian 
launching on Syrian territories with its very powerful ve comprehensive air 
force instruments as of October 2015 as well as ended up with the enable-
ment of Russia to control the whole area. Therefore, the capabilities of fighting 
against terrorism by the Alliance in general or specifically by Turkey and USA 
have been greatly constrained without taking into consideration Moscow’s 
presence in the region. NATO’s operational capability of towards reaching the 
desired goal is evident. The Rapid Deployable Corps within the Alliance sports 
a capacity of 60.000 soldiers, consisted of those from nine states, when neces-
sary. In Turkey, 3. Corps within the First Army launched in Maslak-İstanbul 
has been constituted for this particular goal. Whether or not this capacity will 
be effective in both fight against terrorism and the occurring tensions as well as 
possible conflict with the increasingly high-tension relations with Russia will 
be dependent on the context of exercises and its success levels.  It is possible 
to say that NATO’s deterrent feature is still functional. The adoption or non-
adoption of the policies by NATO during the Syrian Crisis will not only pave 
the way for deepening of the tragedy in the region and negatively affecting the 
neighboring states including Turkey the but also will end up with the easier 
implementation of counter policies by the Russian Federation against the in-
terests of Western member countries of the Alliance ranging a wide geography 
starting from North Pole Region to Baltic countries, Ukraine, Black Sea Basin 
as well as to the Mediterranean. This necessitates NATO Alliance’s to act with 
common mind together with common defence or common security (Kibaroğlu, 
2018, pp.87-94).

CONCLUSION

As a result, in reference to the ongoing status of counter-challenges be-
tween the parties, the chance of improving the NATO-Russia relations or find-
ing mutual interest appears to be limited, but not impossible. We can say that 
it is hard to imagine a scenario in which NATO and Russia returning to a 
common agenda. We think that under the light of current major security chal-
lenges; NATO is requiresd to preserve and even strengthen its strong political 
determination and the military readiness of the Alliance’s key members. We 
think that there’s still hope for NATO and Russia would be able to improve the 
ties. NATO and Russia should also move ahead with mutual understanding in 
order to cooperate in the future, for the sake of security and stability. 
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Arms control agreements, imperfect as they are, have proven remarkably 
successful at countering destabilizing nuclear programs at a fraction of the 
cost of countervailing military programs. Trump’s move to kill the INF Treaty 
includes neither, and it is increasingly obvious that ending the agreement has 
little to do with Russia and much to do with both China and the anti-treaty 
zealots now in control at the White House (Wolfsthal, 2018).  The rise of popu-
lism in the West will impact the ability of the transatlantic alliance to project 
peace and stability in the world.  This is the key obstacle to the elaboration 
of a forward-looking strategy to address the security challenges of Europe’s 
South. This environment calls for a policy response framework that reflects 
the heterogeneity of the landscape. NATO allies will need to reach a political 
consensus to overcome the threat.

Russia’s actions in Syria are part of a broader regional strategy that is both 
complex and fragile. Following its Syrian intervention, Russia was awarded a 
49-year deal for access to Syria’s Tartus naval base, Russia’s only base on the 
Mediterranean, and secured indefinite access to Syria’s Hmyemim air force 
base. Russia is also promoting itself as a mediator in other Middle East theatres. 
Russia and Turkey signed the contract on S-400 air defence systems delivery 
in 2017.  Installation of S-400 in Turkey is expected to begin in October 2019.  
From the Turkish perspective, there is a growing feeling that Turkish security 
perceptions are differing from the rest of the Western alliance. However, Tur-
key has no willingness to distance itself from NATO.  Turkey wants NATO to 
understand what Turkey perceives as threats and include them in the NATO 
parlance.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In the New World Order of the 21st century, the information age has revo-
lutionized our lives, shrunk distances, and made societies more interdepen-
dent. Cyberspace and its underlying systems emerged as domains of profound 
influence on defense doctrines with the advent of communications technology, 
proliferation of the Internet and networked devices so-called the “IoT” (The 
Internet of Things). Virtual warfare, waged via computers and the Internet, 
became an essential aspect of military conflicts between adversaries, as the 
operation and management of warfare in the future has begun to change.1 To 
policymakers, possession of fastest computers is as crucial in the 21st century 
as possession of longest-range aircraft was in 20th century. Just as airpower had 
transformed battle scenes back then, the military utility of cyberspace has risen 
with diffusion of asymmetric warfare, which, in essence, is the goal of a war: 
One side will inevitably want to dominate over the other and make the balance 
asymmetric.2 As a form of smart power, cyberpower emboldens low-profile 
actors, decreases threshold of turning points in crises, and multiplies kinetic 
power’s impact. Since the very orality of the Internet has a way of turning ter-
ritorial battles into battles of ideas,3 transformation of modern battles utilises 
de-territorialised cyber attacks as means of persuasion and winning hearts and 
minds on a mass scale.4 In the information age, what’s important is not just 
“whose army wins in battle, but whose story wins over people”.5


