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Abstract

National security is the ability of a nation to meet its needs for self-preservation, self-reproduction, and self-
improvement with minimal risk of harm to the core values of its current state. According to another definition,
national security is a set of officially accepted views on the goal and state strategy in the field of ensuring the
security of the individual, society and the state against political, economic, social, military threats and as well as
external and internal threats of other states. In this article, it is noted that the problem of national security is one of
the most actual and complex problems in modern social and political science, and therefore the study of its struc-
tural elements has particular importance. Also, in the article, the structural components related to the scope of the

national security problem has been studied by giving a separate classification.
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Introduction: First of all, it is necessary to clarify
the six categories in which national security is divided
according to the scope of our research.

- International security

- Geographical or regional security

- State security

- Public safety (security)

- Safety (security) of public groups

- Security of individuals [9. p.11-13].

The mentioned areas of security are perceived as
interconnected and parallel. Just as the security of the
state covers the field of international security, and re-
gional, public, and individual security are also concepts
of security that are considered in parallel with state se-
curity.

When talking about the structural composition of
national security, it is necessary to pay attention to three
main points.

The first is the public's perception of security. The
public mass (nation, people, society, groups, parties,
voters, etc.), which is decisive in all areas of security,
plays the role of base. The structures of national secu-
rity are formed taking into account the political, strate-
gic and threat culture adopted by each nation.

Second, the structural view is made up of both po-
litical and legal views and interests of states.

The third is international and domestic legal stand-
ards.

Security is one of the main, even the most im-
portant organizational principles of modern states. His-
torically, security was organized according to the
power potential of states, but in modern times, these
standards are set according to the principles of interna-
tional law and the balance of interstate political rela-
tions. National security, which is the central and key
term of the international relations system, is the main
determining factor in making internal and external po-
litical decisions for a state. Decision-makers have a

duty to inform their public of any internal and external
political decisions that are contrary to national security
policy, disclose their harm, and include measures
against them on the agenda [24. p.212].

I. Political system and political culture

First of all, political culture is the parliament, gov-
ernment, political parties, political power, elections,
constitution, etc. institutions that regulate the integrity,
operation and management of the political mechanism
within the political system in which each people lives.
It covers all cultural presence, opportunities and behav-
ior of determining political factors. According to
G.M.Patrick, four main terminological frameworks are
defined within the framework of political culture.

- The concept of "objectivity" termed by David
Easton

- The concept of "subjectivity" brought up by
Almond, Verba and Powell

- The concept of "heristic" (study) formed by
Lisian V. Pyei

- The concept of "comprehensive" introduced
by Fagen and Tusker [1.p.39].

The concept of objectivity introduced by D.
Easton is based on the view or idea that political culture
is independent of individuals, but takes into account
their unity. According to him, the political existence of
a nation depends on its history and social-moral rela-
tions, economic and political activities. That’s why, po-
litical culture is perceived as a kind of reflection of pub-
lic behaviors of individuals in front of politics.

Almond and Verba, two researchers who analyze
political culture on the basis of subjectivity, in their
works entitled "The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes
and Democracy in Five Nations" point out the need to
take into account each nation's character and historical
behavior in the formation of political culture. In this
sense, the authors state that political cultures are deter-
mined by three main characteristics:
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First, it forms a narrow or parchial political culture
(parchial political culture), which mainly reflects views
connecting rural, urban and country types, and the atti-
tude of citizens towards the central government based
on this concept is far from being active and effective.

Second, citizens belonging to the political culture
based on subjection and obedience (subject political
culture) consider themselves a part of the central gov-
ernment and political system. The common enemy or
threat defined by the center is clearly perceived by the
citizens in the same category. Citizens with this view
are not active even if they join the political authorities.

Citizens belonging to the political culture accepted
in the third place (participant political culture) had an
effective political identity. Citizens belonging to such a
political culture judge the decisions made by the central
governments and states, and try to determine the truth
of the created image of the enemy or threat [2.p.17].

Interestingly, it is difficult to find a country with a
political culture that is included in the last ranking. Alt-
hough the European nations are included in this list,
they have taken their place at the political authorities
without judgment in the face of the black propaganda
about terrorist attacks and Islamophobia that occurred
in the 21st century.

Rye's ideas on the debate about the determinants
of political culture for national security are also inter-
esting. According to him, nations in political cultures,
whether mass or individual, mainly react within the na-
tional unity to which they consider themselves to be-
long. Rye calls this “national identification” [18. p.77].

I1. National security and strategic culture

The second determining factor in national security
is the strategic culture. Strategy which derived from the
Greek word “stratos ago” or “strategus”, is a military
term. In modern times strategy that went beyond the
concept of military or military power began to cover
other non-military factors. Along with the populariza-
tion of the term “culture”, the behavior of peoples and
nations began to be evaluated within the framework of
strategic culture. The first theoretician of modern stra-
tegic culture was Carl von Clausewitz. According to
him, the strategy is “an exam of moral and material
powers”. Clausewitz created this concept for war or
threat. According to him, the war is a half of two wills.
That is, the will to wage war is culturally determined by
psychological factors” [10. p.163-173; p.3].

The fact that the peoples of the world saw them-
selves as part of the Soviet and counter-strategic culture
from what parameters during the Cold War is a clear
proof of this. A major leading force among strategic
culture studies is the behavior that results from decision
makers in different societies thinking differently and
acting differently under similar conditions and decision
stages [16. p.17].

One of the main reasons why strategic culture is
decisive in the concept of national security is the attach-
ment of nations to what identity they see themselves as
a part of historical, cultural, moral, and religious point.
For example, since the Turkish people perceive them-
selves on a different front against the Greeks in the stra-
tegic cultural sense, they show a strategic reaction in

the decisions made by the state towards Greece in ac-
cordance with their past and the historical process they
have gone through [23. p.69].

The researchers who talk about a role of strategic
culture in national security issues mainly point the atti-
tude of three generations.

The attitude of the first generation is based on
Jacques L. Snyder's concept of strategic culture. Ac-
cording to Snyder, “strategic culture is the sharing of
sense reflexes and ideas of already accepted behavioral
attitudes and conditions that members of a society pos-
sess and share with each other through education and
training in their strategic styles” [19. p.8].

For example, representatives of the generation that
spent a large part of their lives in the USSR have the
same strategic cultural attitude in all matters related to
the United States. This generation is considered to be
the generation before 1980, and it should be taken into
account that this generation played an active role in de-
fining the concept of national security in a number of
countries.

The second generation is accepted, generation
with different strategic interests and views, formed af-
ter 1980. According to Johnston, there is a leadership-
politics parallel in the strategic behavior of this genera-
tion in the face of national security issues. According to
this generation’s understanding, there is a deeper and
hidden goal behind every political behavior. Leaders
have different political goals than their stated ones.
This indicates legal maneuvers and methods of the state
in front of the enemies [12. p.39].

The third generation is the tough, picky, and defi-
nitely non-ideological generation that formed after
1990. Global security interests are above national and
regional interests for this generation with more liberal-
minded minds. Interestingly, the concept of security is
more relevant to this generation than to the other two
generations. Because in the global world, with the
emergence of common, global forms and components
of security (global warming, terrorism, chemical weap-
ons, water problems, etc.), a new culture of security be-
gan to flourish [13. p.41].

According to Johnston, the advantages of the stra-
tegic culture of the third generation are even greater.
Because the third generation's approach to security is
variable, unlike the deterministic view of the first gen-
eration, and the casprological view of the second gen-
eration. For them, cultural relations are meaningful and
important not because of historical and national values,
but because of experiences. It is interesting that security
for the third generation is perceived in global terms, and
not in national and regional framework. In many cases,
the views of this generation are inversely proportional
to the understanding of the states about national secu-
rity [17. p.8]. Johnston defines this generation's idea as
"neorealist” [13. p.42].

I11. National security. Social crowd and threat
culture

The concept of threat which is the third factor de-
termining public opinion in national security comes
from itself. This is shortly called threat culture. As you
know, researchers studying security issues in interna-
tional relations recommend focusing on the cultural
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views to which the masses are attached. Because this
paves the way for the emergence of constructivist the-
ories in the structural solution of security. People's con-
cept of threat or threat culture is based on the logic of
friend and enemy. Carl Smith explains his understand-
ing of politics on the basis of "friend and enemy". Ac-
cording to him, the world that emerged after the First
World War “is not a political union, but a political ma-
jority” [20. p.84].

In matters of national security, many states deter-
mine their behavior based on their people's traditional
understanding of friend and foe. At the international
level, this created the concept of "current friend and en-
emy change in international relations"., states define
their relations for the sake of security and benefit
among themselves according to this change. For exam-
ple, the traditional "fear of the Turks" in the mentality
of the European peoples plays an important role in the
European Union's behavior towards Turkey. Also, in
international organizations such as NATO and the
Shanghai Economic Community, the concepts of friend
and foe are defined according to strategic goals [6.
p.65].

According to Katzenstein, the threat understood as
a threat to one state in international relations is evalu-
ated by another state in the same framework as the con-
cept of alliance. This comes from "an epithet created by
autonomous power politics” [14. p.3].

As a result, the basis of national security is the po-
litical, strategic and threat culture of the public in con-
nection with threat. This is generally called security
culture. In this case, the security culture is evaluated in
six items:

a) Security culture refers to the values shared by
all individuals or the entire group of society at a group
or higher level;

b) Security culture is closely related to formal se-
curity issues in a society;

c) Security culture is formed with the participa-
tion of society members;

d) Security culture affects the behavior of society
members;

e) Security culture is formed by experiences
gained from incidents, mistakes and wars, as well as
reconciliations in a society;

f) Security culture is very strong, stable and re-
sistant to change [3.p.47-48].

The state is considered the main factor in national
security. The state is considered a kind of security pro-
vider, its structural determinant and forming element.
National security for national states is as important as
national interests and national goals. Each state man-
ages to protect its national interests and achieve its
goals in proportion to ensuring its national security.

National power includes all the material and moral
elements that a state will use to ensure its national in-
terests and achieve its national goals. The elements that
determine the national power of the state are the follow-
ing: political power, economic power, military power,
demographic power, geographic power, psycho-socio-
logical and cultural power [4.p.29-30].

It is clear from this that power is the main factor
in ensuring national security for states. Therefore, for a

long time, that is, until the 1990s, from the time when
the issue of security was on the agenda, state power and
state authority were understood as related to power.
Here, too, military power was considered the main ele-
ment. However, after 1990, especially with the "new
concept of security" formed by the Copenhagen school,
the identification of security with power is perceived.
So, all the sources of power mentioned above began to
form the scope of national security [5. p.5].

Barry Buzan emphasizes each of these parameters
as the main elements of the safety net. Therefore, the
main elements of national security are: political secu-
rity, economic security, public or social security, mili-
tary security, environmental security, geographical se-
curity [8. p.96-97].

According to Buzan, the most important feature of
the new concept of security is the formation of parts of
power and security structures known in a general sense
and the presence of these parts in an effective condition
[7. p.58].

Geographical factors sometimes create natural and
unnatural hazards. For example, Cuba's military poten-
tial is the biggest threat for the United States, which has
the largest military power in the world, and hurricanes,
which every year have a big impact on the state budget
and threaten the lives of many citizens, are also a source
of danger [25. p.397].

Until the 21st century, when security was men-
tioned, the main factor was the states, as well as secu-
rity areas, military and political issues were brought to
the attention. But in the last few decades, states have
begun to cease to be the main point of threats. This is
because traditional concepts of security have been re-
placed by biological security, environmental pollution,
terrorism, the limitation of the world's natural re-
sources, migration, economic problems (hunger, fam-
ine, drought), mass infectious diseases, bacteriological
weaponization, knowledge terrorism, etc. Currently,
the sides of the concept of threat, which constitutes a
risk for national security, are changing rapidly. Modern
forms of threats such as blocking the bank and security
systems of the state through computers, stealing
knowledge archives have appeared. Such mass sui-
cides, counter-propaganda campaigns targeting a cer-
tain institution of a state or the moral values of a people
also create socio-psychological dangers. In this sense,
some social organizations and movements aimed at
solving social problems are affected without any reason
or are perceived as part of a global threat. Animal rights
and green protection organizations are unknowingly
becoming an element of threat through the direction of
certain networks. It turns out that in the current condi-
tions, the borders of the concept of national security as
a threat have expanded twice, and in return, the concept
of threat has become more sensitive.

IV. Globalization and national security issues

In the globalized world, threats based on global se-
curity began to surpass national security. The new
global relationship system has created a chain of virtual
relationships in parallel. Along with the increase in the
number of Internet users, permanent concepts and val-
ues have begun to form in virtual relationships. In 1995,
there were 16 million Internet users in the world, and in
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2000, this number increased to 360 million, and in the
following 12 years, to 2.5 billion. Between 2000 and
2012, there was a 566 percent increase in the number
of Internet users [26]. In 2018, this number reached 5
billion.

Virtual relations require the creation of virtual se-
curity networks, the creation of new forms and rules of
control over mass social information networks. All
these require expenses that exceed the capabilities of a
state. In such a case, there is a need to create new global
rules and concepts of security.

Along with social media, the concepts of "soft
power" or "soft threat" also started to gain relevance.
The connection of social media tools to global struc-
tures, the use of these networks by some powers to
transmit and receive their understanding to the other
side, also creates inequalities in the concept of global
security. So, parallel to global relations, global compe-
tition is expanding.

Traditional national security structures were under
state control. These structures were mainly imple-
mented by: police organization, gendarmerie forces,
army units and security organization.

These structures performed the regulatory role of
the internal regulation of the security of each state.
Those regular powers were regulated in accordance
with the international law norms along with the rights
of the states.

International law (rasion d etre) and the main prin-
ciple in its interaction constitute the characteristics and
needs of the international political order. Within this or-
der, there should be common terms on how to com-
municate in cases of coexistence or global enmity. No
matter how scattered and different these views are, cur-
rently the international legal system has managed to
form a certain pattern of its own [21. p.31-32]. M. Hart
and A. Negri based on this point of view that "right (re-
peating the many forms that money acquires in the cap-
italist system) does not carry any value of its own like
money, important conditions for the reproduction of so-
cial works, capitalist society, division of labor and col-
onization it is made up of the values it produces day by
day [11. p.22]. The reason for this is not the issues
raised by international law, but the world system to
which the law is bound. Thus, modern international law
is a product of a certain state and its emergence dates
back to the times when capitalist production was effec-
tive. In the process of creating international law, it is
mainly the emergence of capitalist states after monar-
chist states. Therefore, international law itself is unable
to fully meet the general security of the world, since it
is based on the security of capitalist industrial relations
[22. p.19-20].

V. International parameters and national secu-
rity factor

International law protects the rights of states based
on the principle of reciprocity, protecting their rights,
defending the rights of their citizens outside the coun-
try, and the right to common defense. All of these men-
tioned settings involve security issues. Looking at it
from this framework, security in the world is currently
perceived in three stages: country security (domestic,
territorial, state), regional security (interstate, common

security), global security (migration, terrorism, nu-
clear-biological weapons, climate, human rights and so
on.).

The country security is in the first place in the se-
curity system. Country security is divided into several
categories: domestic security, territorial or geograph-
ical security and state security.

The main structural aspect of internal security is
that each country has its own security organization. En-
suring the safety of citizens, guaranteeing their rights
and freedom, preventing internal conflicts, etc. consti-
tutes the main areas of internal security. Territorial or
geographic security covers areas related to the protec-
tion of a state's national identity and existence. State se-
curity aims to eliminate the threats directed to the legal,
political, economic and national principles defined in
the constitution of each era. State security agencies, es-
pecially internal and external intelligence, control this
area.

The main field of national security is intelligence,
that is, the activity of intelligence agencies. Intelligence
agencies are considered a primary aspect of national se-
curity.

Each state determines its own intelligence and in-
telligence mechanism. Information and events that are
not intelligence for a state may be vital for another state.
There are also states where intelligence controls the po-
litical and social life of the entire state. Stalin era USSR
is an example in this regard. Intelligence systems and
agencies are considered to be the main organization in
the protection, and promotion of the values of security,
which both form the concept of national security and
set its parameters. In intelligence systems whose main
activity is based on the information-analysis-evaluation
prism, the protection of the state and the nation is above
all kinds of profit, and the control bodies are carried out
in this framework.

Intelligence systems are threat and threat preven-
tion forces. After perceiving, evaluating and analyzing
of the incidents such as crisis, rebellion, changing the
constitutional values of the state, coup, conspiracy, cre-
ating unauthorized power and profit groups, threats,
pressure, violence, developing action plans that will in-
fluence the main leaders and bodies of the state and so
on by the intelligence groups, they take measures¢ if
necessary. The measures taken by intelligence groups
may not aliiays be unilateral, internal interference, re-
direction, receiving information, etc. action forms are
among the methods used by intelligence.

Intelligence agencies define their activities in a
chain of sharing, regulating and taking action with
other agencies. In this sense, intelligence is considered
the most operative aspect of security in matters of na-
tional, regional and global security.

The second stage of security is territorial or geo-
graphical security. Geographical or territorial security
covers a specific area in national security. It includes
many areas from urban security to security of energy
sources and natural phenomena. According to re-
searcher Wendt, there is an affinity between issues of
territorial security and issues stemming from human
nature. Since security is the basis of the human phe-
nomenon, the security of the territory belonging to a
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person and groups of people is the main condition of
human destiny. For this purpose, many countries have
formed their Geographical Information System. Geo-
graphical Information Systems are currently success-
fully applied in many fields, including the military
field. From terrain analysis systems to satellite systems,
from computer systems to various technological sys-
tems, Geographical Information Systems are widely
used in security fields [15. p.3-4].

Conclusion

States constantly monitor regional security as well
as their own national security standards. Each state has
its own security thresholds, concepts, parameters and
common control mechanisms of the region in which it
is located. In the neighborhood relations, the states are
obliged to take into account the security of the sur-
rounding states as well as themselves, and adjust their
own internal and national security accordingly. In this
sense, regional security is the guarantee of internal se-
curity, as well as the key to global security.

The last structural stage of security is international
security. Already in our modern world, international se-
curity issues are rapidly being formalized in the form of
standardization, centralization and mutual assistance,
leaving the framework of common concepts. Terror-
ism, global warming and climate change, migrations,
human rights, national rights, nuclear and chemical
weapons are governed through the legal standards of
international security.
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