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Ozet (Tiirkce)

Devletler, hegemonik savaslarin bas-
kilamak ve kabul ettirmek i¢cin dogas:
geregi savasir. Bu nedenle, diinya ta-
rihi savaglar ve catismalar ile baglar.
Devletlerarasi esit olmayan giic degi-
simleri, Insanligin bir arada yasama-
ya basladig1 giinden itibaren vardir.
Devletler, dinamiklerini ortaya koy-
dugu i¢in egemenlik kurma calis-
malar1 ilk nesilden gilintimiize kadar
gelebilmistir. Peki, birbiri {izerinde
egemenlik kurmak isteyen toplumlar
careyineden ¢atismakta ve savagsmak-
ta bulmuslardir? Bu sorunsali calisma
icerisinde Tukidides gibi, insan do-
gasinin degismezligine ve insanligin
korku ile yonlendirilmesi ile gii¢lerini

artirma bilincindeki dogmatik bir ne-
dene baghyoruz.

Spartalilar ve Atinallar arasindaki sa-
vas yontemlerinden ¢ikarilan dersler
ile birlikte sistematigi degisen savas
kuramlar1 dogrultusunda ilerleme
kaydedilse de su gercek ortaya ko-
nulmalidir; ‘insanligin teknolojik ge-
lisimi ve ekonomisi ilerleme kaydet-
se dahi bu insanin dogmatik olarak
iginde tasidig1 savas dogasim degis-
tirmez sadece savasin yoOntemlerini
degistirir” Bizde bu calismada, ¢ok
kutuplu diinya diizenine gegis yapan
politik diizenin Amerika merkezli de-
gisim kosullarini gozlemleyerek elde
ettigimiz veriler dogrultusunda savas
politikalar1 ve savunma tercihlerinin
degisimini ortaya koymaya ¢alisaca-
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Introduction

Kissinger begins his book on Diplo-
macy by saying, (Kissinger, 1994, p.6)
“A country with the strength, will, in-
tellectual and moral power that will
reshape the entire international system
according to its values is emerging
every century as if it were a law of na-
ture.” With the spread of regional-scale
civil wars around the world, the differ-
ence in war motivations seems to have
shortened the period of a century-long
generalization. The indecisive attitudes
of the United States of America (USA)
in the new world order and its reces-
sive position from aggressive politics
lead to new global powers rather than
shifts in the global power axis.

However, earlier, this was the result
of shifts on the hegemony axis, power
change and balance theory. When we
talk about the growth of nations and
the shift in the axis of power following
the industrial revolution, we need to
talk about the military strength of coun-
tries by period. As can be seen in Ta-
ble 1, which is based on the defini-
tion of the Great Forces of Modelski,

the  multipolar  structural = sys-
tem can be mentioned.
Table 1: Great Powers
POSVZE: Periods
France 1648-1815
Great
Britain 1648-1815
Spain 1648-1808
Netherlands 1648-1810
Russia 1714-1815

(Modelski & Thompson, 1988, pp. 44-
48).
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Namely, when the Westphalian peri-
ods are examined, it is seen that the
global balance of power is over a few
countries. However, while this pro-
cess progressed towards a unipolar
order during the World Wars and
the Unipolarity continued during the
Cold War, we can reveal that there is
areturn to the era of Westphalia in the
current century.

The system, which started in the 1648
period, was based on the number of
soldiers of the armies rather than the
military capabilities of the great pow-
ers. Sorokin (1937, pp.543-547), in Ta-
ble 1 above, scaled the army power of
the great powers over five-year peri-
ods until World War I and resorted to
a power assessment method based on
the war times and losses of the coun-
tries. The importance of the size of the
army of nations is evident in the years
when the power in the number of sol-
diers is the basis for hegemony.

On the other hand, when we look at
the world history in terms of the cen-
turies mentioned by Kissinger, it can
be seen that the journey of becoming
the dominant power in England and
America for the last two centuries
has become shorter as the adventure
of becoming a dominant power has
spread over a wide area. For coun-
tries that have a strong trade struc-
ture, competition has opened the way
for a hegemonic power to penetrate
other environments and markets.
After World War 1I, the studies con-



ducted on the conceptual framework
in which the hegemony of the USA
will be established, originating from
the USA, had a formative effect on re-
alism.

In this context; Since the Second
World War, the US hegemony has
come to be constructed through po-
litical democracy, economically free
market, development models based
on proxy and mercenary in terms of
defence and socio-cultural communi-
cation projects within the framework
of modernized understanding.

In Wallerstein’s ‘New World System’,
the power and structure that will en-
sure the sustainability of the concept
of hegemony take on different forms
in terms of every situation and geog-
raphy. For hegemony, the necessity
of being in transnational geographies
means more economy, military, tech-
nology and equipment for countries
that want to remain the dominant
power.

“The US put forward a system of he-
gemony that operates based on real-
ism with the new propositions that
emerged theoretically with the end of
the Cold War” (Vuving, 2009, pp.42-
69). In this context, President George
H.W. A concept called “New World
Order” was introduced by Bush.
However, after September 11, it en-
abled American foreign policy to fo-
cus on the military dimension again.

Let us put together a table by bringing
together the elements we have men-
tioned in the previous section. When
the US hegemony is examined, it is
seen that it is based on three essential
elements. The first of these elements;
It is the global acceptance of the US
military and political leadership.
The second element is the regulation
system proposed by the USA in con-
nection with the world economy and
which is generally accepted. The last
element completes the cultural he-
gemony system in which the US soft
power is represented, through which
we advance our article work (Matteo,
2011).

Change Process in the Concept
of War and the New World
Order

“If states can achieve the results they
want with small, economically and
politically cost-effective solutions in-
stead of large and expensive conven-
tional military units, war is reborn in
another form, and the paradigms we
know are radically changed. (Liang
& Xiangsui, 1999, p. 44).” Here, the
steps taken by states in the name of
the rebirth of war are more important
for the new world order. At this point,
the importance of the hegemony the-
ory emerges.

In times when states and consequent-
ly, the concept of hegemony had not
yet emerged, definitions of friend,
enemy, war and peace emerged. In
other words, when the name of hege-
mony was unknown, people’s region-
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al fights and power wars had started.
This hegemony was the first steps in
the transition to an anarchic order as

the number of people increased, and
different groups emerged.

It is essential from an epistemological
point of view to dwell on the changes
made by countries affecting their in-
ternational relations with hard pow-
er in the conditions of war and the
events that led to this change. The
changing war conditions in the 19th
century are not similar to the wars
experienced in the past, the determi-
nation of this issue and the pattern of
events is the first step of awareness
that will shed light in terms of war
sciences and theories. The breaking
points that cause this change and the
effects that cause this change are es-
sential for understanding the future.
What did the phenomenon that we
call the new concept of war to reveal
newly? How valuable is the reshap-
ing of military units in the changing
war methods for countries? By which
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countries has this war concept started
to be used in which regions? These
kinds of critical questions are signif-
icant for the changing global world.
An assessment of how new wars
differ from the old is particularly im-
portant for the defence and security
of countries.

The war historian Gutmann says
that the current order of hegemony
emerged with three wars and that
hegemony took its place in the inter-
national system. This date marks the
year when the balance of power the-
ory mentioned above intersects. We
can also hold our theory in our favour
by referring to our “Great Powers”
table. The ‘Thirty Years” War’ (1619-
1648), the first of the modern hege-
monic wars, has a hegemonic struc-
ture in which all the great states of
Europe (France, Sweden, Poland, the
Netherlands, Bohemian Rebels and
Austria, Spain) take place and are es-
sential for the literature (Myron, 1988,
p-749-770). With this war, the people



of the region have been under the in-
fluence for a long time due to the na-
ture of the new power hegemony and
the uncontrolled violence.

Later, in the 18th century, when
France and Great Britain were trying
to balance power, another war that
changed the course of international
relations and entered into with an
army of thousands of citizens who
were forcibly recruited by France was
Napoleon Bonaparte’s hegemonic
wars. As in other wars of hegemo-
ny, the question of whether French
or British domination in European
politics was brought to the seas one
after another was the breaking point
that brought the wars to a high lev-
el. “18. Economic, technological and
other developments covering the 19th
century and the 19th century trans-
formed the nature of power. On the
seas, the British mastered the navy,
and on the land, the nature of military
organizations changed as new weap-
ons and doctrines emerged with Na-

poleon’s military genius” (Gutmann,
1988, p.771).

The last of the three great wars men-
tioned and the closest to us in histo-
ry is the First World War. This war,
which went down in history with
the use of eleven new war tools and
affected the history of warriors with
the war literature, has become a state
that started in Europe but its borders
reached the whole world.

“The post-war international order
shifted and settled into a bipolar or-
der as the American and the Soviets.
Whether the foundation of this sys-
tem will one day be shaken by his-
torical developments and whether it
will be destroyed by a hegemonic war
using weapons of mass destruction
remains a fundamental issue” (Gilpin,
1988, p.609).

“In 1064, it was legitimized by Pope

Alexander II in order to obtain the
holy lands with the promise of heav-
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en and the Crusades were organized”
(Runciman, 1986, p.68-72). Although
the Crusades were made after the
twelfth century, fighting and military
service was not a preferred area for
the average Christian until the end of
the Middle Ages. For this reason, by
the fifteenth century, the mercenaries
formed by the poor who fought for
money instead of the Feudal Knight
were able to show themselves as ‘con-
dottiere’ in Italy, that is, the merce-
nary leaders and institutions working
on contract basis used by the Italian
city-states. Machiavelli, who lived in
Italy in the late 14th and 15th centu-
ries, also mentioned mercenaries in
his studies but made negative evalu-
ations about these elements. Machi-
avelli established this type of militia
army in 1509, but his army was de-
feated.

As a criticism, he defended his criti-
cism in the form: “A prince must build
his country on solid foundations.
Otherwise, he will have appointed an
evil fate. The main foundations of a
state are fair laws and a good army. If
a prince builds the defence of his state
based on mercenaries, he will never
be able to maintain stability and secu-
rity. Because there is no unity among
mercenaries, they seek power and are
not loyal (Wallwork, 2004, p.14)

This army system proposed by Ma-
chiavelli in his book “The Art of War”
has become the essential element of
the new system of states, which forms
the basis of today’s modern political
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structure established after the 1648
Treaty of Westphalia (Machiavelli,
1999, p.12). So Westphalian could be
considered a turning point. After this
agreement, in the 17th century, the
number of mercenaries decreased
considerably but did not disappear
completely.

The rulers thought that their armies
were a threat to their security, sus-
pected of being able to do a coup.
However, he continued to incorporate
mercenaries into his armies or to hire
the services of one military unit from
another ruler. “King George hired
30,000 German soldiers to suppress
the rebellion that broke out in 1775,
the beginning of the American War
of Independence, and benefited from
these mercenaries until 1786 when the
war ended” (Gaul, 1998, p.124).

As countries entered a new era with
Westphalia, there were also signals
that wars would not disappear, as we
mentioned above. The continuation
of Europe’s civil and religious wars
until the industrial revolution caused
the death of millions of people. With
the industrial revolution, this war
was brought to the international are-
na, opening the door to world wars.
Countries that came out of World
Wars by losing all their existence were
at the turning point for the discovery
of a new hegemony. The European
states, which were exhausted by the
ongoing civil war before the world
wars, were opening the door to a new
era by using their last energy here.



After these events, it is seen that the
regional wars experienced during the
Cold War period caused the countries
to experience socio-economic and po-
litical problems. Therefore, restruc-
turing of defence and security has
become inevitable.

The struggle after Westphalia was vi-
tal for the hegemony of countries over
each other. After 1648, the War of the
Spanish Succession of 1700-1713 was
an attempt to disrupt the balance of
power. After this, in the post-1789
period, Napoleon’s competition for
domination in the international sys-
tem and the emergence of the 1804-
1815 Napoleonic Wars are entirely to
have power in the hegemony order.
The wars of hegemony in Europe
continued with what Bismarck had
done to become the dominant power
after 1871, while world wars and local
wars were carried to the whole world.
What happened in these periods is
the endless power wars that start-
ed in terms of the balance of power
and the establishment of hegemony.
On the other hand, after Westphalia,
the Europeans, who tried to get rid
of the pressure of the Church, start-
ed to feel loyalty to the nation-states
of which they were citizens instead
of Christianity. As seen in the dates
that brought the global wars we have
listed, we can say that the multipolar
international system is the most un-
stable structure that can cause war.

While all these wars are taking place,
there is a question to be asked. How

useful was the use of soldiers in these
periods? The use of mercenaries in
France and England goes back to the
12th and 14th centuries. This system
then spread to Switzerland and Italy
during the 13th and 16th centuries. It
exists after Westphalia as well as be-
fore.

England had a significant advantage
over its main rival, France, in this
competition. In England, with the
17th-century revolutions, the feudal
superstructure was abolished, and
an understanding of administration
adapted to the needs of capitalist ac-
cumulation through the Parliament
controlled by a capitalized landed
aristocracy became dominant. The
bourgeoisation and seizure of power
by the landed classes created harmo-
ny between financial, commercial and
industrial interests and land-based
interests (Kaymak, 2016).

England, which had a structure that
wanted to take advantage of the econ-
omy, was therefore in the mercenary
military system. Until the end of the
18th century, the number of foreign
soldiers in the armies of countries
such as England and France varied
between 20% and 65% of the army
size according to the needs of the
armies. At the end of the 18th centu-
ry, with the rise of nationalism move-
ments, the changing defence policies
caused states not to want mercenar-
ies in their armies. At the end of the
18th century, the British Army was
composed entirely of volunteer sol-
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diers. During the American War of
Independence (1775-1783), the 20,000
deficits in the British Army was com-
pensated by mercenaries from Russia,
the Netherlands and Germany (Sing-
er, 2003, p.6).

In the years between Westphalia and
the French Revolution, when the war
issue, which concerns the countries
in the war zones, took a new defini-
tion with the world wars, military
changes were inevitable. In the peri-
od following the Second World War,
many Western countries, especially
the USA, began to examine the causes
of war on a scientific basis and many
ideas, approaches or theories were
put forward to prevent war. In this
context, for example, some pointed
to peace education to prevent war
and widespread violence. In contrast,
others pointed to the need to establish
a world state with globalization and
international dependence, and some
with a central authority (Burton, 1997:
12). While some focus on the individ-
ual as a unit of analysis and argue
that wide-ranging positive chang-
es can occur only through personal
changes, others have focused more on
structural problems (Negri & Hardt,
2004) and underlined the necessity
of systemic transformation (Galtung,
2004, p. 14).

The former mercenaries, who re-
structured themselves according to
this new situation that emerged in
the international environment, start-
ed to meet the equipment and ma-
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terial needs of the European armies
through the new companies. In the
USA, which follows the same tradi-
tion as the European one, these pri-
vate companies have assumed duties
in functional areas related to logistics
support (Keser, 2018).

As aresult, in the last 350 years, in par-
allel with the social and technological
developments, the parties of the war,
the aims pursued in the wars, the war
strategies and most importantly the
way of the war has undergone signif-
icant changes. Wars came out of the
monopoly of states and turned into
processes in which non-state actors
were also involved. After the war, as
England did in the early 19th century,
the United States achieved hegemony
by leading the interstate system first
and then continuing to restructure
and manage this system, which is
re-established, in order to re-establish
the principles and norms of the West-
phalian system.

America’s Changing Military
Movements

This process started in the 1980s with
Reagan and Thatcher, and gradually
spread throughout the world in the
1990s. In this period, the transfer of
state-owned functions to the private
sector had the opportunity to apply
in the military field. This situation
played an essential role in the birth
and rise of private military compa-
nies.




The widespread desire to save and to
manage businesses faster and more
efficiently among Western countries
has been a vital defence policy. In the
United States, Bill Clinton and George
W. Bush saw privatization as a tool in
downsizing the armed forces. Bush
even went further, making outsourc-
ing among his government’s top five
priorities (Minow, 2005, p.6).

The attack of the USA on its territory
for the first time after the war of 1812
has been a harbinger of many trans-
formations in the field of security.
However, before that, it would be use-
ful to look at the speech made by US
Defence Secretary Donald Rumsfeld
in 2001, the day before the September
10, 2001 attack. In this speech, Rums-
feld criticized the Pentagon bureau-
cracy and emphasized the importance
of privatization and outsourcing in
the military field. Following the Sep-
tember 11 attacks, military doctrines
were once again defined over terrorist
activities using such asymmetric war-
fare strategies, and security policies

evolved from the “deterrence” of the
Cold War era to the “prevention” of
the era of terrorism.

The idea of global hegemonic power
is closely related to the effective use
of all the concepts mentioned above
in a spectrum ranging from indus-
trial production to the arms indus-
try, from mass communication to
politics. Technology has been partic-
ularly decisive in the emergence of
this situation. With the inventions of
steam machines and gunpowder, the
development of the weapon industry
has been necessary for the survival of
states, on the other hand, while try-
ing to control issues related to pro-
duction, finance, politics and society,
they have had to plan their econo-
my. Economic problems made a new
system approach necessary. States
are not conflicting parties in today’s
wars. Non-state actors are involved
in new wars. The replacement of con-
ventional wars by low-intensity wars
has gradually weakened states.
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Mary Kaldor differentiates between
new and old wars, but also admits
that new wars are not exactly new.
However, he states that such a dis-
tinction would be useful when devel-
oping alternative strategies to prevent
wars because we need to know how
and to what extent new wars differ
from old ones. Wars that Kaldor calls
new wars are wars that take place be-
tween networks of state and non-state
units. Such wars are armed struggles
waged by complex legal or illegal or-
ganizations that incorporate many
transnational relations various global
actors such as diasporas, companies,
mercenaries, volunteers, non-govern-
mental organizations, religious and
ethnic groups, international organi-
zations are among the parties of such
wars (Kaldor, 2005, p.498).

Its exclusion from colonialist politics
due to its focus on internal coloniza-
tion in the field of domination pro-
vided a highly favourable position for
world leadership in the 20th century.
By the Monroe Doctrine that he imple-
mented at the beginning of the 19th
century, anti-colonialism, non-inter-
ference with other countries’ sover-
eignty and adoption of isolationism
policies gave the USA a significant
advantage in the systemic chaos en-
vironment that emerged during the
World War I and its aftermath (Gil-
pin, 1981, p.35). Another aspect of
the systemic chaos after World War
I was the formation of an aggressive
alliance of forces such as Germany,
Italy and Japan, which realized their

86

national unity through the reconcili-
ation of the traditional ruling classes
and the rising bourgeoisie at the end
of the 19th century (Wallerstein, 1974,
p.387-415).

The ideology necessary for the US to
assume hegemonic leadership to lead
such a restructuring became increas-
ingly evident in the interventionist
liberal experience of the Roosevelt era
in the 1930s. The ideology of Ameri-
canism gave the US an advantage for
world leadership in a world dominat-
ed by monopoly capitalism (Glovan-
ni, 1993, p.148-185).

Studying the Kennedy-McNamara
period, Bernard Brodie said that sys-
tems analysis and technological su-
periority were exaggerated and that
they separated war from its histori-
cal and political environment. That
strategy constituted one of the caus-
es of the Vietnam fiasco. During the
Iraq war, it was clear that advanced
technology destroyed Saddam’s con-
ventional armed forces in a matter of
days (Petraeus, 2010, pp.116-114).

We can show the process that started
with the Vietnam War as the turning
point of traditional war theories and
the beginning of the military change
that we have mentioned so far. Amer-
ica has taken the definition of war to
another dimension with the war tac-
tics that it changed with the sad end
of the wars it entered.



With the peace period established
over a bipolar balance of power as a
function of the re-sharing of the world
and nuclear power after the Second
World War, some concepts were re-
defined on the one hand, and new
concepts were included in our lives
on the other. The Cold War period,
which took place as both sides could
not directly enter into hot conflict
with each other due to the arms race,
in which the two blocs had weapons
balanced between the two poles and
to balance the power of each other,
reducing the possibility of tradition-
al inter-state wars, while wars took
place in non-central countries where
the great powers avoided contact with
each other. While the possibility of to-
tal war in the world is decreasing, the
integration that European states have
begun to establish within themselves
and the peace in this geography, the
replacement of conventional weapons
with nuclear weapons, the Western
world reactions to the Vietham War,
low birth rates, shrinking families
and the expansion of democratic poli-
tics, the death of soldiers it meant that
the idea could no longer be sustained
for Western states. In this process, it is
observed that with the technological
developments and the new weapon
systems developed, there is no need
for a large amount of manpower in
the battlefield and behind the front,
as in the period of total warfare.

The United States fought in Vietnam
for nine years with a build-up of
550,000 soldiers, resulting in the loss

of 50,000 troops, and had to leave the
country. The Soviet Union, which
invaded Afghanistan in 1979, had
to withdraw from the country nine
years later, with more than 30,000
casualties (Gaddis, 2006, p.432-435).
The resistance in Afghanistan was
a mixed guerrilla organization. Al-
though the insurgents did not have
serious training, could not cooperate
among themselves, and never gath-
ered more than one company and car-
ried out a massive attack, they were
able to ensure the withdrawal of the
Soviet Army (Bamett, 2004, pp.25-26).

The complex weapon systems that
started to be used during the Vietnam
War made the technical assistance of
civil organizations essential in the ad-
vanced parts of the battlefield. During
this war, two firms named “Vinnell’
and ‘Pacific Engineers and Architects’
provided logistical support to the
American army and trained the South
Vietnamese police force and armed
forces (Fidler, 2020).

In the event of a real crisis and armed
conflict, the question marks about
how efficient combat-oriented ser-
vices can yield results have been
eliminated when the practices used
in the Vietnam War were found suc-
cessful by the military. The Vietnam
War experiences contain important
data showing how the private sector
can play a role in military activities.
As the number of combat units sent
overseas to a foreign country increas-
es, the number of bases where they
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will be deployed also increases. These
units need bases where they can store
their ammunition, repair and repair
aircraft and military vehicles, rest,
treat the wounded and sick, and com-
mand and control their operations.
Another factor that causes the in-
crease in the number and capacity of
these bases is the high firepower on
which the American war method is
based, and the need for high ammu-
nition, and the maintenance, repair
and spare parts requirements of tech-
nologically advanced weapons that
use them. A wide range of services
ranging from all this base construc-
tion to providing the logistics services
required by combat units required a
high number of military personnel to
work in non-combat missions. Un-
der these conditions, more than 35
private companies have undertaken
the majority of the work required for
the construction of defence facilities
in Vietnam. This situation allowed
the Pentagon to send more combat
soldiers to the region instead of send-
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ing engineers, logistical support and
transportation personnel. The lesson
taught by the Vietham War to the mil-
itary is to outsource wherever pos-
sible. Thus, while the private sector
could do what it did best, the military
was able to concentrate its personnel
power on combat missions.

Thus, this lesson learned from the
practices in the Vietnam War, on the
one hand, the widespread privatiza-
tion policies of the Reagan era and
the modernization of the army with
sophisticated weapon systems, on
the other hand, constituted the two
most significant factors that increased
the dependence of the military on the
private sector in the first Gulf War in
1991 to a level never before in history.

‘The desire of the state to shrink its
armed forces, to cut costs by resorting
to market mechanisms, as well as the
increased need for military services
and the existence of civilian technolo-
gy that is applicable to military needs,




produced and’ ready on the shelf
‘made government members and de-
cision-makers to believe that privat-
ization of some military services was
inevitable (Kinsley, 1988, p.47).

Increasingly, the US military makes
use of private contractors, that is, pri-
vate companies that are often led by
former officers and provide training,
recruitment, and other support and
operational services on or off the bat-
tlefield. Such professional private sol-
diers, hired by contract, replace active
soldiers. With these contract imple-
mentations, the distinction between
rental support and the rental army
is blurred. When the Pentagon’s aim
to equip the army with state-of-the-
art weapons systems and the means
to obtain the necessary financial re-
sources by downsizing the armed
force personnel, the result will be fur-
ther privatization of military services.

The new system, low-intensity threats
compared to conventional warfare,
brought the necessity of downsizing
the armed forces and making them
flexible. With the reduction made in
the 1990s, the number of active per-
sonnel of the American armed forces
decreased by 30%. However, due to
the increasing operational pace, it was
ensured that, as much as possible, the
works that were not considered as
the essential functions of the military
were transferred to the private sector
and the currently active military per-
sonnel were kept in combat missions
(Vernon, 2014, p.373).

While the USA had 711,000 active sol-
diers in its army during the 1991 Gulf
War, this number dropped to 487,000
during the 2003 Iraq War Private mil-
itary companies partially covered this
personnel shortage. As of Septem-
ber 2007, the number of US troops in
Southwest Asia was 160,000, while
the number of employees working in
the services provided by the US army
through tender bids in this region
was 196,000 (Commission on Global
Governance, 1995, p. 45).

There are three reasons experts agree
on the emergence of the private mili-
tary sector. The first is the privatiza-
tion wave brought about by the free
market economy after the Cold War.
The second is the need for work of the
surplus military workforce created
by the shrinkage of armies. The third
is the reluctance of the great powers
to intervene in the developing World
(Singer, 2004, pp.1-4). On the oth-
er hand, the US, which needs public
support to achieve its long-term stra-
tegic goals, has chosen to use private
military companies for support, train-
ing and military purposes in order
to reduce the military losses that can
cause political concerns. As a result,
companies in the private military
sector have entered the race to win
tenders, and many countries around
the world have been hasty and care-
less when recruiting citizens. This en-
vironment and conditions made the
Iraq War the peak of the privatized
war.
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The end of the Cold War initiated
a worldwide military downsizing
movement. The US Army decreased
by a third compared to the Cold War
era. The British Army has also been
the least outnumbered for two cen-
turies. In addition to this massive
downsizing in the army, advance-
ment and promotion opportunities
for professional officers were also
reduced. The world market is almost
overwhelmed by military personnel,
and this situation has created an ex-
cess supply of military labour for the
private military industry.

Compared to current state armies
in 1989, it seems that roughly 7 mil-
lion fewer soldiers were accommo-
dated. This downsizing has created
an excess supply in terms of trained
military labour. Besides, with the in-
troduction of Soviet weapons, there
was an extreme abundance of weap-
ons. On the other hand, conflicts have
increased with the spread of cheap
light weapons. Only 2 million people
in East Africa were killed with these
weapons (Singer, 2001, p.90).

Thus, the private military labour pool
has expanded and become cheap-
er for both conflict groups and pri-
vate companies. Some demobilized
troops, such as the Soviets Alpha
Alliance and the South African ‘32nd
Reconnaissance Battalion’, formed
their own Private Military Compa-
nies without ever disbanding. The
number of people working in the

field of private security in the USA
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has reached three times the number
of police officers and five times in
Hong Kong. The number of employ-
ees in the private security market in
England is around 500,000. On the
other hand, the number of personnel
working in the police organization is
136,000 (Singer, 2004, p.2).

Private Military Companies, which
started after the Cold War, especial-
ly with the emergence of the inter-
national operations of Russia and
America, differ from other examples
in history with remarkable differenc-
es. For this reason, it is necessary to
examine the last 30 years more closely
to understand that these companies,
which have a certain share in the
global economy, have become glob-
al companies rather than mercenar-
ies. Besides, due to the thought that
threats and needs have decreased in
the post-Cold War period, the fact
that some of the service areas, which
were previously the monopoly of the
state armed forces, were left to the re-
sponsibility of companies operating
in free-market conditions, especially
as a result of the trend of downsiz-
ing the armies in Europe, has further
increased instability and internal tur-
moil in the countries.

Suppose we summarize the develop-
ment process, the new conflict areas
that emerged after the Cold War, the
shrinkage and professionalization
of armies, the emergence of low-in-
tensity conflicts, technological devel-
opment in weapon systems, infor-



mation, cyber warfare, etc. We can
determine that the number of private
military companies and their influ-
ence has increased enormously after
1990 (Deborah, 2005, p.17). The most
common use of military companies in
the Iraq War. Although not fool proof,
more than 60 companies and more
than 20,000 employees have been op-
erating in Iraq.

The asymmetric war that emerged
after the US intervention in Afghan-
istan became even more critical with
the transformation of an asymmetric
war into a hybrid war following the
Iraqi intervention and the conflicts in
Syria and making it widespread and
deep with the strategy of proxy wars.
America has emerged as the only
powerhouse that shaped the interna-
tional environment. America started
to implement policies of downsizing
rapidly within the framework of this
new security environment. The Land
Forces personnel number, which
was 1.5 million in 1969, immediately
decreased to 750 thousand by 1991.
As a result of the radical decrease in
the number of personnel of the US
Armed Forces, the number of person-
nel, which was 3 million 302 thousand
104 in 1954, decreased to 1 million 339
thousand 36 in 2019 (Mandel, 2019:
42). On the other hand, while the USA
had 711,000 active soldiers in its army
during the 1991 Gulf war. During the
2003 Iraq War, this number dropped
to 487,000. Private military compa-
nies partially covered this personnel
shortage. The amount spent by the

US military in the 2006 budget for
tender bids is 300 billion dollars.

As of September 2007, the number of
US soldiers in Southwest Asia was
160,000, while the number of employ-
ees working in the services provided
by the US army through tenders in
this region was 196,000. In this new
environment, some weak states found
themselves deprived of well-trained
and equipped armies and vulnerable.
As a result, they could not provide
security and stability within their
borders. Also, while the USA signed
contracts with these companies to
provide more non-combat services;
Weak states in Africa or Asia pay to
carry out conflicts themselves and
neutralize opposing groups.

While there were nine companies
with federal internal security con-
tracts in the USA in 1999, this number
increased to 3512 in 2003 and 33.890
in 2006. Since 2000, the US has paid
130 trillion to private military compa-
nies. Annual federal expenditure on
this sector in 2015 is estimated to be
170 trillion dollars (Paul, 2006, pp.1-
17).

The issue that the USA started a peri-
od in military services has tradition-
ally been providing military training
services to foreign governments. In
1975, when Vinnell Corp signed a $
77 million contract to train the Saudi
Arabian National Guard to protect
the oil fields, a US company entered
into an independent contractor for
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the first time with a foreign govern-
ment to provide military services
(Doug, 2000).

One of the functions that private mil-
itary companies fulfil is that they can
easily infiltrate areas where national
armies are restricted or banned on
behalf of powerful states. Colombia
is the most typical example of this sit-
uation. Congress limited the number
of American troops (approximately
400 soldiers) and the jobs they could
perform in this country. As a result,
Colombia became a region where sev-
en different private military compa-
nies played a role in the civil war and
did different jobs. A large number of
them have worked with the American
government and have taken on many
roles that the government could not.
Private military companies acted
with Colombian military units in the
civil war, while American soldiers
were only involved in combating the
drug trade. There have also been pri-
vate military companies working for
the benefit of multinational oil com-
panies (Singer, 2004).

The notion that the impact of the
loss of private military company
personnel on domestic politics and
its consequences during deportation
operations will not have as negative
consequences as the military losses in
the official armies is seen as a separate
policy tool for the governments of the
country.
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According to the Defence Report of
the USA, new generation wars, glob-
al terrorism and border security are
seen as threats to the USA in the next
20 years. In addition to these, the re-
construction of problematic countries,
particularly Iraq and Afghanistan,
continues. In addition, the integration
of states such as Iran and North Ko-
rea into the international system and
measures to be taken against diplo-
matic problems with countries such
as Brazil, Russia, India and China are
included (www.defense.gov, 2020).

As examined in the above lines, the
process of monopoly in the areas of
the state’s power to use force as well
as the means of the use of force, their
creation, keeping and allocation is an
evolution that must be completed in
order to become a sovereign state and
was not the last point to be reached
in this evolution. First of all, the de-
veloping combat technologies and
the military restructuring process
required by it, and then the republi-
can ideology, in which the relations
between the state and the individual
were shaped with a new understand-
ing, provided the formation of the
modern state (the nation-state as it is
called today), which seized the mo-
nopoly of coercion as we describe it
today. Therefore, the changes in the
conditions affecting the transforma-
tion process after this point and the
emergence of different needs and dif-
ferent possibilities as a result of this
would very well cause the sovereign
state to enter a new transformation in



the control of the means of use with-
out losing this title. As a matter of fact,
with the changing concept of war, it
has constituted the underlying phe-
nomenon of the change of 200 years
of settled structuring in this area, that
is, the process of the re-emergence of
the privatized military industry.

Besides, it is a separate fact that mil-
itary companies, which are used for
military and security purposes, gen-
erally engaged in dangerous mis-
sions, adversely affect the process,
violence and duration of the war with
the incidents and hot conflicts they
are involved in. This negative impact
on the war not only increased civil-
ian and resistance losses but also in-
creased the losses of the US and coa-
lition armies and the losses of private
military company employees.

As Huntington said, the community
approves of the use of military profes-
sionals for violence management for
purposes it approves (Huntington,
2006, p.17). With the proliferation of
private military companies and ob-
taining a significant portion of the
human resources required for these
companies from former army per-
sonnel, Huntington’s perception that
military professionals act in line with
the goals approved by the society
and use their abilities may change.
Besides, this situation may cause the
perception that the army works for its
country and society. To put it more
clearly, the perception in society that
military professionals are managing
violence only for the purposes they

approve will weaken as military pro-
fessionals bring their knowledge and
experience to the private military
market. It will also be able to reveal
the idea that this group acts in line
with its interests rather than the inter-
ests of society. This perception may
change significantly in societies with
a strong perception that the military
profession is sacred and value laden.

In the Final Analysis

It can be said that the USA created
American defence tactics in the 20th
century with its foreign policy tradi-
tions. The presence of multiple facets
of American foreign political culture
has also made this state a force that
fights against global problems and
leads the international community.
The US foreign policy has become or-
dinary, emerged and the democratic
culture has been moved away, as we
can see in the September 11 example,
the adverse external developments to
be experienced have pushed the US to
more unilateralism. After this devel-
opment, America has made signifi-
cant changes in its defence policy.

The last decade of the 20th century
saw developments that required the
state to reorganize the means of the
use of force and came to life in two
different dimensions. The first of
these is that, as a result of the end of
the Cold War, states have virtually
eliminated the risk of a high-intensi-
ty conflict - a classical state of war, as
well as the emergence of other risks to
international security and the threat
of a new war.
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In the global sense, the downsizing
of the armies after the Cold War,
privatization and widespread use
of outsourcing in order to decrease
the costs have prepared the ground
for the formation of private military
companies. The radical change in this
area is the September 11 Incident, in
which the perception of internation-
al terror and security has changed.
The Afghanistan intervention and the
Iraq War have been the “Golden Age”
of private military companies. The
USA used them in the Afghanistan
and Iraq wars closer and closer to the
front line than ever before. With the
roles they played in the Iraq and Af-
ghanistan operations that marked the
first decade of the 21st century, the
private military entrepreneurs, who
came to the stage as an essential com-
ponent of military affairs in a way
that the public was not accustomed to
and expected, became the pioneer of
the international process.

In line with the data we are trying
to put forward, we can say that, be-
fore the concept of the region called
the geography of war was not yet in
the middle, unstable transition peri-
ods took place on the real world axis.
Kalevi Holsti (1991) found out in his
study of the wars between 1648-1989,
and the result revealed by the findings
is that more than ninety per cent of
the wars in the world are the wars of
the Europeans. In other words, there
are findings that Europeans were in-
volved in almost all wars in the last
four centuries on the global axis.
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When we proceed with the histor-
ical light that Holsti put forward, in
the war rules of the Westphalia peri-
od, the radical decisions made by the
leaders and commanders and the fact
that the people were involved in the
chaos that was declared collectively,
the globalization was closely relat-
ed both economically and socially.
Although the people, who are inter-
twined with wars, have experienced
a certain period of economic and
cultural suffering, the obligation to
obey the decisions made by the lead-
ers only paved the way for increasing
chaos and mass movements. In time,
although the soldiers and armies that
were chosen from among the people
continued to be established, with the
establishment of professional units,
the people were in a state of relief.

We need to look closely at the sub-
ject we are trying to explain. That is
to say, the defence budgets of glob-
al powers also give important clues
about the strategic perceptions of the
elements involved in the struggle for
global hegemony. On the other hand,
these budgets; It made it possible to
make a proportional analysis of the
problems that the state perceived as
security threats. However, we can say
that the budgets are inversely propor-
tional to the number of soldiers, as the
increasing budgets today are not only
for military power but also for invest-
ment in new defence mechanisms.

The Pentagon’s request from the US
Congress for the 2020 defence budget



is around $ 718 billion. This figure
is $ 33 billion more than in 2019. It
corresponds to a 5 per cent increase
proportionally. While the core part of
the budget consists of $ 544.5 billion,
it seems that $ 9.2 billion is allocated
for the emergency border security
fund and $ billion for the overseas
operations fund. The proposed fig-
ure for 2020 will also constitute 3%
of the US GDP. On the other hand,
the declining number of military as-
sets explains to us that these invest-
ments are related to the technology
and defence industry. So as a result,
America’s changing defence budget
no longer focuses on warfare in space
and hypersonic missiles as defence,
not military.

The age of total war had come to an
end, as the forms of power and hege-
mony began to differ in the technol-
ogy era when the old wars were left
behind. After the European states
gained much experience, and the his-
torical data was revealed, the re-man-
ifestation of these experiences in the
field made these changes inevitable.
The fact that the USA lost war many
times during the changing power
profile and its reflection on the eco-
nomic tables confirmed the theses put
forward by Clausewitz. Countries try-
ing to keep the dynamics in domestic
politics alive with the attitude of the
people, as a result of these reserva-
tions, opted to privatize their armies,
which are war institutions and have
been to achieve success by integrating
them with technology. In our study,

we tried to prove the cost of wars to
the USA and that the new war con-
cept is inevitable by comparing the
country’s economic data in terms of
soldiers, data, war expenditures and
domestic dynamics.

As Joseph Nye said, Intelligent pow-
er; it is neither hard power nor soft
power. Smart power is the use of
both hard and soft power with a uni-
fied strategy to achieve goals. Smart
power requires both a strong army
and investment in alliances or part-
nerships at all levels that will increase
the country’s influence. The combina-
tion and use of the two is diplomacy
and the art of war. The concept of
art meets this situation very well be-
cause deciding and applying power
in which state, where and how to use
it requires intelligence, talent and ex-
perience.
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