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01   Executive Summary 

A state’s strategic value is read not from its place on the map, but from its capacity to bear the pressure that comes to rest upon it. In the 
order left behind by the Iran crisis, Türkiye faces precisely this test. 

The common reading sees Türkiye as a “transit country”: energy passes through, trade passes through, and so it generates value. This report 
rejects that reading. In the post-Iran order, Türkiye’s role will be determined not by its geography but by its capacity to manage risk 
compression. A Türkiye that can simultaneously manage the security pressure along the Iran–Iraq–Syria border belt, Black Sea–Gulf 
connectivity, the behaviour of capital and insurance, energy–logistics sustainability, cyber-financial security, and its own internal social fault 
lines becomes a regionally regulating Hub-Node State. 

A Türkiye that cannot do this becomes, instead, a Strategic Decoy or an Overloaded Hub — absorbing the risk of external actors and carrying 
the cost, yet unable to set the terms of the game. The difference between these two outcomes lies not in geography but in institutional 
capacity. The same strait, the same corridor, the same border: in one scenario it is leverage, in the other a burden. 

The report’s opening question is not “What happens when the war ends?” The real question is this: which termination regime of the Iran crisis 
imposes which role on Türkiye, at which cost, and with which institutional-readiness requirement? 

This question is worked through four scenario families: Controlled Transition, Fragmented Instability, Ethno-Religious Leverage, and Great-
Power Lock-In. These are not equally weighted alternative futures; they are hierarchical in terms of probability density, impact multiplier, and 
intelligence-investment value. 

Türkiye’s Three Roles and the Core Message 
The report’s architecture proceeds from outcome to cause: the decision-maker first sees the scenarios, and then the geopolitical, financial, 
social, logistical, and defence-industrial carriers of those outcomes are tested within each scenario. Three roles stand out for Türkiye: 

TÜRKIYE’S THREE ROLES 

01  SECURITY BUFFER 
Border balancer 
The most dominant role in the short term. Proxy 
networks, migration, and cross-border fault lines 
push Türkiye toward becoming a threshold state. 

02  INTELLIGENCE–EARLY-WARNING 
NODE 
Diplomatic threshold state 
The role that can be institutionalized fastest. Early 
warning, and the fusion of financial and 
anthropological intelligence. 

03  SELECTIVE ENERGY–LOGISTICS HUB 
Flow switch 
The most desired — and the most conditional — 
role. Without legal fortification and insurability, it 
cannot endure. 

 

The report’s core message to the decision-maker: the goal is not to be a forward front that absorbs crises, but to build a hub-node 
capacity that manages the pincers, breaks the leverage, lowers the risk premium, and switches flows on sovereign terms. Success 
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depends not on military deterrence alone, but on operating intelligence fusion, financial-legal fortification, border-belt management, 
defence-industrial sustainability, and systemic-indispensability capacity together. 
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02   One-Page Strategic Situation Board 

Main Hypothesis Türkiye’s role will be determined not by its geographic location but by its power to manage risk compression, to make 
flows insurable, and to convert strategic pressure into institutional capacity. Value arises less from “where it stands” 
than from the ability to manage security, finance, logistics, diplomacy, data, defence-industry, and internal-border 
pressure all at once. 

Türkiye’s Three Roles (1) Security buffer / border balancer · (2) Intelligence–early-warning node / diplomatic threshold state · (3) Selective 
energy–logistics hub. Türkiye must, simultaneously, hold border pressure, generate early warning, provide a diplomatic 
transit space, and switch flows reliably. 

Scenario Families (1) Controlled Transition — sets the ground; (2) Fragmented Instability — the primary preparation and intelligence-
investment area; (3) Ethno-Religious Leverage — expansion through identity and proxy spaces; (4) Great-Power Lock-
In — systemic lock-in. The scenarios are not equally weighted. 

Main Opportunity Hub-Node State. If Türkiye can operate the security, intelligence, finance, logistics, energy, diplomacy, and legal-
fortification layers together, it gains the position of a regional regulator and an insurable transit centre. 

Main Risk Strategic Decoy or Overloaded Hub. Without institutional fortification, Türkiye turns into a contact zone that absorbs 
external actors’ risk and carries the cost but cannot set the terms of the game. 

Critical Thresholds The Kurdish file, Montreux, the Black Sea–Gulf link, Hormuz/Red Sea pressure, the risk premium, insurability, corridor 
security, NATO/shield credibility, defence-industrial sustainability. When a threshold is mismanaged, geographic 
opportunity turns into strategic cost. 

Analytical Modules (I) Geopolitical Architecture · (II) Financial Intelligence · (III) Ethnic and Social Fault Lines · (IV) Energy and Logistics 
Backbone · (V) Defence-Industrial Capacity · (VI) Strategic Resilience, Shields, and Systemic Indispensability. In each 
scenario these are the test areas that probe Türkiye’s role, cost, and decision threshold. 

Cross-Cutting Layers (1) Early-warning / risk-premium thresholds — the decision-support layer running above all scenarios. (2) The shift from 
chess to poker — reading proxy autonomies, financial pricing, and controlled provocation beyond the visible actors. 
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03   The Report’s Scenario Architecture and How It Operates 

The scenario architecture here is not, in the classical sense, a matrix of equally weighted alternative futures. Military-strategic and intelligence 
assessment cannot place high-visibility diplomatic possibilities in the same category as possibilities that demand actual preparation, force 
posture, and resource allocation. For this reason the scenario set is classified hierarchically — based not on “which picture is easier to 
narrate?” but on probability density, impact multiplier, hidden-actor investment, and weight on decision quality. 

The first scenario package functions as the base scenario and the logistics ground: it provides the basic posture for diplomatic visibility, the 
formal negotiating ground, and capital’s first round of pricing. But being the base does not mean being the primary preparation area. 

The second scenario package is the report’s primary scenario and the most valuable use of the main ammunition. This is so not because it 
is the most visible possibility, but because it produces the highest multiplier in terms of military and intelligence investment value. Rather than 
the total collapse of Iranian authority, its fragmentation in favour of proxy networks and gray-zone economies produces a longer-lived, more 
costly security environment. 

In military-doctrine terms, this distinction carries the MLCOA (Most Likely Course of Action) / MDCOA (Most Dangerous Course of Action) 
distinction up to the geostrategic level. Controlled Transition is calibrated by MLCOA logic; Fragmented Instability, because of its less visible, 
more attritional effects, is calibrated by MDCOA logic. The report does not neglect the first, but it assigns a higher preparation premium to 
the second. 

The third and fourth scenario packages are not passive fields. They are dynamic areas that show the directions in which the second scenario 
may expand: the third leverages proxy autonomy along ethnic/religious fault lines; the fourth carries the same crisis into lock-in through great-
power competition, Montreux, maritime regimes, and financial insurability. 

The report’s main chain:  Scenario 1 calibrates the field and sets the logistics order. Scenario 2 forms the main preparation area. 
Scenario 3 converts proxy autonomy into ethnic/religious leverage. Scenario 4 carries those levers into lock-in through great-power 
competition, Montreux, energy routes, and the capital–insurance architecture. 
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04   Methodology: From Chessboard to Poker-Table Rationality 

The traditional “chessboard” approach assumes a symmetric conflict order in which actor identity, piece position, and front line are all visible. 
The current security architecture, however, is shifting toward a multi-layered “poker-table” logic in which the decisive factors are invisible 
sponsors, proxy autonomies, financial carriers, insurance-risk pricing, and information-domain operations. 

 

CHESS LOGIC 
symmetric · visible · positional 

—  Actor identity is visible 
—  Piece positions are known 
—  The front line is defined 
—  A move = open force 
—  Intent ≈ capability 

POKER-TABLE RATIONALITY 
asymmetric · hidden · probabilistic 

—  Visible actor + hidden sponsor 
—  Proxy autonomies are uncertain 
—  No front; there is network and flow 
—  A move = bluff, probe, attribution ambiguity 
—  Finance · insurance · data drive the pot 

TRANSITION  →  analytical attention shifts from the table to behind the table 

The real question is not only “which actor stands where?” but who is bluffing, which financial-logistical network stands behind the proxy in the 
field, and which event functions as a controlled provocation designed to take Türkiye’s measure. 

For Türkiye, the critical issue is not to react automatically to visible moves: it is to be able to distinguish which move is a genuine attack, 
which a probe, which a controlled provocation, and which a risk-trap meant to pull Türkiye into the Strategic Decoy position. 
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05   Scenario Prioritization Matrix 

The matrix classifies the scenarios not as equally probable alternatives, but by their weight on military-strategic preparation, intelligence-
investment value, and decision quality. In this way a scenario with low visible probability can become a priority monitoring area because of 
its systemic impact. 

Scenario Probability Impact Intel 
Investment Strategic Note 

1 · Controlled 
Transition High Medium Medium MLCOA / Base / Logistics. Necessary for the diplomatic ground, but 

not the main preparation area. 

2 · Fragmented 
Instability Medium Very high Very high MDCOA / Primary / Main ammunition. The highest preparation and 

long-term intelligence-collection value lies here. 

3 · Ethno-Religious 
Leverage Medium High Very high The social-border reflection of Scenario 2. Anthropological intelligence 

and actor disaggregation become critical. 

4 · Great-Power Lock-In Low–medium Very high Very high 
Low–medium probability, systemic impact. Brings Montreux, the Black 
Sea–Gulf link, and NATO–Russia–China–finance pressure into 
simultaneity. 
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06   Strategic Command Board 

The four scenario packages are not disconnected alternative futures; they are outcome regimes that can flow into one another, accelerate 
one another, and progressively shift Türkiye’s role. The board below shows this transition logic — scenario flows, Türkiye’s role, hub status, 
and decision thresholds together. 

STRATEGIC COMMAND BOARD 
Scenario flow · role shift · hub status · shield effect 

S1   MLCOA S2   MDCOA S3   Decoy risk S4   High impact 

Controlled Transition 
Ground · Logistics 

Selective / cautious hub 

Fragmented Instability 
Primary preparation 
High-friction hub 

Ethno-Religious Leverage 
Expansion 

Contested hub 

Great-Power Lock-In 
Systemic 

Hedged / Overloaded hub 

 

CROSS-CUTTING DECISION LAYER 
Early-warning / risk-premium thresholds   ·   Shift from chess to poker   ·   Strategic Decoy ⇄ Hub-Node State tension 
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06   Scenario–Module Heat Map 

The heat map below shows the intensity with which the six analytical modules and the two cross-cutting layers become decisive under the 
four scenarios. “Medium” denotes monitoring and adaptation, “High” denotes intensive preparation, and “Critical” denotes priority command 
attention. 

 S1 · Controlled S2 · Fragmented S3 · Ethno-Religious S4 · Great-Power 

I · Geopolitical Architecture Medium High High Critical 

II · Financial Intelligence High Critical Critical Critical 

III · Ethnic / Social Fault High Critical Critical High 

IV · Energy–Logistics Backbone High Critical High Critical 

V · Defence-Industrial Medium High High Critical 

VI · Strategic Resilience Medium High Critical Critical 

Cross-cutting · Chess → Poker Medium Critical Critical Critical 

As the matrix shows, S2 and S4 stand out not only by their probability levels but by their intensity across the modules. S2 is the main preparation area in 
terms of long-term intelligence investment and gray-zone monitoring; S4, despite its low–medium probability, is the lock-in scenario that demands the 
highest command attention because of its systemic impact; and S3 is the critical intermediate field where S2 expands through identity faults and controlled 
provocation. 
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07   Actor Map: A Multi-Layered, Türkiye-Centric Reading 

This actor map is designed not as a classical political reading based on a friend–foe distinction, but as a military-intelligence reading that runs 
from outcome to cause. Actors are classified not only by their stated intentions but by their leverage-generating capacity, veto points, proxy 
connections, risk-pricing effects, and their potential to narrow or widen Türkiye’s decision space. 

Command judgment: in this file Türkiye is not merely one “actor” but the main connecting node that all actors test. The point, before 
what anyone thinks about Türkiye, is for Türkiye to recognize which game it is being forced to play. 

 

ACTOR MAP · Four Rings Centred on Türkiye 

CENTRE RING I RING II RING III RING IV 

TÜRKIYE 
main connecting node 

System-Builder & Frame-
Setter 
USA 
Israel 

United Kingdom 
Russia 
China 
NATO 

Regional Node & Transit 
Iran blocs 

Gulf 
Iraq 
KRG 
Syria 

Jordan 

Internal Regime & Proxy 
Ecosystem 

IRGC 
PMU 

PKK / PJAK / SDF 
tribes 

influence networks 

Flow & Financial Pricing 
City of London 

insurance 
shadow fleet 

sovereign wealth funds 
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Ring I — System-Builder and Frame-Setting Actors 

Actor Strategic Aim and Leverage What It Means for Türkiye Scenarios 

USA Prevent Iran from again producing an integrated 
regional threat; protect Israel’s security, Gulf 
stability, and maritime flows; spread burden-
sharing to partners. Military presence, the 
CENTCOM network, sanctions, frame-setting. 

Can be both a shield and a pressure generator. It 
may elevate Ankara as a balancing centre; but it 
may also produce a “forward-front logic” that 
offloads the security cost onto Türkiye. 

S2, S4; indirectly S3 

Israel Limit Iran’s proxy depth and recovery capacity; 
narrow the surrounding threat belt. Intelligence 
penetration, surgical military pressure, covert 
operations, technology. 

Should be read as a regulating actor shaping the 
post-Iran security belt. According to this report, the 
real risk is that this is reflected as indirect 
pressure, controlled provocation, and reaction-
testing in proxy theatres. 

S2, S3, S4 

United Kingdom Less a leading military actor in the field than a 
preserver of influence in finance, insurance, law, 
maritime trade, and intelligence (offshore 
balancing). The City of London, 
insurance/reinsurance, maritime law, sanctions 
compliance. 

One of the most critical invisible domains that 
accepts or vetoes the hub role. Its importance is 
not military; it lies in affecting the investability and 
insurability threshold of the flow. 

S1, S2, S4 

Russia Limit NATO pressure in the Black Sea and the 
Caucasus; balance Türkiye without pushing it to a 
full rupture; preserve its energy and veto capacity. 

Does not reject hub capacity outright; but the 
moment this combines with NATO enlargement 
and Black Sea pressure, it raises the cost and 
activates the Montreux Paradox. 

S4; secondarily S2 

China Uninterrupted trade flows, corridor diversification, 
avoidance of instability costs; reducing US-centred 
chokepoint dependence. Belt and Road, 
infrastructure financing, commercial weight. 

Opportunity: to become a corridor centre. Risk: 
that Chinese capital turns overly cautious when 
security costs rise. 

S1, S4 

NATO Protect the south-eastern flank, the Black Sea 
connection, and allied resilience. The Article 5 
framework, joint command, intelligence sharing. 

A vital shield and depth element. But as NATO’s 
internal turbulence grows, Türkiye’s hub role can 
shift from a security guarantee into a forward node 
bearing the load. 

S4; cross-cutting all 

Interim judgment: in this ring three actors demand special attention — the USA, because it sets the security frame; Israel, because it carries the capacity 
to redesign the security space; and the United Kingdom, because it affects the invisible financial-insurance veto domain. 
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Ring II — Regional Node and Transit Actors 

Actor Strategic Aim and Leverage What It Means for Türkiye Scenarios 

Iran executive / 
technocratic bloc 

State continuity, partial normalization, prevention 
of regime collapse. Bureaucracy, official 
diplomacy, energy sales. 

Produces an interlocutor; but excessive trust 
breeds an illusion of reliability. Commitment at the 
table and execution in the field are not the same. 

S1; secondarily S2 

Iran security–
economy bloc 
(IRGC circle) 

Preserve veto capacity, proxy networks, shadow 
trade, and deterrence tools. 

The most important veto generator. It has the 
capacity, on its own, to disrupt the functioning of 
corridors, insurability, and field stability. 

S1, S2, S3 

Iran’s peripheral 
ethnic / sectarian 
clusters 

Survival, autonomy, bargaining power. Local 
identity networks, cross-border ties, mobilization. 

Both a fracture risk and a micro-diplomacy field. 
Read blindly, it becomes a security problem; 
disaggregated correctly, it produces a buffer zone. 

S2, S3 

Gulf core (UAE, 
Saudi Arabia; 
secondarily Qatar) 

Want the Iran threat to recede while ensuring new 
disorder does not spill into the Gulf; secure 
investment and alternative corridors. 

Can be both the main financier and the main 
bypasser of the hub role. The essential criterion is 
not security but predictability and investment 
feasibility. 

S1, S4; secondarily 
S3 

Iraqi federal centre Sovereignty, the Faw–Development Road axis, 
limiting militia growth. Legal sovereignty, port and 
transit projects. 

An indispensable middle corridor. But its capacity 
is fragmented; cooperation is necessary yet 
cannot be treated as a guarantee on its own. 

S1, S2, S3 

KRG and the main 
Kurdish actors 
(KDP/PUK) 

Autonomy, revenue and legitimacy, balance 
among major actors. Border gates, local security, 
balancing. 

Both a corridor partner and a fragility zone. The 
biggest mistake is to read the entire Kurdish space 
as a single-bloc threat; this structure is 
paradoxical within itself. 

S2, S3 

Syrian theatre Freeze/manage fragmentation in its own favour; 
open space to external-actor extensions. 
Fragmented sovereignty. 

Less a single actor than a transmission theatre; a 
significant part of the risks change shape here. A 
sharp arena of confrontation with Israel. 

S2, S3, S4 

Jordan Regime stability, a buffer on the southern line, 
alternative transit. Geographic buffer, Aqaba/Haifa 
connection potential. 

A complementary or competitive southern joint. If 
the northern lines are risky, Jordan’s importance 
rises. 

S3, S4 
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Rings III–IV — Internal Regime / Proxy Ecosystem and Financial Pricing Networks 
Ring III · Internal Regime and Proxy Ecosystem 
Critical point: not to understand “proxy” only as an armed element. Proxy-hood is distributed across forms of financing, narrative, logistics, 
and risk-bearing. 

• IRGC / Quds Force circle — breaks the assumption that “if the centre collapses, the periphery scatters.” The main veto and surprise-
generating centre. (S2, S3) 

• Iraqi Shia militia ecology / autonomous PMU elements — the main fragility for the Development Road; even if the corridor is physically 
open, it can become uninsurable. (S2, S3) 

• PKK / PJAK / SDF ecology — the issue is not to read this space under a single name; it is to be able to separate which component is 
tied to which sponsor. (S2, S3) 

• Local border economies, tribes, and intermediary structures — if underestimated, an intelligence blind spot forms; these are the field 
carriers of grand strategies. (S2, S3) 

• Information-domain / influence-operation networks — erode decision quality even without military pressure. (S2, S3, S4) 

Ring IV · Flow, Risk, and Financial Pricing Networks 
The post-war order is built not only on the map but also in the insurance policy and the freight rate. 

• City of London / finance–insurance–law network — Türkiye’s geographic value converts into economic value only if these networks 
see it as “operable.” (S1, S2, S4) 

• Energy and infrastructure investors — they price not economic-security risk itself, but whether the risk is being managed. (S1, S4) 
• Maritime shipping and the insurance chain — every jolt among Hormuz, Bab el-Mandeb, Suez, and the Black Sea affects Türkiye’s 

role. (S1, S4; secondarily S2) 
• Shadow fleet / gray-trade networks — over the medium term they can raise Türkiye’s risk premium; according to this report, the 

increase is often deliberate. [see colophon, verification note] (S2, S4) 
• Transnational capital and sovereign wealth funds — to a state that does not bear security, they bring not durable capital but 

opportunistic flows. (S1, S4) 
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08   Critical Actor Linkages 

At the command level, what must be tracked is not individual actors but the pairings among them. The linkages below are the combinations 
that shape Türkiye’s decision space the most. 

Actor Linkage Why It Is Critical Implication for Türkiye 

USA–Israel Security-shaping, suppression of Iranian networks, 
escalation control, and pressure generation work 
together. 

Can open space; but carries the potential to generate 
indirect provocation and speed/reflex testing. 

UK–City of London–Gulf 
capital 

The post-war capital and insurance filter forms here. The real feasibility of the hub role is measured along this 
axis. 

Russia–China Can produce a joint or parallel veto ground against 
NATO pressure and corridor politics. 

Multi-directional balancing ability is tested; decisive 
especially in S4. 

IRGC–PMU–cross-border 
proxy networks 

The main veto line that can disrupt the field-level 
applicability of official agreements. 

Can lock the corridor not physically but functionally, and 
through indirect attribution. 

KDP/PUK – PKK/PJAK/SDF 
divergence 

The Kurdish space is not a single bloc; each sub-
network carries a different sponsor and orientation. 

Türkiye’s success at actor disaggregation determines 
the fate of S3. 

NATO–Türkiye A relationship swinging between shield and burden. 
According to this report, certain intra-alliance tendencies 
may be read as reconfiguring Article 5 and the 
contribution-share distribution. 

Valuation points to a NATO that would weaken without 
Türkiye; pricing, meanwhile, can be used to code 
Türkiye as the shield’s “problem country.” The two files 
are provided on request. 

Gulf–Jordan–Eastern 
Mediterranean line 

Can produce an alternative or complementary southern 
route to Türkiye. 

Renders Ankara both indispensable and bypassable; 
southern capital blocs may be preferred over the 
northern line. 
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09   Main Analytical Conclusions for Türkiye 

The core conclusion of this mapping: Türkiye’s position will be determined not by the intent of a single actor but by the way actor clusters 
connect to one another. The real question is not “which actor is against Türkiye?” but “which actor combination is forcing Türkiye into which 
role?” 

1 · The decisive factor is not individual actors but actor clusters 
The US–Israel security line, the UK–City of London–insurance line, the Russia–Black Sea–gray-zone line, the China–corridor line, and the 
Gulf–Jordan–Eastern Mediterranean route cannot be read in isolation. When they converge on Türkiye, they produce a single outcome: 
Ankara’s geographic centrality becomes, at once, both value and burden. Türkiye must read the actor map not as a friend–foe list but as a 
role-imposition map. 

2 · The Israel file should be read through the logic of the security belt and reaction-testing 
The real risk is not direct war; it is indirect pressure, controlled provocation, and reaction-testing in proxy theatres. The real danger here is 
the measuring of Türkiye: reaction speed, escalation discipline, the attribution threshold, intra-NATO coordination. The response must be 
neither automatic toughness nor passive waiting; it must run, simultaneously, evidence-based attribution, graduated reaction, information-
domain defence, intra-NATO pre-notification, financial risk reduction, and field de-escalation. 

3 · The UK and City of London line is an invisible but decisive veto domain 
The post-war order is determined not only by who holds which territory but by which flow is insurable, which line is financeable, and which 
corridor is acceptable in compliance terms. Türkiye’s hub vision is not completed merely by building roads, ports, and energy lines. Those 
lines must also be bankable, insurable, auditable, and legally defensible. Otherwise Türkiye carries the physical corridor, but the flow’s 
insurance, data, legal title, and financial key remain in external networks. Türkiye’s geographic centrality produces value only through 
financial-legal fortification. 

4 · Gulf actors are not automatic supporters; they are risk-pricing capital actors 
Gulf countries may support the hub role; but they do so not out of strategic sympathy but on a risk–return calculation. If the Türkiye line 
appears secure, insurable, low-friction, and legally predictable, Gulf capital strengthens Türkiye; otherwise that same capital turns to IMEC, 
Chabahar/INSTC, or other southern alternatives. Türkiye’s message to the Gulf must be not only “we are the geographic centre” but that it is 
a centre able to manage multiple crises, lower insurance costs, and remain institutionally sustainable. 

5 · The greatest mistake is to act on a single-bloc threat perception 
In S2 and S3, the most serious mistake is to read all Kurdish actors, all Shia networks, or all of Iran’s peripheral elements as a single bloc. 
Such a reading pushes Türkiye toward broad and mistargeted military reflexes; and that, in turn, strengthens the Strategic Decoy mechanism 
that external actors desire. The Kurdish belt is the most visible ring, but Baluch, Ahwazi, Shia Arab, Azeri/Turkic, Alevi–Sunni, and cross-
border tribal structures also generate a leverage field. 
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Türkiye’s measure of success is not to suppress all actors but to disaggregate them, buffer them, sever them from external 
leverage, tie local interest to a Türkiye-centred economic ecosystem, and lower the risk price. 
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10   Institutional Response Sets — Exit Package from Strategic Decoy 

The need is to move from the classical “intelligence community” model to an intelligence-ecosystem model. Eight headings make up Türkiye’s 
exit package from being a Strategic Decoy. 

1   Geo-Economic Security Fusion Cell 
A decision-support structure that unites security, finance, energy, logistics, cyber, law, and border management in the same analytical centre. 
Türkiye answers not only “where is the threat?” but, simultaneously, where the flow is breaking, who is generating veto, and how the 
breakdown is repaired (Order of Flow / Veto / Repair). Corridors are classified not as open/closed but as insurable/uninsurable. 

2   From an Intelligence Community to an Intelligence Ecosystem 
The state’s core security institutions remain at the centre; around them, financial regulators, energy-logistics institutions, critical-infrastructure 
companies, and academic capacity are connected in a controlled manner. This is not a delegation of authority; it is a controlled-integration 
architecture that raises decision quality. 

3   Turning Anthropological and Cognitive Intelligence into Mainstream Capacity 
In S2 and S3, the opposing structure is not a hierarchical army; it is crisis entrepreneurs, border economies, tribal networks, and 
ethnic/religious fault lines. The output: in place of a single-bloc threat perception, actor disaggregation, targeted de-escalation, and micro-
diplomacy capacity. 

4   Financial-Intelligence Diplomacy 
A new diplomatic track constructed among the Treasury, the Foreign Ministry, intelligence, financial regulators, insurance markets, multilateral 
development banks, and Gulf funds. The aim is not to surrender to external capital but to read capital’s security language and have it reprice 
in Türkiye’s favour. 
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Institutional Response Sets (continued) 

5   Preventive Stabilization 2.0 
The ethnic/religious leverage capacity of external actors cannot be answered with military isolation alone. Military area control must be 
supported by a local-economy buffer, civil administration, education and health, a border-trade regime, micro-diplomacy, and legal integration. 
Low-visibility front structures and cultural-diplomacy tools come to the fore. 

6   Attribution and Reaction Discipline against Controlled Provocations 
The aim of these events is most often not material damage but the measuring of decision reflexes. Order of Attribution (separating perpetrator–
sponsor–beneficiary–narrative), Order of Reaction (graduated response), Order of Communication (a distinct language for NATO / region / 
public / market), and Order of Containment (de-escalating the crisis without turning it into a Strategic Decoy) must be built. 

7   Digital Sovereignty and Cyber-Financial Security Fortification 
A corridor is not only railway and pipeline; it is an architecture of data, payment, insurance, compliance auditing, and business continuity. If 
Türkiye does not build its capacity in these areas, then even if the physical flow passes through Türkiye, the digital key, financial audit, and 
security software remain in external actors’ hands. 

8   Strategic Resilience and Systemic-Indispensability Model 
Türkiye’s real advantage is the connectional weight by which, should it be targeted, the wider system would also be shaken. The NATO / 
Article 5 credibility premium, international law, G20 integration, and Europe’s migration / energy / trade dependencies must be read together. 
Used carelessly it produces hubris; used correctly, deterrence. 
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Institutional Response Set — Summary 

Response Area Main Problem It Solves Linked Scenario / Risk 

Geo-Economic Security Fusion 
Cell 

The fragmented monitoring of security, finance, energy, logistics, 
insurance, and border risks across separate institutions 

S2, S3, S4 · corridor sabotage, uninsurable 
flow 

Transition to an Intelligence 
Ecosystem 

Closed, vertical, and competitive information flow lowering 
decision quality 

All scenarios · erosion of decision quality 

Anthropological-Cognitive 
Intelligence 

Fault lines, tribal networks, and information operations read as a 
single security threat 

S2, S3 · ethno-religious leverage, Strategic 
Decoy risk 

Financial-Intelligence Diplomacy Geographic centrality not converting automatically into financial 
credibility 

S1, S2, S4 · risk premium, City of London 
filter 

Preventive Stabilization 2.0 Responding to the border belt with military isolation and hard 
measures alone 

S3 · the leveraging of identity faults 

Attribution and Reaction 
Discipline 

Being provoked in proxy theatres into excessive or insufficient 
response 

S3, S4 · controlled provocation, intra-NATO 
pressure 

Digital Sovereignty / Cyber-
Finance 

Data, payment, insurance, and cyber-security keys remaining in 
external networks 

S2, S4 · data / cyber fragility 

Systemic-Indispensability Model Pressure seen only as a national cost; systemic backlash 
unmeasured 

S4 and all · Overloaded Hub, shield shaken 
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11   Conclusion–Objective Package for the Decision-Maker 

Türkiye’s goal is not the appearance of a “state that answers every threat with force.” The goal is to build a decision architecture that can 
distinguish which threat is genuine, which is a probe, which is a controlled provocation, and which is an attempt to pull Türkiye into the 
Strategic Decoy position. 

Decision quality Attribution, reaction, diplomacy, financial impact, and the information domain are assessed simultaneously. 

Corridor security The Development Road, the Middle Corridor, and Trans-Caspian become insurable and legally fortified. 

Intelligence architecture A shift from the community model to the ecosystem model; all intelligence types are fused. 

Border-belt management Military isolation gives way to Preventive Stabilization 2.0. 

Financial resilience The Türkiye line is priced as a centre that lowers the risk premium and secures the flow. 

NATO / shield Türkiye preserves the shield’s credibility and its own autonomy without being pushed to the forward front. 

Strategic Decoy risk Türkiye becomes the actor that manages the pincers and breaks the leverage. 

 

FROM A RISK-ABSORBING CONTACT ZONE TO AN INSURABLE HUB-NODE STATE 

STRATEGIC DECOY 
Risk-absorbing contact zone 

Carries cost, cannot set the game 
The flow’s key is outside 

Overloaded center 

INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSE SET 
1 · Geo-Economic Security Fusion Cell 
2 · Intelligence ecosystem model 
3 · Anthropological-cognitive intelligence 
4 · Financial-intelligence diplomacy 
5 · Preventive Stabilization 2.0 
6 · Attribution & reaction discipline 
7 · Digital sovereignty / cyber-finance 
8 · Systemic-indispensability model 

HUB-NODE STATE 
Manages the pincers 
Breaks the leverage 

Lowers the risk premium 
Switches flows on sovereign terms 

 

The shift from a risk-absorbing contact zone to an insurable hub-node state is not a question of geography; it is a question of institutional 
capacity and decision architecture. This is the test before Türkiye. 
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12   Annex A — Scenario Positioning · Annex B — Risk and Decision Matrix 

Annex A · Scenario Positioning 

Scenario Method. Position Operating Mechanism Türkiye’s Role Hub Status 

S1 Controlled 
Transition 

MLCOA / base / 
logistics 

Iran does not collapse; a weakened but still 
centrally appearing order. There is diplomatic 
cooling, but the veto does not disappear. 

Diplomatic threshold 
state; energy-logistics 
node candidate 

Selective, 
cautious hub 

S2 Fragmented 
Instability 

MDCOA / primary / 
main ammunition 

Authority does not collapse monolithically; it 
fragments in favor of proxy networks and gray-
zone economies. 

Security buffer; border 
balancer; early-warning 
node 

High-friction hub 

S3 Ethno-Religious 
Leverage 

S2’s expansion area Instability expands along identity faults; 
provocation and narrative warfare come to the 
fore. 

Preventive-stabilization 
state; exposed to 
Strategic Decoy 

Contested hub 

S4 Great-Power Lock-
In 

Low–medium 
probability / high 
systemic impact 

Local crises lock in through the Black Sea, 
Montreux, the NATO–Russia balance, and 
capital pricing. 

Between a balancing 
centre and an overloaded 
hub 

Hedged / 
Overloaded hub 

Annex B · Risk and Decision Matrix 

Scenario Main Risk Main Opportunity Command Judgment 

S1 Pragmatic commitments mistaken for state 
guarantees; an illusion of reliability. 

Turning controlled cooling into insurable 
flow. 

It is a reference area, not an investment 
area. 

S2 Militia growth, extortion economy, corridor 
sabotage, uninsurable flow. 

Geo-economic security, micro-diplomacy, 
targeted de-escalation. 

The highest intelligence-investment value 
lies here. 

S3 The leveraging of identity faults; being 
forced into excessive / insufficient response. 

Actor disaggregation, local-economy 
buffers. 

Success is not suppressing all actors but 
breaking the leverage mechanism. 

S4 Montreux pressure, Black Sea–Gulf 
squeeze, being coded as a forward front. 

Montreux discipline, multi-vector 
diplomacy, legal-financial fortification. 

The goal is to be a sovereign, insurable, 
switching hub. 
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12   Annex C — Module Function · Annex D — Scenario-Module Weight Matrix 

Annex C · Module Function 

Module Main Question Most Decisive Scenarios 

I · Geopolitical Architecture Is Türkiye a regional regulator, a forward-front state, or an overloaded centre? S1 and S4 

II · Financial Intelligence Why does flow come toward Türkiye, or why does it stop? S2 and S4 

III · Ethnic and Social Fault Are the fault lines an internal-security issue or an external-leverage 
mechanism? 

S3 and S2 

IV · Energy and Logistics 
Backbone 

Is geographic opportunity converting into material feasibility? S1, S2, and S4 

V · Defence-Industrial Capacity Is Türkiye’s current power sustainable? S2 and S4 

VI · Strategic Resilience and 
Shields 

What is the systemic backlash of pressure on Türkiye? S3 and S4; horizontal variable 

Annex D · Scenario-Module Weight Matrix 

 S1 · Controlled S2 · Fragmented S3 · Ethno-Religious S4 · Great-Power 

I · Geopolitical Architecture Medium High High Critical 

II · Financial Intelligence High Critical Critical Critical 

III · Ethnic / Social Fault High Critical Critical High 

IV · Energy–Logistics Backbone High Critical High Critical 

V · Defence-Industrial Medium High High Critical 

VI · Strategic Resilience Medium High Critical Critical 

Cross-cutting · Chess → Poker Medium Critical Critical Critical 
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13   Colophon, Method, and Evidence Note 

Publication Colophon 
IRIS Intelligence · Strategic Intelligence Series · Issue 01 · April 2026. This report is a corporate strategic assessment prepared by IRIS 
Intelligence. The content holds the status of a public assessment; it does not reflect the view of any official state institution and does not 
constitute a submission to any authority. 

Method Note 
The report is built on a reverse architecture proceeding from outcome to cause: first the scenario (outcome) field, then testing across the six 
analytical modules and the two cross-cutting layers. The scenarios are classified hierarchically along the probability–impact–intelligence-
investment axis. The MLCOA / MDCOA distinction from military doctrine has been carried up to the geostrategic level. 

Evidence Classification 
• Fact — verifiable data such as geographic locations, corridor routes, and institutional presences. 
• Inference — logically derived assessments based on actor behaviour and capacities (the report’s predominant content). 
• Assumption — explicitly stated premises; e.g., that Iranian authority will not collapse monolithically. 
• Scenario-based judgment — projections conditionally valid under the four scenarios, making no claim to certainty. 

Points Requiring Verification 
The specific CDS threshold mentioned in the financial-intelligence layer (a particular basis-point value) and the intent readings attributed to 
specific actors (intra-alliance reconfiguration tendencies, controlled-provocation strategies) are at this report’s assessment / inference level; 
they have not been verified through independent and open sources. The decision-maker should treat these points as analytical foresight, not 
established fact. IRIS Intelligence does not guarantee the numerical and attributional precision of these items without additional verification. 

Complementary Files 
Provided separately on request, linked to this report: the Kurdish file and resolution-process assessment; the NATO reconfiguration scenario; 
the analysis of the pricing and valuation of national power; and the intelligence assessment of the Levant order and regional water-
infrastructure projects. These files are shared within the framework of the IRIS Intelligence compartmentalization protocol, according to the 
nature of the request. 

IRIS INTELLIGENCE 
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