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GIRisS

ABD’nin giintimtizdeki kiiresel roli, hegemonya ile imparatorluk arasinda bir gecis siireci olarak
degerlendirilebilir. Ancak Trump’in dis politika 6ncelikleri, bu gegisin giderek imparatorluk lehine
derinlestigine isaret etmektedir. Bu durum yalnizca uluslararasi sistemin yapisini degil, ayn1 zamanda
ABD’nin kendi i¢ siyasi mesruiyetini de dogrudan etkilemektedir. Askeri unsurlarin 6ne ¢itkmasi,
uluslararast alanda devletlerin ve toplumlarin daha fazla silahlanmasina ve guvenlik sorunlariyla
karst karstya kalmasina yol agacaktir. Bu durum, SSCB sonrast donemde uluslararasi kurumlarin
daha etkin olacagina dair beklentileri de zayiflatacak ve diinyay: yeni bir ¢catisma ve savaslar ¢cagina

surtikleyebilecektir.

Donald Trump déneminde benimsenen “America First” yaklasimi ve bu kapsamda gerceklestirilen
Venezuela ve Iran miidahaleleri, Amerikan baskanlarinin farkli retoriklere sahip olmakla birlikte
uluslararast sistemde ABD’nin konumunu giiclendirmeye yonelik benzer stratejiler izledigini
gostermektedir. Ozellikle Trump déneminde dis politika, uluslararast kurumlar ve is bitliginden
uzaklasan; daha dogrudan ve tek tarafli gli¢ kullanimina dayanan ve ulusal ¢ikar maksimizasyonunu

onceleyen bir ¢izgiye oturmustur.



ABD HEGEMONYASI MI? AMERIKAN IMPARATORLUGU
MU?

Amerikan hegemonyasi ya da imparatorlugu séylemleri, Washington’un uluslararast sistem veya
diger birimlerin davranislart tizerinde dominant bir giic olma durumunu ifade etmek icin
kullanilmaktadir. Ancak ¢ogu zaman birbirinin yerine kullanidmasina karsin, imparatorluk ile
hegemonya arasinda 6nemli farkliliklarin bulunduguna dikkat gekmek gerekir. Dolayistyla Trump’in
politikalarini analiz etmeden 6nce, imparatorluk ve hegemonya kavramlarinin anlamlari tGzerinde

durmakta yarar vardur.

Hegemonya kavramindan baslayacak olursak, kéken olarak Yunanca hegeisthai kelimesine dayanan
hegemonya, liderlik veya yoneticilik etme anlamina gelmektedir. Hegemonya terimi, bir grubun
sosyal, kilttrel, ideolojik veya ekonomik olarak digerleri tizerinde basat konuma gelmesini ifade
etmek i¢in de kullanilmaktadir. Hegemonya kavramini modern siyaset biliminde kullananlarin
onculerinden biri olan Antonio Gramsci, hegemonyay: tarihsel bir siireg i¢inde olusan toplumsal

gruplar arasindaki iliskilere ve bu gruplar arasindaki is birligine atifla agiklamistur.

Gramsci’'ye gore hegemonya, baslangicta kendi ¢ikarlarini korumak ve gelistirmek amaciyla
birbirinden bagimsiz sekilde 6rgiitlenen toplumsal gruplarin, zamanla ortak ekonomik ve siyasi
hedefler dogrultusunda bir dayanisma siirecine girmeleriyle ortaya ¢ikar. Ortak hedeflere ulasma
bilincinin yarattigi birliktelik icinde bir grup digerleri tzerinde baskin konuma gelir. Bu stirecte
liderlik rolunt Gstlenen hegemon grup, hareketi yalnizca ekonomik ve siyasi bir birliktelik olmaktan
ctkararak, ona entelektiiel ve moral ilkeler kazandirir. Hegemon konuma gelen toplumsal grup ya
da sinif, bu asamadan sonra karsilasilan sorunlara yalnizca kendi ¢tkarlart dogrultusunda degil, tim
gruplarin ¢ikarlarint gozeterek yaklasir ve boylece tim toplumsal alana yayilarak hegemon
konumunu pekistirir. Karisik, celiskili ve birbiriyle uyumsuz toplumsal gruplarin olusturdugu bu
birliktelikte hegemon grup, koordinasyon, zorlama, is birligi ve ikna araclartyla siireci yonlendirir.'
Gramsci’ye gore hegemon grup, grup ici iliskileri diizenleyen, ikna eden, gerektiginde zorlayan ve
degerleri dagitan bir liderlik bicimidir. Dolayisiyla hegemon grubun, diger gruplarin
benimseyebilecegi bir ekonomik ve sosyal diizen kurabilmesi i¢in kaba glicln yani sira ikna ve

mesruiyet iiretme kapasitesine sahip olmast zorunludur.

I Antonio Gramsci, Modern Prens, Cev.: Pars Esin, Ankara: Birey ve Toplum Yay., 1984, ss. 82-84
2 Jonathan Joseph, “A Realist Theory of Hegemonya”, Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, Vol:30, No:2, s. 190



(ESA

Prof. Dr Veysel AYHAN NP
Enstitiisu

Imparatorluk (empire) kavrami ise Latince imperium kelimesinden tiiremektedir ve tarihsel olarak
“emretme”, “hitkmetme” ve “egemenlik kurma” anlamlarini icermektedir. Bu baglamda imperium,
bir siyasi otoritenin genis bir cografya ve farkli topluluklar tizerinde dogrudan ya da dolayl: kontrol
kurma kapasitesini ifade etmektedir. Giiniimiizde imparatorluk kavrami, egemenligin kiresel

olcekte tek elde toplanmasint ifade etmek icin kullanilmaktadir.’

Tarihsel siirecte imparatorluklar, farkli etnik, dini ve kilttrel gruplar tek bir siyasi yap: altinda
birlestiren; ancak bu yapiyt esitlikten ziyade hiyerarsik iliskiler tizerine insa eden yonetim bicimleri
olarak ortaya ¢tkmistir. Bu sistemde merkezi otorite ile ¢evre birimler arasinda asimetrik bir gilic
iliskisi bulunmaktadir. Dolayistyla imparatorluk diizeni yalnizca rizaya dayali bir birliktelik degil,
ayni zamanda gerektiginde zorlayict kapasiteye dayanan bir egemenlik bi¢imidir. Glce, zorlamaya
ve baskiya dayali tahakkiim kurma politikast imparatorluk ile o6zdeslesmistir. Guintimuzde
imparatorluk, rizai unsurlarin sinirl oldugu ve zorlayict kapasitenin belitleyici rol oynadigi bir
egemenlik bicimi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Daha genis bir ifadeyle, diger yapilar tizerinde onlarin
iradeleri disinda bir hiikiimranlik kuran bir diizeni ifade ederken?; hegemonyanin, hegemon
disindaki grup veya devletler tarafindan da kabul géren mesru bir diizen olma iddiast 6n plana

ctkmaktadir.’

Hegemon gli¢ veya devlet, sistem igerisindeki birimlere yalnizca zorlayict giic unsurlariyla egemen
olmakla kalmaz; ayni zamanda politik ve ideolojik bir liderlik rolti de ustlenir. Bununla birlikte,
hegemonyanin rizaya dayali bir dizen olmast ve ikna mekanizmalarini esas almasi, ne olusum
surecinde ne de devamliliginda gii¢c unsurunun dislandigt anlamina gelmez. Ancak imparatorlukta
zotlayict unsurlar 6n plana cikarken, hegemonyada bu unsurlar genellikle ikinci planda yer
almaktadir. Hegemon devlet, diger devletleri ortak cikarlar cercevesinde oOrgutleyerek bloklar
olusturur, grup ici iliskileri diizenler ve hedefleri belitler. Ortak hedeflere ulasmada zorlama araglart
yalnizca kullanilan yontemlerden biridir. Nitekim Antonio Gramsci de, bir toplumsal grubun devlet
aygitint ele gecirmeden 6nce diger gruplar tizerinde liderlik kurmasi gerektigini vurgulamis ve bunun

yalnizca zorlayict yontemlerle miimkiin olmayacagini ifade etmistir.

Bununla birlikte gunimizde bircok yazar, hegemonyayr gii¢ araciigiyla diger aktorlerin
davranslarini etkileme kapasitesi olarak tanimlamaktadir. Ozellikle realist gelenekte hegemonya, bir

devletin digerleri tizerinde gii¢ yoluyla kurdugu etki olarak anlasiimaktadir. Bu baglamda hegemon

3 Jose Rabasa, “For Empitre”, Rethinking Marxism, Vol: 13, No:3/4 (2001), ss. 8-15

4 Roger Simon, Gramsci’s Political Though: An Introduction, London: ElecBook, 2001, ss. 24-27, 31

5 Cinar Ozen, “Neogramsiyan Hegemonya Yaklasimi Cergevesinde Giig ve Global Finans: Pax Britannica’daki Biiyiik Déndsiim”,
Uluslararas: Iligkiler, Cilt:2, Say1:8 (Kis, 2006), ss. 5-6.
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kavrami zaman zaman emperyalizm ile 6zdeslestirilerek olumsuz bir anlam da kazanabilmektedir.®
Bununla birlikte hegemon gii¢, kaba gli¢ ve zorlama araclarint genellikle havug-sopa dengesi iginde
kullanarak diger aktorlerin davranslarini yonlendirmeyi tercih eder. Ciinkt hegemon, strekli zora

dayali bir diizenin ekonomik, askeri ve sosyal acidan sirdirilebilir olmadiginin farkindadur.

HEGEMONYA ILE IMPARATORLUK ARASINDA DIS
POLITIKA DAVRANISI FARKI

Hegemonya ile imparatorluk arasinda dis politika davranist ve strateji baglaminda 6nemli bir ayrim
oldugunu belirtmek gerekir. Bir devlet, uluslararast sistemi yalnizca askeri ve ekonomik giliciine
dayanarak degistirme, diizenleme veya donustirme stratejisini uyguluyorsa, bu giicii hegemon
olarak tanimlamak dogru degildir. Bu durumda s6z konusu devleti hegemon yerine imparator ya da
tek stiper gii¢ olarak nitelendirmek daha isabetli olacaktir. Imparatorlukta ¢ikarlarin zorla ve askeri
giic yoluyla dayatilmasi s6z konusuyken, hegemonyada zorlama unsurlarinin yant sira ikna,

odullendirme, paylasim ve ortak degerleri koruma gibi unsurlar da 6nemli bir yer tutmaktadir.

Hegemon konumuna ulasmis bir devletin giici ve etkisi diger aktorler tarafindan kabul gdrmekte
ve desteklenmektedir. Hegemon, yalnizca kendi ¢ikarlarini degil, ayn1 zamanda onu destekleyen
diger aktorlerin cikarlarini da gozeten bir glictiir.” Bu nedenle hegemonun varligi, uluslararast
sistemin istikrart agisindan bir gereklilik olarak goriiliirken, yoklugu ise birimler arasinda ¢atisma ve
rekabetin yogunlastig1 bir ortamin ortaya ¢itkmasina yol agmaktadir. Nitekim Kindleberger’e gore
1929 buhran, iki savas arasi dénemde uluslararasi ekonomik sistemi dizenleyen bir hegemonun
yoklugundan kaynaklanmustir. Bu baglamda hegemonun, uluslararast sistemde baris ve istikrarin
saglanmast agisindan gerekli oldugu ileri striilmektedir. Hegemonun roli, sagladigt kamusal

faydalar nedeniyle diger aktorler tarafindan kabul edilen bir roldir.

Bununla birlikte hegemon giig, kendi 6nderliginde kurulan sistemden en fazla fayda saglayan aktor
olma konumunu da sirdirmektedir. Kindleberger, hegemon glictin sistemin devamint saglayan
ekonomik diizenlemeler yoluyla para, glic ve prestij elde ettigini belirtmektedir. Benzer sekilde
robert gilpin de, ABD’nin 1. Diinya savast sonrasinda liderligin getirdigi sorumluluk ¢ergevesinde
uluslararast rejimler olusturdugunu, ancak bu rejimlerin sekillenmesinde ABD’nin politik,

ekonomik ve ideolojik ¢ikarlarinin belitleyici oldugunu vurgulamaktadir.

¢ Donald J. Puchala, “World Hegemony and the United Nations”, International Studies Review, Vol:7, No: 4 (Dec.,2005), ss.
571-572

7 Elle Krahmann, “American Hegemony or Global Governance? Competing Visions of International Security”, International
Studies Review, Vol:7, No:3 (Dec., 2005), s. 534
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Ancak hegemonik bir dizende hegemon tarafindan olusturulan kurallar, ilkeler ve kurumlar
yalnizca zayif aktorlerin davranislarint degil, ayni zamanda hegemonun kendi davranislarini da
sinirlayan bir nitelige sahiptir. Buna karsilik imparatorluk dizeninde kurallar, normlar ve kurumlar
(6rnegin Birlesmis Milletler gibi) diger aktorlerin davranislarini diizenlerken, sistemin merkezindeki

otorite kendisini bu kurallarin istinde konumlandirmaktadit.®

Hegemonya ile imparatorluk arasindaki tartismada dikkat edilmesi gereken bir diger 6nemli husus
ise gii¢ ile hegemonya politikasi arasindaki iliskidir. Kiresel sistemde hegemon konumuna ulagmis
bir devletin sahip oldugu gii¢, onu diger aktorler tizerinde etkili kilmakla birlikte bu etki sinirsiz
degildir. Sistem icinde hegemon devleti dengeleyebilecek veya tehdit edebilecek diger glic
merkezleri bulunmaktadir. Buna karsilik kiiresel dlgekte bir imparatorluk kurabilmis bir devletin

etki ve kapasitesine meydan okuyabilecek herhangi bir glicten s6z etmek zordur.

Zira hegemonun aksine, kuresel imparatorluk niteligi tastyan bir giicin, her kosulda istedigi
politikay1 uygulayabilecek 6l¢iide baski ve 6dil araglarina sahip olmast beklenir. Bu nedenle, ister
hegemonik bir gii¢ ister kiresel bir imparatorluk kurma hedefi tasiyan bir devlet olsun, diger
aktorler tizerinde gerektiginde kullanabilecegi etkili baski araglarina sahip olma yontinde bir kapasite

gelistirmesi kaginilmazdir.

TRUMP VE “AMERICA FIRST” SOYLEMINDEN
IMPARATORLUK HAYALINE

Cumbhuriyetcilerin ABD’de secimleri kazanmastyla birlikte gerek entelektiiel diizeyde gerekse de
Amerikan birokrasisi ve muhalifi kesimlerde Amerikan imparatorlugu veya hegemonyasi
sOylemleri daha sik kullanilmaya baslanmistir. Bircok arastirmaci 6zellikle imparatorluk tizerine
yaptlan calismalarin Cumbhuriyetci parti politikalarindan bagimsiz degerlendirilemeyecegini 6ne
stirmektedir. Ornegin Ronald Wright “yakun zamana kadar bizler imparatoriuk. cagimm nasil ldiigiine
inanmistik; ancak simdi nasi popiiler bir arastirma konusu oldn”. Bush Doktrini bu kapsamda 6énemli bir

cercevede sunmaktaydt.’

Ancak Amerikan dis politikasinda imparatorluk—hegemonya tartismasini yalnizca Bush dénemi ile
stinirlt ele almak analitik acidan yetersizdir. Ozellikle Donald Trump déneminde izlenen dis politika,

farklt araglar kullanmasina ragmen benzer bir gic mantigina dayanmaktadir. Trump’in “America

8 Imparatorluk diizeninde de hegemonya da oldugu gibi temel amag ekonomik ve politik ¢ikarlarin gergeklestirilmesi vardir. Cox,
op. cit., 600.

 Michael Cox, “Empire, Imperialism and the Bush Doctrine”, Review of International Studies, No:30, No:04 (Oct., 2004), ss.
589-590
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First” yaklasimi, klasik liberal uluslararast diizen anlayisindan belirgin bir kopusu temsil etmekle
birlikte, ulusal ¢ikar, glic maksimizasyonu ve givenlik odakli, merkantilist nitelikler tasiyan bir
politika olarak ortaya ctkmistir. Donald Trump’in “America First” soylemi, ilk bakista ice
kapanmact, ulusal ¢ikari 6nceleyen ve kiresel yukiimlulukleri azaltmayt hedefleyen bir dis politika
yaklasimi olarak sunulmustur. Ancak uygulamada bu séylemin, ABD’nin kiresel askeri varligini
stnirlandirmak yerine, daha dogrudan ve mudahaleci bir gli¢ kullanimina dontstiigu gorilmektedir.
Bu doéntstim, soylem diizeyini asarak 6zellikle 2026 yilinda Latin Amerika’da gergeklestirilen askert

operasyonlar baglaminda somutlasmigtir.

ABD’nin Venezuela’ya yonelik gerceklestirdigi askeri operasyon sonucunda Devlet Baskani Nicolas
Maduro ve esinin ABD guigleri tarafindan yakalanarak tlke disina ¢ikarilmasi, uluslararast hukuk ve
egemenlik ilkeleri acisindan ciddi tartismalara yol agmis ve birgok aktor tarafindan agik bir
egemenlik ihlali olarak degerlendirilmistir. Bu miidahale, klasik hegemonik etki araglarinin Gtesine
gecerek dogrudan egemenlik alanina yonelen bir gii¢ kullanimint temsil etmektedir. Operasyon
sonrasinda Trump yonetiminin Venezuela’nin yonetim stirecine dogrudan miidahil olabilecegine
yonelik agtklamalari ve ilkenin enerji sektoriine erisim saglamaya yonelik adimlar atmast, s6z
konusu miidahalenin yalnizca giivenlik gerekgeleriyle degil, ayni zamanda stratejik kaynaklara erisim
ve kontrol saglama amaciyla da baglantli oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu durum, ABD dis
politikasinin s6z konusu donemde hegemonik liderlikten ziyade daha dogrudan, mudahaleci ve

kaynak odakli bir gii¢ projeksiyonuna yoneldigine isaret etmektedir.

Trump’in yayilmact politika ve séylemleri yalnizca Latin Amerika ile sinirli kalmamustir. Ozellikle
Bati blogu icerisinde yer alan ilkelere yonelik yayilmaci politikalart agtkea ifade etmesi oldukca
6nemlidir. Trump, 2026 basinda ulusal giivenlik gerekeeleriyle Gronland't ele gecirmek icin "acil
miizakereler" baglatmak istedigini séyledi. Bolgenin kontroliini ele gecirme yontindeki tekrarlanan
taleplerinin Danimarka tarafindan reddedilmesi tizerine planlarina karst ¢ikan Avrupali miittefikine
ek ticaret tarifeleri uygulayacagini agikladr. Trump Gronland kontrol altina alma hedefinde “geri
adim atmayacagini” séylemis ve adayi gii¢ kullanarak alma segenegini diglamamigtir.
Trump tepkilere ragmen “tim seceneklerin masada” oldugunu ve ABD ordusunun potansiyel

kullanimini da iceren seceneklerin masada oldugunu agiklamistt."!

Benzer bicimde Trump, Kanada’nin ABD’nin “51. eyaleti” olmas1 gerektigini defalarca dile

getirmis, bunu saglamak i¢in en azindan bir asamada “ekonomik gii¢” kullanabilecegini sGylemistir.

10 Reuters, “U.S. moves on Venezuela oil sector after intervention,” 2020,

https://www.reuters.com/world /americas

11 Reuters, “T'rump advisers discussing options for acquiting Greenland; U.S. military is always an option,” 6/7 Ocak
2026; Reuters, “Trump on Greenland: there was ‘no going back’ on goal to control island, refusing to rule out force,”
20 Ocak 2026


https://www.reuters.com/world/americas/
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Trump, Kanada’yt 51. eyalet haline getirmek icin “ekonomik gii¢” ihtimalini giindeme getirmis;
Kanada Bagbakani Justin Trudeau ise Trump’in gercekten Kanada’yr ilhak etmeyi disundigundg,
ozellikle tlkenin dogal kaynaklarina odaklandigini soéylemistir. Trump bir ¢ok agiklamasinda
Kanada’y1 51. eyalet olarak anmay1 sirdiirmustir. Bu nedenle Kanada 6rnegi, salt ticari baski degil,

yakin gevrede yayilmaci bir politikanin benimsendigini géstermektedir.”

Ayrica ABD’nin tarihsel etki alani olarak goriilen Kiiba ve genel olarak Latin Amerika’ya yonelik
sertlesen séylem ve politikalar, bolgenin yeniden “arka bahge” olarak tanimlandigi yonindeki
elestirileri giiclendirmistir. Ozellikle Kiiba’ya yénelik ambargolarin siirdiiriilmesi ve bolgedeki
rejimlere yonelik agtk mtidahale cagrilari, ABD’nin yalnizca etki Giretmekle kalmayip dogrudan s6z

konusu egemen devletleri ilhak etme amacinda oldugunu gostermektedir.

Bu cercevede “America First” yaklasimi, soylem duzeyinde ice doniist savunurken, pratikte kiiresel
Olgekte daha sert, dogrudan ve c¢ok boyutlu miidahaleleri iceren bir stratejiye doniismistir.
Ozellikle Venezuela 6rneginde goriildiigii tizere, ABD’nin yalnizca etki iiretmekle kalmayip
dogrudan siyasi iktidari degistirme ve hatta Ulkeyi uydu bir yonetim ile yonetme politikasini
benimsedigini gostermektedir. Ayrica muttefik tilkelere yonelik de (6zellikle NATO baglaminda)
Greenland ve Kanada’nin ilhakini giindeme getirmesi ve Kiiba’da rejim degisikligi icin gii¢ kullanma

amact Trump’un imparatorluk benzeri bir yap1 kurma kurmaya evrildigini gostermektedir.

Tam da bu noktada, Amerikan yonetiminin Latin Amerika’dan Avrupa’ya, Afrika’dan Asya’ya ve
Pasifiklere kadar diinyanin tiim bolgelerinde askeri glic bulunduran ve gii¢ kullanma kapasitesine
sahip tek tlke konumuna gelmesi, hegemonya ve imparatorluk tartismasinda belirleyici bir unsur
olarak ortaya ctkmaktadir. Nitekim diinya tarihine bakildiginda Biiyiik Iskender’den Roma’ya,
Osmanlr’dan Britanya’ya kadar hi¢bir imparatorlugun Washington kadar genis ve 6zellikle Trump
yonetimiyle birlikte agresif askeri yerlesim ve etki alani olusturamadigt gérilmektedir. ABD’nin
70’ten fazla tilkede askeri tistlere sahip olmasi ve gerektiginde dogrudan miidahalelerde bulunmasi,
bu gictin yalnizca hegemonik degil, ayn1 zamanda imparatorluk benzeri bir karakter tasidig

yonindeki tartismalart giclendirmektedir.

IRAN SAVASI: TRUMP’IN IMPARATORLUK GIiRISIMINE
YONELIK TOPLUMSAL MUHALEFET

2026 doneminde Amerika Birlesik Devletleri genelinde ortaya ¢tkan “No Kings, No Empire”

protestolart, ézellikle 2026 Iran Savast baglaminda ABD’nin dis politika yonelimlerine karst gelisen

12 Reuters, “Canada rejects Trump’s comments about possible use of economic force to make it a U.S. state,” 7 Ocak
2025; Reuters, “Trudeau says Trump talk of absorbing Canada is a ‘real thing’ tied to resources,” 7 Subat 2025;
Reuters, “Carney says Trump should stop calling Canada the 51st state,” 6 Mayis 2025.
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genis Olcekli bir toplumsal tepki olarak sekillenmistir. ABD basininda yer alan haberler,
protestolarin yalnizca i¢ politik gelismelere degil, dogrudan Iran’a yonelik askeri miidahaleye karsi
organize edildigini ve bu savagin protesto gindeminin merkezinde yer aldigint gostermektedir.
Trump karsitt protestolar 50 eyalette binlerce gehirde es zamanli olarak diizenlenmig ve
milyonlarca kisinin katilimiyla gerceklesmistir.”” Gosterilere katilim yalnizca demokratik haklar

degil, aynt zamanda dis politika ve savas karsitlig1 tizerinden sekillenmistir.'

Protestolarda “No Kings” ve “No Empire” sloganlarinin birlikte kullanilmasi, i¢ politika ile dis
politika elestirisinin dogrudan kesistigini gostermektedir. Protestolar, yalnizca Trump yonetiminin
i¢ politikadaki uygulamalarina degil (go¢men karsithgr basta olmak tizere), ayn1 zamanda dis
miudahaleci politikalarina karst gelisen genis bir muhalefet dalgasinin parcast olarak ortaya
ctkmistir.”” Bu cercevede protestocularin 6zellikle Iran’a yonelik askeri operasyonlari, ABD’nin
kiresel olgekte “sturekli savas” stratejisinin bir devami olarak degerlendirdigi ve bu politikanin
ckonomik maliyetlerine, artan enerji fiyatlarina ve kamu kaynaklarinin dis midahalelere

yonlendirilmesine tepki gosterdigi ifade edilmektedir.

Protestocular, 6zellikle Trump yonetiminin Iran politikasini dogrudan “emperyal miidahalecilik”
olarak tanimlamistir. ABD basininda yer alan analizler, protestolarin yalnizca anayasal dizenin
korunmasina yonelik olmadigini; ayni zamanda Amerikan dis politikasinin karakterine yonelik
clestirileri de igerdigini ve Ozellikle emperyalist genisleme kavrami etrafinda sekillendigini
gostermektedir. Bu baglamda protestolarda dile getirilen “End American empire” ve “Stop imperial
wars” sloganlari, Iran’a yonelik askeri midahalenin enetji kaynaklari, ticaret yollart ve jeostratejik

bélgeler tizerindeki kontrol arayistyla baglantili oldugu yontindeki elestirileri yansitmaktadir.

Dolayisiyla “No Kings, No Empire” protestolart, yalnizca Trump’in i¢ politikalarina yonelik bir
elestiri degil; aynt zamanda Iran savast baglaminda ABD’nin dis politika yénelimine karst gelistirilen
sistematik bir toplumsal muhalefet bi¢imi olarak degerlendirilebilir. Bu elestiri, ylriitme giiciiniin
sinirlandirilmasi talebi ile ABD’nin kiiresel 6lgekte izledigi askeri ve enerji temelli stratejilerin
sorgulanmasini aynt ¢ercevede Dbirlestirerek, hegemonya ile imparatorluk arasindaki sinirin

toplumsal diizeyde de tartismaya acildigini ortaya koymaktadir.

13 Reuters, “Rallies planned across thousands of U.S. cities for ‘No Kings’ protest,” 28 Mart 2026,
https://www.reuters.com/wotrld /us/rallies-planned-thousands-us-cities-no-kings-protest-against-trump-2026-03-

28/

14 The Guardian, “No Kings protests draw millions across the United States,” 28 Mart 2026,
https://www.theguardian.com /us-news/2026/mar/28/no-kings-protests-trump

15 Politico, “No ngs protests against Trump brmg a street-party Vlbe natlon\mde ” 19 Ekim 2025,

nanonwlde 00614875
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Nitekim bu durum 6zellikle Tran’li yoneticilerin de dikkatini ¢cekmistir. Iran Cumhurbaskant Mesud
Pezeskiyan’in dogrudan Amerikan kamuoyuna hitaben 1 Nisan 2026 tarihinde kamuoyuna acik bir
mektup yayinlamistir.'® Séz konusu mektup, iki tlke arasindaki gerilimi azaltmaya yonelik bir
iletisim girisiminden &teye dogrudan Trump ve savas karsiti tepkilerini gésteren Amerikan
kamuoyuna verilen bir mesaj olarak okunmalidir. Nitekim Pezeskiyan, mektubunda Iran’in tarihsel
olarak “saldirganlik, yayilmacilik ve somiirgecilik yolunu hicbir zaman tercih etmedigini”
vurgulayarak, mevcut savasin Iran tarafindan baslatilmadigini ve iilkesinin yalnizca “mesru
miudafaa” ¢ercevesinde hareket ettigini ifade etmistir. Mektubun bir diger 6nemli boyutu, Iran’in
“tehdit” olarak sunulmasinin sistematik bir soylem tretiminin sonucu oldugu yoniindeki iddiadur.
Pezeskiyan, Iran karsiti anlatilarin “askeri dstiinliigii korumak, silah endistrisini beslemek ve
stratejik pazarlart kontrol etmek” amaciyla uretildigini ileri strerek, ABD’nin dis politikasini
ckonomik ve jeostratejik ¢ikarlarla iliskilendirmistir. Bu yaklasim, ABD’nin kiresel 6lgekte askeri
varligint ve mudahalelerini “emperyal genisleme” olarak degerlendiren elestirel literatiirle paralellik

gostermektedir.

Bu baglamda s6z konusu mektup, ABD icindeki “No Kings, No Empire” protestolarinda dile
getirilen sOylemlerle dikkat c¢ekici bir Ortiisme sergilemektedir. Nitekim protestocularin “End
American empire” ve “Stop imperial wars” sloganlariyla ifade ettigi elestiriler ile Iran
Cumhurbaskan’nin ABD kamuoyuna yonelttigi mesajlar, savasin enerji kaynaklari, askeri tisler ve
bolgesel giic dengeleri tizerinden sekillenen daha genis bir jeopolitik stratejinin pargast oldugu

yontnde ortak bir cerceve ortaya koymaktadir.

Bu durum, Iran savast baglaminda dile getirilen elestirilerin yalnizca dis aktorlerle sinirlt kalmadiging

ayni zamanda ABD kamuoyu igerisinde de karsilik buldugunu gostermektedir.

16 Reuters, “Iranian president says m letter that Iran harbors no enmity towards ordmarv Americans,” l Nisan 2026,
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SONUC

Bu calisma, Soguk Savas sonrasi donemde ABD dis politikasinin yalnizca hegemonik liderlik
gercevesinde aciklanamayacagini; 6zellikle Donald Trump doneminde izlenen politikalarin,
imparatorluk benzeri bir gi¢ kullanimina dogru evrildigini ortaya koymaktadir. Teorik olarak
hegemonya ile imparatorluk arasindaki temel ayrimin r1za ve zorlama dengesi tizerinden sekillendigi
dikkate alindiginda, ABD’nin son dénemdeki dis politika davranislarinda zorlayict kapasitenin
giderek daha belirleyici hale geldigi goriilmektedir. Nitekim Trump déneminde izlenen dis politika,
uluslararast kurumlar ve c¢ok taraflilik yerine dogrudan miidahale, ekonomik baski ve stratejik
kontrol arayisina dayanan bir yonelim sergilemistir. Venezuela’ya yonelik dogrudan askeri
miudahale, Gronland’in kontrol altina alinmasina yonelik zorlayict sylemler ve Kanada’nin
ABD’nin bir parcast haline getirilmesi yontindeki actklamalar, Washington’un yalnizca uluslararasi
sistemi yonlendiren bir aktor degil, ayni zamanda egemenlik alanini genisletmeye calisan bir glic
olarak hareket ettigini gostermektedir. Bu tir politikalarin birgok analizde “genislemeci” veya
“emperyal egilimli” olarak degerlendirilmesi, s6z konusu doéntsimiin literatiirde de karsilik
buldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Bu baglamda “America First” soylemi, retorik dizeyde i¢ politikaya oncelik veren ve dis
yuktumlilikleri azaltmay: amaclayan bir yaklasim sunmasina ragmen, pratikte kiiresel l¢ekte daha
miudahaleci, zorlayici ve genislemeci bir stratejinin aract haline gelmistir. Bu durum, ABD dis
politikasinin yalnizca aragsal degil, aynt zamanda yapisal bir donlsim gecirdigine isaret
etmektedir.Ozellikle 2026 ABD-Israil’in Iran saldiris, bu déniisimiin en somut ve en goruntr
orneklerinden biri olarak 6ne ¢tkmaktadir. Muzakerelerin strdigi ginlerde tek tarath gerceklesen
ve sivil alanlari ve altyapiyt da yok etmeye odaklanmus saldiri, yalnizca givenlik temelli bir miidahale
olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda kiiresel sistemde tiim kurumlart ve normlart yok sayan bir anlayisin disa
yansimasidir. Bu durum, ABD’nin hegemonik bir diizen kurma iddiasindan uzaklagarak, daha
dogrudan ve olduke¢a sert askeri araglara dayali bir gli¢ kullanimina yoneldigini géstermektedir.
Nitekim Iran’a yonelik askeri operasyonlarin hem uluslararast kamuoyunda hem de ABD i¢
kamuoyunda genis ¢apli tepkilere yol agmasi, bu politikanin mesruiyetinin sorgulandigini ortaya
koymustur. Ispanya basta olmak iizere baz1 AB iilkelerinin ve bélge iilkelerinin saldirilara destek
vermemesi ve iceride de “No Kings, No Empire” protestolari, bu sorgulamanin yalnizca teorik
diizeyde degil, ayni zamanda uluslararasi alanda da guglii bir direncle karst karsiya geldigini
gostermektedir.

Sonug olarak ABD’nin giiniimiizdeki kiiresel roli, hegemonya ile imparatorluk arasinda bir gecis
sureci olarak degerlendirilebilir. Ancak Trump’in dis politika Oncelikleri, bu gecisin giderek
imparatorluk lehine derinlestigine isaret etmektedir. Bu durum yalnizca uluslararasi sistemin yapisini
degil, ayn1 zamanda ABD’nin kendi i¢ siyasi mesruiyetini de dogrudan etkilemektedir. Zira
hegemonik diizen riza tiretimi ve mesruiyet Uzerine insa edilirken, imparatorluk diizeni zorlayict
kapasiteye dayandik¢a hem disarida hem de igeride genis capli bir muhalefet tiretecektir. Ancak aynt
zamanda askeri unsurlarin 6ne ¢ikmasi uluslararasi alanda devletlerin ve toplumlarin daha fazla
silahlanma ve guvenlik sorunu yasamasini beraberinde getirecektir. Bu durum SSCB sonrasi
uluslararast kurumlarin daha etkin olacagina dair beklentileri de bertaraf edecek ve dinya yeni bir
catismalar ve savaslar ¢aginin icerisine siiriitklenecektir.
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INTRODUCTION

The contemporary global role of the United States can be evaluated as a transitional process
between hegemony and empire. However, Trump’s foreign policy priorities indicate that this
transition has increasingly deepened in favor of empire. This situation directly affects not only the
structure of the international system but also the internal political legitimacy of the United States
itself. The prominence of military elements will lead to greater armament among states and societies
at the international level and will expose them to increased security challenges. This development
will also weaken expectations that international institutions would become more effective in the

post-Soviet period and may drive the world into a new era of conflicts and wars.

The “America First” approach adopted during the Donald Trump era, along with interventions in
Venezuela and Iran within this framework, demonstrates that although American presidents
employ different rhetorical styles, they follow similar strategies aimed at strengthening the position
of the United States in the international system. Particularly during the Trump period, foreign
policy has shifted toward a line that distances itself from international institutions and cooperation;
instead, it is based on more direct and unilateral uses of power and prioritizes the maximization of

national interests.
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U.S. HEGEMONY OR AMERICAN EMPIRE?

Discourses of American hegemony or empire are used to express Washington’s position as a
dominant power over the international system or the behavior of other units. However, despite
often being used interchangeably, it is important to emphasize that there are significant differences
between empire and hegemony. Therefore, before analyzing Trump’s policies, it is useful to

examine the meanings of the concepts of empire and hegemony.

Beginning with the concept of hegemony, which originates from the Greek word hegeisthai, it
denotes leadership or governance. The term hegemony is also used to describe a situation in which
a group attains a dominant position over others socially, culturally, ideologically, or economically.
Antonio Gramsci, one of the pioneers in the use of the concept of hegemony in modern political
science, explained hegemony with reference to the relationships among social groups that emerge

within a historical process and the cooperation among these groups.

According to Gramsci, hegemony arises when social groups that are initially organized
independently to protect and advance their own interests gradually enter into a process of solidarity
around common economic and political goals."” Within the unity created by the awareness of
achieving shared objectives, one group becomes dominant over others. In this process, the
hegemonic group that assumes a leadership role transforms the movement from merely an
economic and political alliance into one endowed with intellectual and moral principles. Once a
social group or class achieves hegemonic status, it begins to address emerging problems not only
in line with its own interests but also by considering the interests of all groups, thereby

consolidating its hegemonic position across the entire social sphere.

Within this unity formed by diverse, contradictory, and often incompatible social groups, the
hegemonic group directs the process through coordination, coercion, cooperation, and
persuasion.”® According to Gramsci, the hegemonic group represents a form of leadership that
regulates intra-group relations, persuades, coerces when necessary, and distributes values.
Therefore, in order for a hegemonic group to establish an economic and social order that other
groups can adopt, it must possess not only brute force but also the capacity to generate persuasion

and legitimacy.

17 Antonio Gramsci, Modern Prens, Cev.: Pars Esin, Ankara: Birey ve Toplum Yay., 1984, ss. 82-84
18 Roger Simon, Gramsci’s Political Though: An Introduction, London: ElecBook, 2001, ss. 24-27, 31t
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The concept of empire, on the other hand, derives from the Latin word imperium, historically
meaning “to command,” “to rule,” and “to establish sovereignty.” In this context, imperium refers
to the capacity of a political authority to exercise direct or indirect control over a wide geography
and diverse communities. ""Today, the concept of empire is used to describe the concentration of

sovereignty at a global scale in a single center.

Historically, empires have emerged as forms of governance that unify different ethnic, religious,
and cultural groups under a single political structure; however, this structure is built on hierarchical
relations rather than equality. In this system, there exists an asymmetrical power relationship
between the central authority and peripheral units. Therefore, the imperial order is not merely a
union based on consent but also a form of sovereignty that relies on coercive capacity when
necessary. Policies of domination based on power, coercion, and pressure have become
synonymous with empire. In contemporary terms, empire is defined as a form of sovereignty in
which consensual elements are limited and coercive capacity plays a decisive role. More broadly,
while empire refers to a system that establishes rule over other entities against their will, hegemony
emphasizes the claim of being a legitimate order accepted by groups or states other than the

hegemon.

A hegemonic power or state does not merely dominate units within the system through coercive
means; it also assumes a political and ideological leadership role. Nevertheless, the fact that
hegemony is based on consent and relies on mechanisms of persuasion does not imply that power
is excluded either in its formation or continuation. However, while coetcive elements come to the
forefront in empire, they generally remain secondary in hegemony. The hegemonic state organizes
other states around common interests, forms blocs, regulates intra-group relations, and sets
objectives.” Coercion is only one of the methods employed in achieving shared goals. Indeed,
Antonio Gramsci emphasized that a social group must establish leadership over other groups

before seizing the state apparatus and that this cannot be achieved solely through coercive methods.

At the same time, many contemporary scholars define hegemony as the capacity to influence the
behavior of other actors through power.” Particularly within the realist tradition, hegemony is
understood as the influence a state exerts over others through power.” In this sense, the concept

of hegemon is sometimes equated with imperialism and may acquire a negative connotation.

19 Jose Rabasa, “For Empire”, Rethinking Marxism, Vol: 13, No:3/4 (2001), ss. 8-15

20 Cinar Ozen, “Neogramsiyan Hegemonya Yaklasimi Cergevesinde Gii¢ ve Global Finans: Pax Britannica’daki Biiyiik
Déniisim”, Uluslararasi Iligkiler, Cilt:2, Say1:8 (Kis, 20006), ss. 5-6.

21 Jonathan Joseph, “A Realist Theory of Hegemonya”, Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, Vol:30, No:2, s. 190

22 Elle Krahmann, “American Hegemony or Global Governance? Competing Visions of International Security”, International
Studies Review, Vol:7, No:3 (Dec., 2005), s. 534
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Nevertheless, hegemonic power generally prefers to guide the behavior of other actors through a
balance of “carrot and stick” strategies. This is because the hegemon recognizes that a system based

solely on coercion is not sustainable economically, militarily, or socially.

DIFFERENCES IN FOREIGN POLICY BEHAVIOR
BETWEEN HEGEMONY AND EMPIRE

It is necessary to emphasize that there is a significant distinction between hegemony and empire in
terms of foreign policy behavior and strategy. If a state implements a strategy of changing,
regulating, or transforming the international system solely based on its military and economic
power, it would not be accurate to define this power as hegemonic. In such a case, it would be
more appropriate to characterize that state as an empire or a sole superpower. While empire
involves the imposition of interests through coercion and military force, hegemony includes not
only coercive elements but also persuasion, incentives, sharing, and the preservation of common

values.”

The power and influence of a state that has achieved hegemonic status are accepted and supported
by other actors. The hegemon is a power that considers not only its own interests but also the
interests of the actors that support it. Therefore, while the presence of a hegemon is regarded as
necessary for the stability of the international system, its absence leads to an environment
characterized by intense conflict and competition among units. Indeed, according to Kindleberger,
the Great Depression of 1929 resulted from the absence of a hegemon capable of regulating the
international economic system during the interwar period. In this context, it is argued that a
hegemon is necessary for the maintenance of peace and stability in the international system. The

hegemon’s role is accepted by other actors due to the public goods it provides.”

At the same time, the hegemonic power maintains its position as the actor that benefits most from
the system established under its leadership. Kindleberger notes that the hegemon gains money,

power, and prestige through economic arrangements that sustain the system. Similarly, Robert

2 Imparatorluk diizeninde de hegemonya da oldugu gibi temel amag ekonomik ve politik ¢ikarlarin gerceklestirilmesi vardir. Cox,
op. cit., 600.

24 Donald J. Puchala, “World Hegemony and the United Nations”, International Studies Review, Vol:7, No: 4 (Dec.,2005), ss.
571-572
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Gilpin emphasizes that the United States, after World War II, established international regimes
within the framework of the responsibilities of leadership, but that its political, economic, and

ideological interests were decisive in shaping these regimes.

However, in a hegemonic order, the rules, principles, and institutions created by the hegemon
constrain not only weaker actors but also the hegemon itself. In contrast, in an imperial order,
while rules, norms, and institutions (such as the United Nations) regulate the behavior of other

actors, the central authority places itself above these rules.

Another important issue in the debate between hegemony and empire concerns the relationship
between power and hegemonic policy. Although the power possessed by a state that has achieved
hegemonic status in the global system enables it to influence other actors, this influence is not
unlimited. There are other centers of power within the system that can balance or challenge the
hegemon. By contrast, it is difficult to speak of any power capable of challenging the influence and

capacity of a state that has established a global empire.

Unlike the hegemon, a power with imperial characteristics is expected to possess sufficient
instruments of coercion and reward to implement its desired policies under all circumstances.
Therefore, whether a state aims to establish hegemonic power or a global empire, it is inevitable

that it will develop the capacity to employ effective instruments of pressure when necessary.

FROM TRUMP AND THE “AMERICA FIRST” DISCOURSE
TO THE DREAM OF EMPIRE

With the Republican Party’s electoral victories in the United States, discourses of American empire
ot hegemony have become more frequently used both at the intellectual level and within American
bureaucracy and opposition circles. Many scholars argue that studies on empire, in particular,
cannot be evaluated independently of Republican Party policies. For example, Ronald Wright notes
that “until recently we believed that the age of empire had ended; yet now it has become a popular
subject of study.” The Bush Doctrine provided an important framework in this regard.”
However, analytically, it is insufficient to limit the empire—hegemony debate in American foreign
policy solely to the Bush era. Particularly during the Donald Trump period, foreign policy, although
employing different instruments, is based on a similar logic of power. Trump’s “America First”
approach represents a clear departure from the classical liberal international order, emerging as a
policy characterized by national interest, power maximization, and security-oriented mercantilist
features.

25 Michael Cox, “Empire, Imperialism and the Bush Doctrine”, Review of International Studies, No:30, No:04 (Oct., 2004), ss.
589-590
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Although Trump’s “America First” rhetoric was initially presented as an inward-looking approach
prioritizing national interests and aiming to reduce global commitments, in practice it has
transformed into a more direct and interventionist use of power rather than limiting the global
military presence of the United States. This transformation became concrete, particularly in the
context of military operations carried out in Latin America in 2026.

The U.S. military operation in Venezuela, which resulted in the capture and removal of President
Nicolas Maduro and his wife by U.S. forces, generated serious debates in terms of international law
and sovereignty and was evaluated by many actors as a clear violation of sovereignty. This
intervention represents a use of power that goes beyond classical hegemonic instruments and
directly targets sovereignty. Statements by the Trump administration following the operation
indicating possible direct involvement in Venezuela’s governance process, along with steps taken
to gain access to the country’s energy sector, demonstrate that the intervention was motivated not
only by security concerns but also by the desire to access and control strategic resources.” This
indicates that U.S. foreign policy during this period shifted from hegemonic leadership toward a
more direct, interventionist, and resource-oriented projection of power.

Trump’s expansionist policies and rhetoric were not limited to Latin America. His explicit
articulation of expansionist policies toward countries within the Western bloc is particularly
noteworthy. In early 2026, Trump stated that he wanted to initiate “urgent negotiations” to take
control of Greenland on national security grounds.” When Denmark rejected repeated demands
for control over the region, he announced that additional trade tariffs would be imposed on the
European ally opposing his plans. Trump declared that he would not “step back” from his objective
of controlling Greenland and did not rule out the option of using force. Despite reactions, he stated
that “all options are on the table,” including the potential use of the U.S. military.

Similarly, Trump repeatedly stated that Canada should become the “51st state” of the United States
and indicated that “economic power” could be used, at least at one stage, to achieve this goal.”
Canadian Prime Minister Justin Trudeau responded by stating that Trump seriously considered
annexing Canada, particulatly focusing on its natural resources. Trump continued to refer to
Canada as the 51st state in many of his statements. Therefore, the Canadian case demonstrates not
merely economic pressure but the adoption of an expansionist policy within the immediate
neighborhood.

Furthermore, the increasingly harsh rhetoric and policies directed toward Cuba and Latin
America—traditionally considered the United States’ sphere of influence—have reinforced
criticisms that the region is being redefined as a “backyard.” The continuation of embargoes on
Cuba and open calls for intervention against regimes in the region indicate that the United States
is not only secking to exert influence but also aims to directly control or annex sovereign states.

26 Reuters, “U.S. moves on Venezuela oil sector after intervention,” 2026,

https://www.reuters.com/world /ameticas

27 Reuters, “T'rump advisers discussing options for acquiting Greenland; U.S. military is always an option,” 6/7 Ocak 2026;
Reuters, “Trump on Greenland: there was ‘no going back’ on goal to control island, refusing to rule out force,” 20 Ocak 2026
28 Reuters, “Canada rejects Trump’s comments about possible use of economic force to make it a U.S. state,” 7 Ocak 2025;
Reuters, “Trudeau says Trump talk of absorbing Canada is a ‘real thing’ tied to resources,” 7 Subat 2025; Reuters, “Carney says
Trump should stop calling Canada the 51st state,” 6 May1s 2025.
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IRAN WAR: SOCIETAL OPPOSITION TO TRUMP’S
IMPERIAL PROJECT

2The “No Kings, No Empire” protests that emerged across the United States during the 2026
period took shape as a large-scale societal reaction against the foreign policy orientations of the
United States, particularly in the context of the 2026 Iran War. Reports in the U.S. press indicate
that the protests were organized not only in response to domestic political developments but also
directly against the military intervention toward Iran, and that this war occupied a central place in
the protest agenda.”” Anti-Trump protests were held simultaneously in thousands of cities across
all 50 states™ and took place with the patticipation of millions of people.” Participation in the
demonstrations was shaped not only by demands for democratic rights but also by opposition to

foreign policy and war.

The joint use of the slogans “No Kings” and “No Empire” in the protests demonstrates that
critiques of domestic and foreign policy directly intersect. The protests emerged not only as a
reaction to the Trump administration’s domestic policies (particularly anti-immigration measures),
but also as part of a broader wave of opposition against its interventionist foreign policies. In this
context, it is stated that protesters particularly evaluated the military operations directed toward
Iran as a continuation of the United States’ global “permanent war” strategy, and that they reacted
to the economic costs of this policy, rising energy prices, and the allocation of public resources to

external interventions.

Protesters, in particular, defined the Trump administration’s Iran policy directly as “imperial
interventionism.” Analyses in the U.S. press demonstrate that the protests were not solely aimed
at preserving the constitutional order; rather, they also included criticisms directed at the character
of American foreign policy and were shaped particularly around the concept of imperial expansion.

In this context, the slogans “End American empire” and “Stop imperial wars” voiced in the

2 Reuters, “Rallies planned across thousands of U.S. cities for ‘No ngs protest 7 28 Mart 2026

00614875
31 'The Guardian, “No Kings protests draw millions across the United States,” 28 Mart 2026,
https:/ /www.theguardian.com/us-news/2026/mar/28/no-kings-protests-trump
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protests reflect criticisms that the military intervention toward Iran is linked to efforts to control

energy resources, trade routes, and geostrategic regions.

Therefore, the “No Kings, No Empire” protests can be evaluated not merely as a critique of
Trump’s domestic policies, but also as a systematic form of societal opposition developed against
the foreign policy orientation of the United States in the context of the Iran War. This critique
combines the demand to limit executive power with the questioning of the United States’ globally
pursued military and energy-based strategies within the same framework, thereby revealing that the

boundary between hegemony and empire has also been opened to debate at the societal level.

Indeed, this situation has also attracted the attention of Iranian authorities. Iranian President
Masoud Pezeshkian published an open letter addressed directly to the American public on April 1,
2026. This letter should be read not merely as a communication initiative aimed at reducing tensions
between the two countties, but rather as a direct message to the American public, particularly those
expressing anti-war reactions toward Trump. In his letter, Pezeshkian emphasized that Iran has
historically “never chosen the path of aggression, expansionism, or colonialism,” and stated that
the current war was not initiated by Iran and that his country has acted solely within the framework

of “legitimate self-defense.”*

Another significant dimension of the letter is the claim that the portrayal of Iran as a “threat” is
the result of a systematically constructed discourse. Pezeshkian argued that anti-Iran narratives are
produced in order to “maintain military superiority, sustain the arms industry, and control strategic
markets,” thereby linking U.S. foreign policy to economic and geostrategic interests. This approach
parallels the critical literature that evaluates the United States’ global military presence and

interventions as forms of “imperial expansion.”

In this context, the letter displays a striking overlap with the discourse expressed in the “No Kings,
No Empire” protests within the United States. Indeed, the criticisms articulated by protesters
through the slogans “End American empire” and “Stop imperial wars,” together with the messages
directed by the Iranian President to the American public, converge around a common framework
suggesting that the war constitutes part of a broader geopolitical strategy shaped by control over

energy resources, military bases, and regional power balances.

This situation demonstrates that the criticisms articulated in the context of the Iran War are not

limited to external actors; rather, they also find resonance within the U.S. public sphere.

32 Reuters, “Iranian president says in letter that Iran harbors no enmity towards ordinary Americans,” 1 Nisan 2026,
https://www.reuters.com/world/middle-east/iranian-president-says-letter-that-iran-harbors-no-enmity-towards-ordinary-2026-
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CONCLUSION

This study demonstrates that U.S. foreign policy in the post—Cold War period cannot be explained
solely within the framework of hegemonic leadership; rather, particularly during the Donald Trump
era, it has evolved toward a form of power use resembling an imperial model. When the
fundamental distinction between hegemony and empire is theoretically understood as being shaped
by the balance between consent and coercion, it becomes evident that coercive capacity has become
increasingly decisive in recent U.S. foreign policy behavior. Indeed, the foreign policy pursued
during the Trump period has exhibited a trajectory grounded in direct intervention, economic
pressure, and the pursuit of strategic control, rather than reliance on international institutions and
multilateralism. The direct military intervention in Venezuela, coercive rhetoric regarding the
control of Greenland, and statements advocating the incorporation of Canada into the United
States indicate that Washington has acted not only as an actor shaping the international system but
also as a power secking to expand its sphere of sovereignty. The characterization of such policies
in many analyses as “expansionist” or “imperially inclined” demonstrates that this transformation

has also found resonance within the scholarly literature.

In this context, although the “America First” discourse presents itself at the rhetorical level as an
approach prioritizing domestic politics and aiming to reduce external commitments, in practice it
has become an instrument of a more interventionist, coercive, and expansionist strategy on a global
scale. This situation indicates that U.S. foreign policy has undergone not only an instrumental but
also a structural transformation. In particular, the 2026 U.S.—Israel attack on Iran stands out as one
of the most concrete and visible manifestations of this transformation. The unilateral nature of the
attack, carried out during ongoing negotiations and targeting civilian areas and infrastructure,
reflects not merely a security-based intervention but also the external projection of an approach
that disregards international institutions and norms. Indeed, the conflict, which began with large-
scale U.S.—Israeli strikes against Iranian targets in early 20206, illustrates the scale and intensity of

this interventionist shift.

This development demonstrates that the United States has moved away from the claim of
establishing a hegemonic order and has instead turned toward a form of power use based on more
direct and considerably harsher military instruments. The fact that military operations against Iran
have generated widespread reactions both internationally and within the United States reveals that
the legitimacy of this policy has been called into question. Reports indicate that the war has
produced global instability, economic distuption, and significant domestic political backlash,
further intensifying debates over its justification. The lack of support from certain EU countries,

particularly Spain, as well as from regional actors, alongside domestic “No Kings, No Empire”
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protests, demonstrates that this questioning is not confined to the theoretical level but has also

encountered strong resistance at the international level.

In conclusion, the contemporary global role of the United States can be understood as a transitional
process between hegemony and empire. However, Trump’s foreign policy priorities suggest that
this transition is increasingly deepening in favor of empire. This transformation affects not only
the structure of the international system but also the internal political legitimacy of the United
States. While hegemonic order is constructed upon the production of consent and legitimacy, an
imperial order, as it increasingly relies on coercive capacity, is likely to generate widespread
opposition both externally and internally. At the same time, the growing prominence of military
instruments will lead to increased armament and heightened security dilemmas among states and
societies. This situation will undermine expectations that international institutions would become
more effective in the post-Soviet period and may ultimately push the world toward a new era of

conflicts and wars.
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