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Abstract 
Maritime competition extends beyond conventional force projection, requiring 

naval power to influence adversarial perceptions, strategic calculations, and 

political behavior without triggering direct confrontation. This study examines 

maritime diplomacy as a form of psychological deterrence and evaluates how 

naval presence can be redefined within national defense strategy. A qualitative 

multiple-case study design was employed, combining 24 expert interviews, 

analysis of 42 strategic and policy documents, and comparative assessment of 

12 maritime cases involving exercises, patrols, forward deployments, port 

visits, and humanitarian missions. The findings show that deterrence 

effectiveness depends less on naval capability alone than on the interaction of 

strategic credibility, signaling intensity, operational visibility, narrative 

consistency, and alliance participation. Joint naval exercises produced the 

strongest deterrent effects because they combined readiness, interoperability, 

political commitment, and visible coalition cohesion, whereas humanitarian 

missions generated stronger reassurance and legitimacy than coercive pressure. 

The results also indicate that ambiguous signaling can increase escalation risk 

even when naval visibility is high. The study concludes that naval power 

projection should be understood as a multidimensional process integrating 

military capability, diplomatic communication, perception management, and 

escalation control. Maritime diplomacy therefore offers a strategic mechanism 

for shaping adversarial behavior while preserving political space for 

negotiation and regional stability. 
Keywords: Maritime Diplomacy; National Defense Strategy; Naval Power 

Projection; Psychological Deterrence; Strategic Signaling 
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INTRODUCTION 

Maritime security has become an increasingly important dimension of contemporary 

national defense as geopolitical competition expands across strategic waterways, exclusive 

economic zones, archipelagic passages, and contested maritime boundaries (Somda et al., 

2025). Naval forces are no longer employed exclusively as instruments of conventional warfare 

or territorial defense but increasingly function as visible manifestations of state presence, 

strategic credibility, and diplomatic influence (Liu et al., 2026). The deployment of naval 

assets, participation in multinational exercises, port visits, maritime patrols, and humanitarian 

missions can communicate political intentions without necessarily escalating into armed 

confrontation (Cao, 2026). This development reflects a broader transformation in the meaning 

of naval power projection, where military capability operates simultaneously within physical, 

diplomatic, informational, and psychological domains (Poggio et al., 2026). Understanding this 

transformation is essential for explaining how states employ maritime power to shape the 

calculations and perceptions of potential adversaries. 

Contemporary maritime competition demonstrates that deterrence increasingly depends 

not only on the destructive capacity of naval platforms but also on how such capabilities are 

perceived by competitors, allies, and domestic audiences (Vasumathi, 2025a). Aircraft carriers, 

submarines, surface combatants, amphibious forces, unmanned systems, and maritime 

surveillance capabilities possess strategic significance because their deployment sends 

observable signals regarding readiness, commitment, technological sophistication, and political 

resolve (Putra, 2024). Naval activities can therefore generate psychological effects even when 

no military engagement occurs. Routine patrols may reinforce sovereignty claims, 
multinational exercises may demonstrate coalition cohesion, and strategic port visits may 

communicate diplomatic alignment (Georgoulas et al., 2025). Maritime diplomacy 

consequently occupies a critical position between peaceful engagement and coercive signaling, 

enabling states to influence behavior through calibrated demonstrations of capability and 

intent. 

National defense strategies increasingly require an integrated understanding of maritime 

diplomacy because traditional distinctions between diplomatic engagement and military 

deterrence are becoming less clear (Kaloko & Utari, 2024). Naval forces can provide 

reassurance to allies while simultaneously communicating strategic warnings to potential 

challengers (Cho & Chao, 2025). Such dual functionality makes maritime diplomacy 

particularly relevant in regions characterized by territorial disputes, gray-zone competition, 

strategic ambiguity, and heightened military modernization (Blumi & Işıksel, 2025). 

Psychological deterrence offers a useful analytical perspective because it focuses on the 

cognitive processes through which adversaries assess risk, credibility, costs, and political 

determination (Nijhawan, 2024a). A conceptual integration of maritime diplomacy, 

psychological deterrence, and naval power projection may therefore provide a more 

comprehensive framework for understanding how naval forces contribute to national security 

without relying solely on direct military confrontation. 

Existing approaches to naval power projection frequently emphasize material indicators 

such as fleet size, weapons systems, logistical capacity, operational reach, and technological 

superiority (German et al., 2025). These indicators remain important, yet they cannot fully 

explain why relatively limited naval deployments sometimes generate substantial diplomatic or 

strategic effects (Bydalek, 2024). The influence of naval forces depends partly on how military 

activities are interpreted by targeted audiences and whether those activities communicate 

credible commitments or acceptable levels of escalation. A narrow concentration on material 

capability risks overlooking the psychological dimension through which naval presence can 

influence adversarial decision-making (Gabrielsen, 2025). The central research problem 

therefore concerns how maritime diplomacy can function as a form of psychological deterrence 

within contemporary national defense strategy. 
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Strategic ambiguity represents another important problem in evaluating maritime 

diplomacy (Diniz et al., 2024a). Naval deployments may simultaneously communicate 

reassurance, surveillance, coercion, deterrence, prestige, partnership, or preparedness 

depending on the political context and the perceptions of different audiences (Muraliprasath, 

2026). Misinterpretation of such signals can reduce deterrence effectiveness or even contribute 

to unintended escalation. Decision-makers therefore face the challenge of designing naval 

activities that produce desired psychological effects without creating unnecessary security 

dilemmas (Singh & Jash, 2026). The absence of a clear analytical framework linking maritime 

diplomatic practices with perception management makes it difficult to assess when naval 

power projection strengthens deterrence and when it generates counterproductive reactions. 

Defense planning also tends to treat diplomacy, strategic communication, military 

operations, and psychological influence as separate policy domains, despite their increasing 

convergence in maritime environments (Muñoz Bolaños, 2026). This institutional separation 

may limit the ability of national defense systems to employ naval forces as multidimensional 

strategic instruments (Vasumathi, 2025b). The problem becomes especially significant in 

situations below the threshold of conventional warfare, where governments seek to defend 

sovereign interests while avoiding uncontrolled escalation. Maritime diplomacy requires 

coordinated signals involving military capability, political messaging, operational posture, and 

diplomatic engagement (Bradford & Emmers, 2024). The research therefore addresses the 

conceptual and strategic challenge of redefining naval power projection as an instrument 

capable of generating both physical deterrence and psychological influence. 

The primary objective of this study is to examine maritime diplomacy as a mechanism of 
psychological deterrence within contemporary national defense strategy (Lamazhapov, 2026). 

The analysis seeks to explain how naval activities influence the perceptions, calculations, and 

behavioral choices of potential adversaries without requiring direct military confrontation. 

Particular attention is directed toward the relationship between visible naval presence, strategic 

communication, credibility, political resolve, and perceived escalation risk (Salomon & 

Guilcher, 2024). This objective positions psychological effects as an important analytical 

dimension in evaluating the strategic contribution of naval power beyond conventional 

measurements of combat capability. 

The study also aims to redefine the concept of naval power projection by incorporating 

diplomatic, cognitive, and psychological functions into conventional defense analysis (Tran & 

Nguyen, 2026). Naval power projection has traditionally been associated with the ability to 

deploy and sustain military force beyond national territory (Lin et al., 2026). Contemporary 

maritime operations indicate that the concept should also include the capacity to shape 

expectations, reassure partners, influence strategic narratives, and alter adversarial risk 

assessments (Dang et al., 2026). The research seeks to construct a broader interpretation in 

which naval forces operate not only as war-fighting instruments but also as platforms for 

strategic signaling and perception management. 

A further objective is to identify the strategic conditions under which maritime 

diplomacy can strengthen national deterrence while reducing the probability of military 

escalation (Kapur, 2024). The study intends to examine how calibrated naval presence, 

cooperative engagements, operational demonstrations, and diplomatic signaling may be 

combined within an integrated defense strategy. Attention will be given to the importance of 

credibility, consistency, proportionality, audience interpretation, and political context in 

determining deterrent outcomes (Nijhawan, 2024b). The expected contribution is a strategic 

framework that can assist defense policymakers in designing maritime activities capable of 

balancing coercive credibility with diplomatic flexibility. 

Existing scholarship on maritime diplomacy has extensively discussed naval diplomacy, 

gunboat diplomacy, cooperative maritime engagement, port diplomacy, and confidence-

building activities (Lambert, 2024). Much of this literature examines how naval forces support 
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foreign policy, alliance management, humanitarian assistance, or geopolitical influence. 

Limited attention has been directed toward the psychological mechanisms through which such 

activities alter adversarial threat perceptions and strategic calculations (Gándara Chacana & 

Vicencio Cumillaf, 2026). The literature therefore provides substantial insights into the 

diplomatic functions of navies but offers less systematic explanation of how maritime 

diplomatic practices generate deterrent effects at the cognitive and perceptual levels. 

Deterrence scholarship has developed sophisticated explanations concerning credibility, 

punishment, denial, signaling, risk manipulation, and strategic communication (Geppert & 

Rose, 2026). Traditional deterrence theory nevertheless remains heavily influenced by nuclear 

and conventional military contexts in which threats of physical destruction occupy a central 

analytical position (Symonds, 2025). Emerging research has increasingly recognized cognitive 

warfare, strategic narratives, perception management, and psychological influence, yet these 

discussions are rarely integrated systematically with maritime diplomacy (Pankaj & Panda, 

2025). A theoretical gap consequently exists between studies of naval diplomacy and studies of 

psychological deterrence (Diniz et al., 2024b). Bridging these literatures can clarify how non-

kinetic naval activities may influence adversarial behavior before military force becomes 

necessary. 

Research on naval power projection also tends to privilege measurable operational 

variables such as platform capability, force readiness, geographic reach, logistics, and combat 

sustainability (Grant, 2026). Such variables explain what naval forces are technically capable 

of doing but provide an incomplete account of what their presence communicates strategically. 

Limited conceptual attention has been given to the interaction among physical deployment, 
diplomatic messaging, audience perception, and psychological response (Alketbi et al., 2026). 

This gap becomes increasingly consequential under conditions of gray-zone competition, 

where strategic outcomes may depend more on perception, signaling, and controlled pressure 

than on actual combat (Pokhriyal et al., 2024). The study addresses this deficiency by 

integrating material capability with cognitive and diplomatic dimensions of maritime strategy. 

The principal novelty of this study lies in conceptualizing maritime diplomacy explicitly 

as an instrument of psychological deterrence rather than treating it merely as a supporting 

component of traditional foreign policy or naval diplomacy (Alketbi et al., 2026). The 

proposed perspective shifts attention from what naval forces physically deploy toward what 

their presence causes relevant audiences to perceive, anticipate, and reconsider (Wittwer, 

2025). Naval deployments are consequently interpreted as communicative acts capable of 

shaping risk calculations, political confidence, perceptions of resolve, and expectations 

regarding future escalation (Prunckun, 2025). This conceptual shift provides a new analytical 

lens for assessing the strategic effectiveness of maritime activities conducted below the 

threshold of armed conflict. 

A second element of novelty involves redefining naval power projection through a 

multidimensional framework that connects military capability, diplomatic engagement, 

strategic communication, and psychological influence (Gobena, 2024). Conventional power 

projection emphasizes geographical reach and coercive capacity, whereas the proposed 

framework considers the ability to influence adversarial cognition as an equally important 

strategic outcome (Ishwardat et al., 2024). Such an approach enables researchers to 

differentiate between naval presence that merely displays capability and naval presence that 

successfully modifies strategic behavior (Alshira’h & Alshirah, 2026). The framework also 

offers a foundation for assessing how the timing, scale, visibility, narrative framing, and 

diplomatic context of naval operations affect deterrence credibility. 

The significance of this research extends to both theoretical development and practical 

defense policy (Mahenge et al., 2026). Contemporary maritime competition increasingly occurs 

in an environment where direct military confrontation carries substantial political, economic, 

and security costs, making carefully calibrated deterrence particularly important. National 
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defense strategies therefore require instruments capable of protecting sovereign interests, 

demonstrating readiness, influencing adversarial calculations, and maintaining channels for 

diplomatic de-escalation (Nguyen et al., 2025). Maritime diplomacy provides such an 

instrument when naval capabilities are integrated with deliberate psychological signaling and 

strategic communication. The study is justified by the need for a more comprehensive 

understanding of deterrence that recognizes naval power not simply as the capacity to employ 

force, but also as the capacity to shape perceptions so effectively that the employment of force 

becomes less necessary. 
 

RESEARCH METHOD 

Research Design 

This study employed a qualitative research design using a multiple-case study approach 

to examine maritime diplomacy as a form of psychological deterrence within contemporary 

national defense strategy (Benia, 2025). The qualitative approach was selected because the 

study sought to understand how naval presence, diplomatic signaling, strategic communication, 

and demonstrations of maritime capability are interpreted within specific geopolitical and 

security contexts. The research focused not only on the physical deployment of naval assets but 

also on the meanings communicated through such deployments, particularly their influence on 

perceptions of credibility, resolve, threat, and escalation risk (Zheng et al., 2026). A case study 

design enabled the researchers to investigate these strategic dynamics within real-world 

settings in which maritime diplomacy and deterrence operate simultaneously. 

The study integrated interpretive strategic analysis with comparative case examination to 

identify recurring patterns across different forms of naval engagement. Selected cases included 

naval exercises, freedom-of-navigation operations, strategic port visits, maritime patrols, joint 

naval deployments, humanitarian missions involving naval forces, and other activities that 

represented visible expressions of maritime power. Each case was examined as a strategic 

communication event in which naval capability, diplomatic intention, political signaling, and 

psychological influence interacted. The analytical framework was built around four 

dimensions: naval capability, diplomatic signaling, psychological perception, and deterrence 

outcomes. These dimensions allowed the study to distinguish conventional military power 

projection from maritime activities designed primarily to influence expectations and strategic 

calculations. 

The research adopted an interpretive perspective toward psychological deterrence, 

recognizing that deterrent effects cannot be understood exclusively through measurable 

military capabilities. Deterrence was assessed through the relationship between observable 

naval actions and the anticipated perceptions of relevant strategic audiences, including potential 

adversaries, partner states, defense institutions, and regional security actors. The design 

therefore emphasized contextual interpretation, strategic meaning, and consistency between 

military actions and diplomatic narratives. Methodological triangulation was applied to 

strengthen analytical credibility by comparing documentary evidence, expert interpretations, 

official policy statements, and observed patterns across selected maritime cases 

Research Target/Subject 

The targets and subjects of this qualitative study were defined by their direct 

involvement, operational expertise, and strategic insight into maritime diplomacy, naval power 

projection, and psychological deterrence. The primary research subjects comprised senior naval 

officers, maritime security analysts, defense policy experts, diplomatic officials, and strategic 

studies scholars. These individuals were targeted because they possess advanced professional 

knowledge and practical experience regarding how naval deployments, freedom-of-navigation 

operations, joint exercises, and strategic port visits serve as instruments of strategic 

communication and deterrence. 
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A combination of purposive sampling and expert sampling techniques was employed to 

select qualified participants and relevant maritime case studies. Purposive sampling was 

initially applied to identify key defense institutions, naval command units, and security think 

tanks that actively participate in national defense planning and regional maritime governance. 

Within these entities, expert sampling was utilized to recruit key informants who held relevant 

operational command experience, policy-formulation responsibilities, or specialized academic 

credentials in maritime deterrence and psychological signaling. 

The final sample size was determined using the principle of theoretical data saturation, 

continuing data collection until further expert interviews yielded no new analytical insights 

regarding naval signaling dynamics or strategic audience perceptions. To ensure a 

comprehensive analytical perspective, the selected subjects were categorized across different 

institutional sectors, including active-duty military strategists, civil-diplomatic advisors, and 

independent maritime security researchers. This multi-perspective selection technique 

guaranteed that the empirical data captured both theoretical deterrence models and practical 

geopolitical operational realities. 

Research Procedure 

The research procedure began with a systematic identification of literature and strategic 

documents related to maritime diplomacy, naval power projection, psychological deterrence, 

and national defense strategy. Relevant materials were classified according to theoretical, 

policy, operational, and geopolitical categories. Documentary analysis was conducted before 

the expert interviews to establish an initial conceptual map of the relationship between naval 

activity and strategic perception. Potential maritime cases were subsequently screened using 
predetermined inclusion criteria to determine whether they represented meaningful examples of 

diplomatic signaling and deterrence below the threshold of direct armed conflict. 

Expert interviews were conducted after the documentary analysis to deepen and 

challenge the preliminary interpretation of the selected cases. Each participant received 

information concerning the objectives of the research, the voluntary nature of participation, 

confidentiality procedures, and the intended use of interview data. Interviews were conducted 

in person or through secure online communication platforms depending on participant 

availability and geographical accessibility. Each interview lasted approximately 45–60 minutes 

and was recorded with participant consent. Interview recordings were transcribed and 

anonymized before analysis to protect participant identities and institutional sensitivities. 

Data analysis followed a thematic and comparative procedure consisting of data 

familiarization, initial coding, category development, thematic interpretation, cross-case 

comparison, and theoretical synthesis. Interview transcripts and documentary materials were 

coded around recurring themes such as strategic credibility, visible presence, coercive 

signaling, reassurance, perception of resolve, escalation management, alliance solidarity, threat 

communication, and behavioral restraint. Cross-case analysis was then used to identify 

similarities and differences in how different forms of naval deployment generated 

psychological and diplomatic effects. Particular attention was given to cases in which 

comparable military activities produced different strategic outcomes, since such variation could 

reveal the importance of political context, audience interpretation, and message credibility. 

Research credibility was maintained through source triangulation, expert triangulation, 

and comparison between official narratives and independent analytical interpretations. Cases 

that contradicted the emerging conceptual model were examined rather than excluded because 

negative evidence was considered important for testing the robustness of the analytical 

framework. An audit trail documenting case-selection decisions, coding procedures, category 

revisions, and interpretive judgments was maintained throughout the research process. The 

final analytical stage synthesized the findings into a conceptual framework explaining maritime 

diplomacy as psychological deterrence and redefining naval power projection as a 
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multidimensional combination of military capability, diplomatic signaling, strategic 

communication, and perception management. 

Instruments, and Data Collection Techniques 

The primary research instruments consisted of a semi-structured interview protocol, a 

document analysis matrix, and a case analysis framework. The semi-structured interview 

protocol was developed to explore expert perspectives on the relationship between naval 

presence and psychological deterrence. Interview questions addressed perceptions of naval 

credibility, strategic signaling, adversarial interpretation, escalation management, diplomatic 

communication, operational visibility, and the role of maritime activities in influencing 

strategic decision-making. Open-ended questions allowed participants to explain complex 

security dynamics in their own professional terms while maintaining sufficient consistency 

across interviews for comparative thematic analysis. 

The document analysis matrix was designed to ensure systematic examination of 

strategic and institutional sources. Each document was reviewed according to several analytical 

categories, including policy objectives, type of naval activity, intended audience, stated 

strategic message, level of military visibility, perceived coercive content, diplomatic context, 

deterrence rationale, and expected behavioral effect. Particular attention was given to language 

indicating resolve, reassurance, readiness, freedom of navigation, alliance commitment, 

sovereignty protection, regional stability, and escalation control. The matrix enabled 

researchers to compare official narratives with theoretical concepts of signaling and 

psychological deterrence. 

A case analysis framework was used to assess the strategic characteristics of individual 
maritime events. The framework examined naval capability, operational posture, geographic 

context, communication strategy, target audience, credibility of the signal, perceived costs of 

noncompliance, and the potential for escalation or de-escalation. Instrument validity was 

strengthened through expert review involving specialists in defense studies, maritime security, 

and qualitative research methodology. Feedback from the reviewers was used to refine the 

clarity, relevance, and conceptual alignment of the interview protocol and analytical categories. 

A pilot interview with a limited number of qualified respondents was also conducted to identify 

ambiguous questions and improve the sequencing of the interview process. 

Data Analysis Technique 

Data analysis was conducted following a multi-stage interpretive and comparative 

qualitative framework designed to systematically transform documentary evidence and expert 

interview transcripts into strategic insights. The analytical process initiated with qualitative 

thematic coding, where raw transcripts and policy documents were repeatedly reviewed to 

establish data familiarization. Utilizing both deductive coding (derived from the analytical 

framework's four core dimensions: naval capability, diplomatic signaling, psychological 

perception, and deterrence outcomes) and inductive coding (emerging from empirical patterns), 

initial data units were structured into distinct thematic categories. 

The second analytical stage utilized cross-case analysis and matrix mapping techniques 

to evaluate the psychological and diplomatic effects of naval deployments across diverse 

strategic contexts. Coded data were systematically structured into the Document Analysis 

Matrix and the Case Analysis Framework to trace how specific operational postures influenced 

adversarial and partner state interpretations. By comparing naval activities across different 

geopolitical scenarios, the analysis isolated critical contextual variables such as audience 

interpretation, political resolve, and message credibility explaining why similar naval actions 

produced differing deterrent or escalation outcomes. 

The final analytical stage involved scenario-based thematic synthesis and multi-source 

triangulation to establish the conceptual framework of maritime diplomacy as psychological 
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deterrence. Empirical findings were cross-verified through source triangulation (corroborating 

interview insights with official policy statements and historical case records) and negative case 

analysis (examining outlier cases that contradicted initial assumptions). This rigorous analytical 

sequence enabled the study to synthesize qualitative data into a cohesive, validated framework 

explaining how modern naval power projection influences perception, deters conflict, and 

manages strategic risk below the threshold of armed conflict. 
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The analysis drew on 24 expert interviews, 42 strategic and policy documents, and 12 

maritime cases representing different forms of naval diplomacy and power projection. The 

expert participants consisted of naval officers and former officers, defense academics, maritime 

security analysts, international relations scholars, and strategic communication specialists. 

Documentary materials included defense white papers, maritime security strategies, naval 

doctrine publications, official statements, reports of bilateral and multilateral exercises, and 

policy documents related to maritime operations. Coding of the combined dataset produced 

five dominant analytical categories: strategic credibility, visible naval presence, diplomatic 

signaling, psychological pressure, and escalation control. Strategic credibility appeared in 

87.5% of expert interviews, while visible naval presence was identified in 83.3%. 

Psychological pressure and perception management were discussed by 79.2% of participants, 

indicating that deterrence was commonly understood as a cognitive process rather than 

exclusively as a function of material military superiority. 

 

Table 1. Distribution of Major Themes Identified in Expert Interviews 

Analytical Theme 
Experts Mentioning 

Theme (n) 
Percentage (%) 

Mean Importance 

Score (1–5) 

Strategic credibility 21 87.5 4.63 

Visible naval 

presence 
20 83.3 4.54 

Psychological 

pressure 
19 79.2 4.42 

Diplomatic signaling 18 75.0 4.38 

Escalation control 17 70.8 4.21 

Alliance reassurance 16 66.7 4.08 

Strategic ambiguity 15 62.5 3.96 

Narrative consistency 14 58.3 3.88 

The secondary-data review supported the patterns identified in expert interviews. Among 

the 12 cases, ten involved highly visible naval activities accompanied by explicit diplomatic or 

strategic communication, while eight demonstrated clear attempts to influence adversarial or 

regional perceptions without initiating direct military confrontation. Joint naval exercises and 

coordinated patrols generated the strongest combination of visibility, signaling intensity, and 

perceived credibility. Humanitarian missions generated lower levels of coercive pressure but 

relatively high levels of diplomatic legitimacy and reassurance. These findings show that 

different forms of maritime activity produce distinct psychological effects and that deterrence 

cannot be evaluated solely through the number or combat capacity of deployed vessels. 

The prominence of strategic credibility in the interview data indicates that naval power 

becomes psychologically consequential when adversaries believe that displayed capability can 

be converted into action if required. Participants repeatedly differentiated between symbolic 

deployments and credible deployments, explaining that the presence of warships alone does not 

automatically produce deterrence. Credibility increased when naval activities were supported 

by operational readiness, political consistency, logistical sustainability, and clear strategic 
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messaging. The findings suggest that the psychological value of maritime diplomacy depends 

on the perceived relationship between demonstrated capability and political willingness to 

employ that capability. 

The relatively high scores for visible naval presence and diplomatic signaling reveal a 

second pattern concerning the communicative function of maritime forces. Naval deployment 

was interpreted as a strategic message directed simultaneously toward adversaries, allies, 

domestic audiences, and the broader international community. Visibility created an opportunity 

to communicate preparedness, while diplomatic framing shaped how that preparedness was 

understood. Participants emphasized that identical naval movements could be perceived as 

deterrent, provocative, reassuring, or routine depending on the narrative surrounding the 

activity. Maritime diplomacy therefore emerged from the data as an interaction between 

physical presence and interpretive context rather than as a purely operational military action. 

The case dataset was classified according to the type of maritime activity and its 

estimated psychological deterrence effect. Joint exercises recorded the highest average 

deterrence score at 4.58 on a five-point analytical scale, followed by forward naval 

deployments at 4.46 and coordinated maritime patrols at 4.31. Strategic port visits produced a 

moderate deterrence score of 3.67 because their influence depended more strongly on 

diplomatic interpretation than on immediate operational capability. Humanitarian and disaster-

response missions recorded the lowest coercive deterrence score at 2.83 but demonstrated the 

highest legitimacy and reassurance rating at 4.71. The distribution confirms that psychological 

deterrence can result from different combinations of coercion, reassurance, credibility, and 

diplomatic legitimacy. 
 

Table 2. Comparative Assessment of Maritime Activities and Strategic Effects 

Maritime 

Activity 
Visibility 

Signaling 

Intensity 

Deterrence 

Effect 

Reassurance 

Effect 

Escalation 

Risk 

Joint naval 

exercises 
4.75 4.67 4.58 4.25 3.21 

Forward naval 

deployment 
4.83 4.71 4.46 3.54 3.88 

Coordinated 

patrols 
4.42 4.33 4.31 4.08 3.13 

Freedom-of-

navigation 

operations 

4.50 4.58 4.17 3.21 4.04 

Strategic port 

visits 
3.92 3.88 3.67 4.17 2.38 

Humanitarian 

naval missions 
3.58 3.21 2.83 4.71 1.42 

Documentary coding revealed that 76.2% of policy statements accompanying naval 

exercises referred explicitly or implicitly to readiness, stability, interoperability, freedom of 

navigation, or commitment to regional security. References to collective security and alliance 

solidarity appeared more frequently in multinational exercises than in unilateral deployments. 

Unilateral operations relied more strongly on sovereignty, national interest, and navigational 

rights as strategic narratives. This variation demonstrates that maritime power projection is not 

communicated through a single deterrence vocabulary. The messaging structure changes 

according to the political objective, intended audience, and desired level of coercive pressure. 

Inferential testing was used as a supplementary analytical procedure to assess 

relationships among the coded numerical indicators derived from the case dataset. Spearman's 

rank correlation showed a strong positive relationship between signaling intensity and 

perceived deterrence effectiveness, with a correlation coefficient of (r_s = 0.78). Strategic 
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credibility also demonstrated a strong association with deterrence effectiveness, (r_s = 0.81), 

while naval visibility showed a moderate-to-strong relationship, (r_s = 0.69). Escalation risk 

displayed a weaker positive relationship with deterrence effectiveness, suggesting that stronger 

deterrent signals often increase perceived escalation potential but that escalation itself is not a 

necessary condition for effective psychological deterrence. 

A comparative test across high-visibility and moderate-visibility cases indicated that 

high-visibility operations produced higher mean deterrence assessments. The mean deterrence 

score for high-visibility cases was 4.39, compared with 3.54 for moderate-visibility cases. The 

observed difference was more pronounced when visibility was combined with coherent 

political messaging. Cases characterized by both high visibility and strong narrative 

consistency produced a mean deterrence score of 4.57, whereas cases with high visibility but 

ambiguous messaging recorded an average score of 3.76. The inferential pattern supports the 

argument that material display alone provides an incomplete explanation of deterrence 

effectiveness. 

 

Table 3. Relationships Between Strategic Variables and Perceived Deterrence Effectiveness 

Strategic Variable 
Correlation with Deterrence 

Effectiveness 
Relationship Strength 

Strategic credibility 0.81 Strong 

Signaling intensity 0.78 Strong 

Naval visibility 0.69 Moderate–Strong 

Narrative consistency 0.66 Moderate–Strong 
Alliance participation 0.59 Moderate 

Escalation risk 0.41 Moderate 

Humanitarian 

legitimacy 
0.28 Weak 

The relationship between naval capability and psychological deterrence was mediated by 

credibility and message interpretation rather than operating as a direct causal sequence. Cases 

involving advanced platforms did not invariably produce the highest deterrent effect when 

political objectives remained unclear. Smaller or more limited deployments sometimes 

generated stronger strategic responses when they were embedded in credible alliance structures 

or accompanied by explicit diplomatic commitments. The data therefore indicate that naval 

power projection acquires psychological significance through the interaction of capability, 

context, and communication. 

Alliance participation demonstrated an important relational effect across the case sample. 

Multinational naval activities consistently produced higher reassurance scores among partners 

and higher credibility assessments among experts than comparable unilateral activities. The 

difference was particularly visible when participating states demonstrated interoperability and 

repeated operational cooperation. Collective naval presence communicated not only military 

capacity but also political cohesion, potentially increasing the perceived costs of challenging 

the group. The relationship suggests that maritime diplomacy can transform individual naval 

assets into broader signals of coalition commitment and strategic solidarity. 

The first case pattern involved multinational naval exercises conducted in strategically 

sensitive maritime environments. These exercises displayed high visibility, repeated 

communication, interoperability, and coordinated operational capability. Expert participants 

interpreted them as particularly effective forms of psychological deterrence because they 

demonstrated readiness without requiring direct confrontation. Exercises involving anti-

submarine warfare, air-defense coordination, maritime interdiction, or amphibious operations 

produced stronger deterrence assessments than ceremonial activities. Their psychological effect 

derived from the capacity to make potential responses observable and credible while formally 

maintaining the activity within the category of training and defense cooperation. 
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The second case pattern involved unilateral or limited-participant operations such as 

forward deployments, maritime patrols, and freedom-of-navigation activities. These operations 

generated stronger perceptions of resolve but also higher escalation-risk scores. Their 

effectiveness depended heavily on geographic context, operational frequency, and the clarity of 

accompanying diplomatic statements. Repeated patrols were interpreted as more credible than 

isolated deployments because recurrence communicated sustained commitment. Highly 

assertive operations without parallel diplomatic communication generated uncertainty 

regarding strategic intention, demonstrating that coercive visibility can lose deterrent value 

when audiences cannot clearly distinguish between signaling, preparation, and escalation. 

The case comparisons show that psychological deterrence operates most effectively when 

naval activities create uncertainty about the costs of aggression without creating excessive 

uncertainty about political intentions. Credible capability increases the expected cost of hostile 

behavior, while diplomatic communication reduces the risk that defensive measures will be 

interpreted as preparations for immediate attack. The balance between these two mechanisms 

was repeatedly identified by experts as essential for maritime stability. Naval diplomacy 

therefore appears most effective when it combines firmness in operational posture with clarity 

in political purpose. 

Humanitarian and cooperative maritime cases provide an additional explanation for the 

broader meaning of naval power projection. These activities were weak in terms of coercive 

deterrence but strong in building legitimacy, access, trust, and diplomatic familiarity. 

Participants argued that such functions can indirectly strengthen future deterrence by 

improving regional relationships, operational access, and perceptions of responsible power. 
Naval influence therefore develops cumulatively across both coercive and cooperative 

activities. Psychological deterrence should consequently be understood as part of a longer 

strategic process in which credibility is produced not only through threats but also through 

reliability, predictability, and institutional relationships. 

 

 
Figure 1. Key Drivers of Maritime Diplomacy as Psychological Deterrence 

The overall findings demonstrate that maritime diplomacy functions as a form of 

psychological deterrence when naval presence successfully alters the expectations and risk 

calculations of relevant strategic audiences. Military capability remains necessary, but its 

deterrent value is amplified or diminished by strategic credibility, visibility, diplomatic 

framing, alliance participation, and narrative consistency. The strongest cases combined 

operational capability with clear communication and demonstrated political commitment. 

Naval power projection should therefore be interpreted as both a material and cognitive process 

rather than solely as the capacity to deploy combat forces across geographic space. 

The results also support a broader redefinition of naval power within national defense 

strategy. Effective maritime power projection involves the capacity to demonstrate force, 
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communicate resolve, reassure partners, influence adversarial perceptions, manage escalation, 

and preserve diplomatic maneuverability. Psychological deterrence emerges from the 

interaction of these functions rather than from military superiority alone. The findings indicate 

that contemporary naval strategy is increasingly concerned with shaping the decision 

environment before conflict occurs. Maritime diplomacy consequently represents a strategic 

mechanism through which naval forces can protect national interests by making confrontation 

appear costly, uncertain, and politically disadvantageous while keeping peaceful engagement 

possible. 

The findings demonstrate that maritime diplomacy functions as a form of psychological 

deterrence when naval activities are capable of shaping how strategic audiences assess risk, 

credibility, political commitment, and the potential costs of confrontation. Strategic credibility 

emerged as the most influential factor in explaining perceived deterrence effectiveness, 

followed by signaling intensity, naval visibility, and narrative consistency. The evidence 

suggests that the mere presence of naval assets does not automatically produce a deterrent 

effect. Naval deployment becomes strategically meaningful when material capability is 

supported by a coherent political message and a credible willingness to sustain the 

demonstrated posture. 

The results also reveal that different types of maritime activities generate different 

psychological and diplomatic effects. Joint naval exercises produced the strongest overall 

deterrence assessments because they combined operational readiness, alliance cohesion, 

visibility, and repeated signaling. Forward deployments and freedom-of-navigation operations 

demonstrated considerable deterrent potential but were associated with higher escalation risks. 
Humanitarian missions and strategic port visits showed weaker coercive effects while 

producing stronger reassurance, legitimacy, and diplomatic acceptance. These patterns indicate 

that maritime diplomacy operates across a spectrum ranging from coercive signaling to 

cooperative influence rather than through a single model of naval deterrence. 

 

 
Figure 2. Military Capability and Deterrence 

The relationship between military capability and deterrence was found to be conditional 

rather than linear. Highly capable naval platforms did not always produce the strongest 

psychological impact when the political intention behind their deployment remained unclear. 

More limited operations sometimes achieved greater strategic influence when they were 

embedded within credible alliance commitments, consistent messaging, and repeated 

operational patterns. This result highlights the importance of interpretation in maritime 

security, since adversaries respond not simply to the quantity of military assets but to what 

those assets appear to signal about future behavior. 

The case comparisons further show that the effectiveness of psychological deterrence 

depends on the balance between demonstrating capability and managing escalation. Naval 

operations were most effective when they created sufficient uncertainty about the consequences 

of aggression while maintaining adequate clarity about defensive political intentions. Excessive 
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ambiguity increased the possibility of miscalculation, whereas excessive predictability could 

weaken deterrent pressure. Maritime diplomacy therefore appears to function most effectively 

as calibrated strategic communication in which naval power, diplomatic language, and political 

intent reinforce one another. 

The findings are broadly consistent with classical deterrence scholarship that emphasizes 

credibility, capability, and communication as essential components of effective deterrence. 

Traditional deterrence theory argues that an opponent must believe both that a state possesses 

the means to impose costs and that it has sufficient resolve to use those means under specified 

conditions. The present study extends this logic into the maritime domain by demonstrating 

that credibility is constructed through observable naval behavior as well as through political 

commitments. The findings suggest that naval diplomacy can transform abstract military 

potential into a visible and interpretable strategic signal. 

The results also align with scholarship on naval diplomacy that conceptualizes warships 

as instruments of foreign policy rather than purely combat-oriented platforms. Previous studies 

have emphasized port visits, multinational exercises, patrols, and naval demonstrations as 

mechanisms for influence, reassurance, and coercion. The present research differs by placing 

stronger emphasis on the psychological process that links such activities to deterrence 

outcomes. Naval diplomacy is interpreted not merely as the employment of maritime assets for 

diplomatic purposes but as an attempt to alter the decision-making environment of other actors 

through perception management. 

The finding that alliance participation increases credibility corresponds with research on 

extended deterrence and collective security. Multinational exercises can demonstrate 
interoperability, political solidarity, and shared willingness to respond to threats, thereby 

raising the perceived strategic costs of challenging one member of a coalition. The current 

study adds an important qualification by showing that alliance participation is influential only 

when external observers perceive the coalition as politically coherent and operationally 

capable. Symbolic participation without sustained cooperation may generate less deterrent 

value than smaller but more credible forms of joint activity. 

The results diverge from approaches that treat military visibility as inherently stabilizing 

or deterrent. Highly visible operations were associated with stronger deterrence effects, but the 

analysis also identified a corresponding increase in escalation risk when the purpose of an 

operation was ambiguous. This finding challenges simplistic assumptions that greater visibility 

always enhances strategic control. Maritime power projection can strengthen deterrence while 

simultaneously increasing insecurity if adversaries interpret naval activities as preparation for 

offensive action rather than defensive signaling. The quality of interpretation is therefore as 

important as the quantity of displayed capability. 

The findings signify a broader transformation in the character of contemporary maritime 

power. Naval effectiveness can no longer be evaluated solely through fleet size, weapons 

range, tonnage, or technological superiority. Modern naval power increasingly depends on the 

ability to influence perceptions, shape expectations, and manage the strategic narratives 

surrounding military activity. The psychological dimension of maritime competition has 

therefore become inseparable from its operational dimension. Naval forces are not simply 

instruments that act upon physical space; they are also instruments that act upon the 

calculations of political and military decision-makers. 

The prominence of credibility and narrative consistency indicates that contemporary 

deterrence increasingly operates within a contested informational environment. Naval 

movements are observed, interpreted, discussed, and reframed through official statements, 

international media, intelligence assessments, and digital communication. The strategic 

meaning of a deployment may therefore be constructed through multiple channels 

simultaneously. The findings suggest that naval strategy must account for this interpretive 
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environment because operational actions without communicative coherence can produce 

unintended signals and undermine the intended deterrent effect. 

The strong performance of joint exercises indicates that psychological deterrence 

increasingly relies on visible relationships rather than isolated displays of national strength. 

Coalition activities communicate that a potential crisis may involve a broader set of political 

and military actors than the immediate parties to a dispute. This pattern reflects an important 

shift from individual capability toward relational power. A navy can increase its psychological 

influence when its actions demonstrate embeddedness within reliable security partnerships, 

even when the absolute size of its deployed force remains limited. 

The relatively strong reassurance effects associated with humanitarian missions and port 

diplomacy also indicate that deterrence should not be understood exclusively in coercive terms. 

Trust, legitimacy, predictability, and operational familiarity can shape the strategic 

environment in ways that reduce the attractiveness of confrontation. A navy that is perceived as 

reliable, disciplined, and regionally constructive may acquire influence that cannot be 

explained by coercive capability alone. The findings therefore signal the need to conceptualize 

maritime power as a combination of deterrence, reassurance, legitimacy, and strategic 

relationship-building. 

The theoretical implication of these findings is that naval power projection should be 

expanded beyond conventional definitions centered on force deployment and geographic reach. 

A more comprehensive definition should include the ability to shape adversarial expectations, 

reassure partners, communicate resolve, and manage escalation through visible maritime 

activity. Such a framework places psychological influence within the core of naval strategy 
rather than treating it as a secondary effect. Deterrence becomes a product of interaction 

between material capability and cognitive interpretation. 

The policy implication is that national defense planning should integrate naval operations 

more closely with diplomacy and strategic communication. Decisions concerning the 

deployment of warships should be accompanied by deliberate consideration of intended 

audiences, expected interpretations, communication channels, and possible unintended 

reactions. Operational planning that ignores these factors may generate military presence 

without achieving the desired strategic effect. Defense ministries, foreign ministries, and naval 

commands therefore require stronger coordination when maritime activities are intended to 

support deterrence. 

The operational implication concerns the design of naval activities themselves. Exercises, 

patrols, deployments, and port visits should be selected according to the specific psychological 

outcome they are intended to produce. A highly visible forward deployment may be 

appropriate when the objective is to communicate readiness, while a multinational exercise 

may be more effective when the aim is to demonstrate collective commitment. Humanitarian 

missions may strengthen longer-term strategic legitimacy even when they generate limited 

immediate coercive pressure. The choice of naval activity should therefore reflect the type of 

perception policymakers seek to influence. 

The regional security implication is that calibrated maritime diplomacy may provide 

states with alternatives to immediate military escalation. Carefully designed naval signaling 

can communicate boundaries, reassure allies, and demonstrate preparedness while preserving 

political space for negotiation. Such an approach is particularly valuable in disputed maritime 

environments where minor operational incidents can rapidly become politically sensitive. 

Psychological deterrence can therefore contribute to stability when it makes hostile action 

appear costly without making peaceful compromise appear impossible. 

The strong effect of strategic credibility can be explained by the central role of 

uncertainty in deterrence. Potential adversaries rarely possess complete information regarding 

another state's intentions, willingness to escalate, or ability to sustain military action. Naval 

activities provide observable indicators that help reduce this uncertainty. Repeated 
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deployments, operational readiness, logistical support, and coherent political statements 

increase the perceived probability that a stated commitment will be defended if challenged. 

Credibility therefore becomes decisive because it converts latent military capability into an 

actionable strategic expectation. 

The importance of signaling intensity and visibility can be explained by the 

communicative nature of naval deployments. Maritime forces are highly observable, mobile, 

and symbolically associated with sovereignty and national power. Their presence can therefore 

create immediate political meaning even when no combat action occurs. Visibility increases the 

likelihood that a signal will be noticed, but recognition alone does not guarantee correct 

interpretation. Effective deterrence requires visibility to be combined with sufficient contextual 

information so that the intended audience understands what behavior is being discouraged and 

what consequences may follow. 

The higher deterrence scores associated with joint exercises can be explained by the 

multiplication of strategic signals generated through collective action. A multinational exercise 

demonstrates more than the existence of individual military capabilities; it also reveals 

coordination, shared procedures, interoperability, and political willingness to operate together. 

These characteristics increase the perceived cost of confronting the participating states because 

an adversary may have to account for a broader coalition response. Repetition further 

reinforces this effect by transforming temporary cooperation into an observable pattern of 

strategic commitment. 

The relatively lower coercive scores of humanitarian operations can be explained by their 

primary political function. Humanitarian missions are designed to generate assistance, 
legitimacy, goodwill, and regional access rather than immediate threat perceptions. Their 

strategic value appears through indirect pathways, including relationship-building, operational 

familiarity, and reputational influence. Such missions may strengthen the conditions under 

which future deterrence operates because regional actors become more familiar with the 

professionalism and reliability of the naval force involved. Psychological influence therefore 

develops cumulatively through both cooperative and coercive interaction. 

Future national defense strategies should institutionalize psychological assessment as part 

of maritime operational planning. Naval planners should consider not only what an operation 

can achieve physically but also how it is likely to be interpreted by adversaries, allies, neutral 

states, and domestic audiences. Scenario-based assessments could be used to anticipate 

alternative interpretations before a deployment occurs. Such an approach would improve the 

capacity of decision-makers to calibrate visibility, messaging, force composition, and 

operational duration according to the desired deterrent effect. 

Strategic communication capabilities should be developed in parallel with naval 

modernization. Investment in advanced platforms will not automatically produce strategic 

influence when the political meaning of their deployment remains inconsistent or poorly 

communicated. Defense institutions should therefore strengthen coordination among 

operational commanders, diplomats, intelligence analysts, and strategic communication units. 

This integration would allow naval actions and diplomatic narratives to function as mutually 

reinforcing elements of national deterrence strategy. 

Future research should test the proposed framework across a larger number of maritime 

contexts and incorporate evidence from both signaling states and target states. The current 

analysis emphasizes expert interpretation and observable policy behavior, while actual 

adversarial perception remains more difficult to measure. Subsequent studies could examine 

elite statements, military reactions, changes in operational behavior, media framing, and 

decision-making patterns after major naval deployments. Comparative research across Indo-

Pacific, Mediterranean, Arctic, and other strategic maritime theaters could further determine 

whether psychological deterrence operates differently under distinct geopolitical conditions. 
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The next conceptual step is to develop measurable indicators of psychological maritime 

deterrence. Such indicators could include credibility, message clarity, behavioral response, 

alliance cohesion, perceived escalation costs, and persistence of strategic effects over time. A 

standardized analytical model would make it possible to compare naval activities more 

systematically and distinguish symbolic presence from genuine deterrence. Maritime 

diplomacy should ultimately be understood as a strategic process in which naval power is 

successful not merely when it can defeat an adversary at sea, but when its calibrated presence 

influences decisions sufficiently to prevent undesirable behavior before armed conflict 

becomes necessary. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The most important finding of this study is that maritime diplomacy functions effectively 

as psychological deterrence when naval power is communicated through a combination of 

strategic credibility, visible presence, coherent signaling, and controlled escalation. Naval 

capability alone does not automatically create deterrent effects because adversarial responses 

are shaped by how military actions are interpreted within a particular political and geopolitical 

context. Joint naval exercises, coordinated patrols, and forward deployments generated stronger 

deterrence when they were supported by clear diplomatic narratives and credible political 

commitments. Humanitarian missions and strategic port visits produced weaker coercive 

pressure but contributed substantially to reassurance, legitimacy, and long-term strategic 

influence. These findings demonstrate that contemporary naval power projection should be 

understood not only as the physical deployment of maritime force but also as a deliberate 
process of shaping perceptions, expectations, and strategic calculations before armed 

confrontation occurs. 

The principal contribution of this research lies in its conceptual redefinition of naval 

power projection through the integration of maritime diplomacy and psychological deterrence. 

The study extends conventional interpretations of naval power beyond fleet capacity, 

operational reach, technological superiority, and combat readiness by incorporating cognitive 

influence, diplomatic signaling, alliance reassurance, and perception management as central 

components of deterrence. The proposed framework also offers a methodological contribution 

by combining expert interviews, documentary analysis, comparative case studies, and coded 

strategic indicators to examine the interaction between material capability and psychological 

response. This multidimensional perspective provides defense scholars and policymakers with 

a more comprehensive analytical model for evaluating whether naval activities merely 

demonstrate military presence or actually influence the behavior and decision-making of 

relevant strategic audiences. 

The study is limited by its reliance on expert interpretation, secondary strategic 

documents, and a relatively restricted number of maritime cases, which constrain the extent to 

which the findings can be generalized across different geopolitical environments. Direct 

measurement of adversarial psychological responses also remains difficult because strategic 

perceptions are rarely observable in complete and reliable forms. Future research should 

expand the comparative dataset across major maritime regions, including the Indo-Pacific, 

Mediterranean, Arctic, and other contested maritime environments, while incorporating 

evidence from both signaling states and targeted actors. Further studies should also develop 

measurable indicators of psychological maritime deterrence and examine changes in military 

behavior, elite discourse, diplomatic responses, media framing, and operational patterns 

following significant naval deployments. Such research would strengthen empirical 

understanding of how maritime diplomacy can be designed to influence strategic behavior 

while preserving escalation control and regional stability. 

 



Cognitionis Civitatis et Politicae 

 

                                                           Page | 321  
 

DECLARATION OF AI AND AI ASSISTED TECHNOLOGIES IN THE WRITING 

PROCESS 

During  the  preparation  of  this  manuscript,  the  author(s)  used Grammarly to  assist  

in improving grammar, language quality, and overall readability of the text. After using this 

tool, the author(s) carefully reviewed and edited the content as necessary and take full 

responsibility for the content of the publication 

 

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS 

Author 1: Conceptualization; Project administration; Validation; Writing - review and editing. 

Author 2: Conceptualization; Data curation; In-vestigation. 

Author 3: Data curation; Investigation. 

 

DECLARATION OF COMPETING INTEREST 

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal 

relationships that could have appeared to influence the work reported in this paper. 

 

REFERENCES 

Alketbi, S., Alkrisheh, M. A., Alneyadi, M., Alketbi, O., & Alketbi, M. (2026). Cybersecurity 

and the Legal Framework for Combating Electronic Discrimination and Electronic 

Hate-Speech Crimes in UAE Law. 2026 International Conference on Revolutionary 

Artificial Intelligence and Future Applications (Rev-AI), 145–152. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/Rev-AI70456.2026.11622064 

Alshira’h, A., & Alshirah, M. (2026). Investigations, complexity, sanctions and VAT 

compliance: The moderating role of national pride in Jordanian family SMEs. Asian 

Review of Accounting, 1–28. https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-07-2025-0233 

Benia, M. (2025). Deterrence by Fear Inducement: Russia’s Nuclear Rhetoric and the War in 

Ukraine. Connections: The Quarterly Journal, 24(4), 37–54. 

https://doi.org/10.11610/Connections.24.3.30 

Blumi, I., & Işıksel, G. (2025). Imperial Edges and Those Who Live There: A Reconsideration 

of the Frontier in Ottoman History. In A. Wick (Ed.), The Cambridge Companion to 

Ottoman History (1st ed., pp. 253–265). Cambridge University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009086202.023 

Bradford, J. F., & Emmers, R. (2024). Why the quad is not squaring off in the South China 

Sea: Evaluating interests, objectives and capacity. Australian Journal of International 

Affairs, 78(1), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1080/10357718.2024.2302908 

Bydalek, L. (2024). Unique Approaches in Space Legal Education. IAF Space Education and 

Outreach Symposium, 923–931. https://doi.org/10.52202/078378-0114 

Cao, X. (2026). Sea power and political penetration in China, 1895–1911: Empirical evidence 

from China. Applied Economics, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2026.2619790 

Cho, H.-B., & Chao, B. C. (2025). Muddied waters: Freedom-of-navigation operations as 

signals in the South China Sea. The British Journal of Politics and International 

Relations, 27(1), 154–178. https://doi.org/10.1177/13691481241257807 

Dang, D. M., Nguyen, D. T. P., & Van Hoang, A. T. (2026). France’s Maritime Security 

Strategy in the Indo-Pacific: Middle Power’s Approach to Regional Order. In K. Hoang 

https://doi.org/10.1109/Rev-AI70456.2026.11622064
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-07-2025-0233
https://doi.org/10.11610/Connections.24.3.30
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009086202.023
https://doi.org/10.1080/10357718.2024.2302908
https://doi.org/10.52202/078378-0114
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2026.2619790
.%20https:/doi.org/10.1177/13691481241257807


Cognitionis Civitatis et Politicae 

 

                                                           Page | 322  
 

Le & H. X. Tran (Eds.), Emerging Maritime Security Strategies of Global Powers (pp. 

1–26). IGI Global Scientific Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-4470-

6.ch001 

Diniz, B. P., De Moura Pereira, D. A., Dos Santos, M., Lellis Moreira, M. Â., De Moraes, A. 

B., Roberto Pereira, F. R., De Oliveira Costa, D., Araújo, G. N., & Neto, J. C. (2024a). 

New Approach to Choosing an Aircraft Carrier for Brazil from the AHP and WISP 

Multicriteria Decision Methods. Procedia Computer Science, 242, 544–551. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2024.08.102 

Diniz, B. P., De Moura Pereira, D. A., Dos Santos, M., Lellis Moreira, M. Â., De Moraes, A. 

B., Roberto Pereira, F. R., De Oliveira Costa, D., Araújo, G. N., & Neto, J. C. (2024b). 

New Approach to Choosing an Aircraft Carrier for Brazil from the AHP and WISP 

Multicriteria Decision Methods. Procedia Computer Science, 242, 544–551. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2024.08.102 

Gabrielsen, V. (2025). The Athenian Navy in the Fourth Century: Restoration, Transformation, 

Reformation. In D. M. Pritchard & I. Worthington, Waging War in Fourth-Century 

Athens (1st ed., pp. 93–119). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003541851-8 

Gándara Chacana, N. L., & Vicencio Cumillaf, J. C. (2026). La construcción de conocimiento 

hidrográfico del maritorio magallánico en las expediciones de Phillip Parker King y 

Robert Fitzroy (1826-1834). Historia 396, 16(1), 343–374. 

https://doi.org/10.4151/07197969-Vol.16-Iss.1-Art.925 

Georgoulas, D., Tsioumas, V., Stavroulakis, P. J., & Papadimitriou, S. (2025). Geopolitical risk 

and sustainable shipping: A quantitative approach. Australian Journal of Maritime & 

Ocean Affairs, 17(2), 173–185. https://doi.org/10.1080/18366503.2024.2325270 

Geppert, D., & Rose, A. (2026). The Anglo-German Antagonism. In G. Martel, The Origins of 

the First World War Reconsidered (1st ed., pp. 147–167). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003415237-9 

German, T., Moustakis, F., & Liaropoulos, A. N. (2025). Introduction. In T. German, F. 

Moustakis, & A. N. Liaropoulos, The Co-evolution of Technology and Warfare (1st ed., 

pp. 1–7). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003520160-1 

Gobena, L. B. (2024). Justice, power and voluntary tax compliance: A moderation analysis 

among taxpayers in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. Asian Review of Accounting, 32(4), 628–

645. https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-03-2023-0072 

Grant, R. (2026). The United States. In H. M. Hensel, Security Dynamics in the East China Sea 

and Northeast Asia (1st ed., pp. 253–266). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003785453-16 

Ishwardat, S., Van Steenbergen, E., Coffeng, T., & Ellemers, N. (2024). Stimulating 

Regulatory Compliance and Ethical Behavior of Organizations: A Review. Business 

Ethics and Leadership, 8(3), 151–172. https://doi.org/10.61093/bel.8(3).151-172.2024 

Kaloko, I. F., & Utari, M. S. (2024). Maritime Security and Diplomacy by the Republic of 

Indonesia and Other ASEAN Member States in Reducing the South China Sea Conflict. 

BIO Web of Conferences, 134, 08001. https://doi.org/10.1051/bioconf/202413408001 

Kapur, A. (2024). Geopolitics and the Indo-Pacific Region (2nd ed.). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781032709727 

https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-4470-6.ch001
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-4470-6.ch001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2024.08.102
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2024.08.102
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003541851-8
https://doi.org/10.4151/07197969-Vol.16-Iss.1-Art.925
https://doi.org/10.1080/18366503.2024.2325270
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003415237-9
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003520160-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-03-2023-0072
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003785453-16
https://doi.org/10.61093/bel.8(3).151-172.2024
https://doi.org/10.1051/bioconf/202413408001
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781032709727


Cognitionis Civitatis et Politicae 

 

                                                           Page | 323  
 

Lamazhapov, E. (2026). Polar regions for global status: China’s great power discourse and 

status-seeking practice in the Arctic and Antarctic. The British Journal of Politics and 

International Relations, 28(2), 718–747. https://doi.org/10.1177/13691481251378895 

Lambert, A. (2024). ‘You Have Not Had a Sufficient Number Killed and Wounded’1: The 

Baltic Campaigns of the ‘Crimean’ War, 1854–56. In D. Trim & B. Simms (Eds.), 

Harfleur to Hamburg (1st ed., pp. 155–184). Oxford University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197784204.003.0009 

Lin, W.-C., Shih, Y.-C., Liu, P.-C., & Chen, W.-C. (2026). Navigating Asymmetry: Taiwan’s 

Maritime Cooperation Strategy and Strategic Hedging Between the USA and China. 

East Asia, 43(2), 127–142. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12140-025-09456-0 

Liu, F. H. M., Smith, T. E. L., Yian, V., & Holden, J. (2026). Seasonality in the Anthropocene: 

On the construction of Southeast Asia’s ‘haze season.’ The Anthropocene Review, 

13(1), 42–65. https://doi.org/10.1177/20530196251399150 

Mahenge, F. B., Mwakilema, N. S., Lulandala, E. E., & Msuya, R. I. (2026). The five-factor 

model of personality and tax compliance intention: An analysis of social media-based 

online traders in Tanzania. Cogent Social Sciences, 12(1), 2717906. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/23311886.2026.2717906 

Muñoz Bolaños, R. (2026). De las costas de Trípoli al puerto de Mahón: Comercio, coerción 

naval y expansión estadounidense en el Mediterráneo (1783-1861). Araucaria, (62), 

553–580. https://doi.org/10.12795/araucaria.2026.i62.27 

Muraliprasath, P. (2026). Andaman Nicobar Command. In A. S. Raju, Andaman and Nicobar 

Islands on the Indian Eastern Seaboard (1st ed., pp. 88–104). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781042015160-9 

Nguyen, N. T., Rehman, S. U., Elrehail, H., Baber, H., & Dawood Shamout, M. (2025). Misuse 

of technology: Factors influencing cyberloafing behavior. Computers in Human 

Behavior Reports, 18, 100669. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chbr.2025.100669 

Nijhawan, A. (2024a). Samudra Manthan: Redefining India’s Indo-Pacific Strategy. In K. V. 

Kumar, N. Slama, & M. Das (Eds.), Advances in Public Policy and Administration (pp. 

251–267). IGI Global. https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-1690-0.ch012 

Nijhawan, A. (2024b). Samudra Manthan: Redefining India’s Indo-Pacific Strategy. In K. V. 

Kumar, N. Slama, & M. Das (Eds.), Advances in Public Policy and Administration (pp. 

251–267). IGI Global. https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-1690-0.ch012 

Pankaj, E., & Panda, J. (2025). Perceptions and Misperceptions. In V. Mai Chotani, The Role 

of Threat Perceptions in International Relations (1st ed., pp. 50–69). Routledge India. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003586753-4 

Poggio, E., Lopez, A., & Tremml‐Werner, B. (2026). Commercial treaties and political 

transformation in Sulu and Southeast Asian littorals, c. 1830–1840. Asia‐Pacific 

Economic History Review, aehr.70030. https://doi.org/10.1111/aehr.70030 

Pokhriyal, S., Bahuguna, R., Dixit, A. K., Memoria, M., Saxena, S., & Bhatt, V. (2024). Using 

AI-Based Techniques with Prisoners Who Suffer from Mental Illness. 2023 

International Conference on Smart Devices (ICSD), 1–5. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSD60021.2024.10751522 

https://doi.org/10.1177/13691481251378895
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197784204.003.0009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12140-025-09456-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/20530196251399150
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311886.2026.2717906
https://doi.org/10.12795/araucaria.2026.i62.27
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781042015160-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chbr.2025.100669
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-1690-0.ch012
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-1690-0.ch012
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003586753-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/aehr.70030
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSD60021.2024.10751522


Cognitionis Civitatis et Politicae 

 

                                                           Page | 324  
 

Prunckun, H. W. (2025). A Three-Tier Model of Wrongdoing in Criminal Justice. American 

Journal of Criminal Justice, 50(6), 1075–1080. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12103-025-

09867-y 

Putra, B. A. (2024). Tread with caution: Vietnam’s retaliatory and deference measures vis-à-vis 

assertiveness at sea. Asian Journal of Political Science, 32(1), 57–76. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02185377.2024.2351390 

Salomon, L., & Guilcher, P.-M. (2024). Fully higher-order coupling of finite element and level 

set methods for two-phase flow with a new explicit projection method. Computers & 

Fluids, 275, 106245. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compfluid.2024.106245 

Singh, N. K., & Jash, A. (2026). Maritime power in the digital age: China’s naval 

modernization and cyber-strategic expansion. Comparative Strategy, 1–16. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01495933.2026.2669782 

Somda, F. H., Guel, D., & Kangoye, S. (2025). Towards An Ecore-Based, Uncertainty-Aware 

Metamodel for Auditable Geopolitical Decision Support. 2025 IEEE Multi-Conference 

on Natural and Engineering Sciences for Sahel’s Sustainable Development (MNE3SD), 

1–8. https://doi.org/10.1109/MNE3SD67637.2025.11323234 

Symonds, C. L. (2025). The Navy and Naval Power. In S. J. Watson (Ed.), The Oxford 

Handbook of American Military History (1st ed., pp. 249–262). Oxford University 

PressNew York, NY. https://doi.org/10.1093/9780190079963.003.0017 

Tran, B. T., & Nguyen, U. L. P. (2026). China’s Maritime Security Strategy in the South China 

Sea: Impact, Challenges, and Prospects. In K. Hoang Le & H. X. Tran (Eds.), Emerging 

Maritime Security Strategies of Global Powers (pp. 185–206). IGI Global Scientific 

Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-4470-6.ch008 

Vasumathi, M. (2025a). Repositioning on the Global Stage: Maritime Identity in Yukio 

Mishima’s the Temple of the Golden Pavilion. In S. Santhosh, S. T. H., P. S., S. S. 

Mary S, U. Maheswary, & L. S. Kumar, Asia’s Maritime History and Identity at 

Cultural Crossroads (1st ed., pp. 86–91). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003725152-16 

Vasumathi, M. (2025b). Repositioning on the Global Stage: Maritime Identity in Yukio 

Mishima’s the Temple of the Golden Pavilion. In S. Santhosh, S. T. H., P. S., S. S. 

Mary S, U. Maheswary, & L. S. Kumar, Asia’s Maritime History and Identity at 

Cultural Crossroads (1st ed., pp. 86–91). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003725152-16 

Wittwer, H. (2025). Was hat es mit dem Zwangscharakter des (Straf-)Rechts auf sich?: Ein 

Beitrag zur analytischen Rechtsphilosophie. A Contribution to the Analytical 

Philosophy of Law. Archiv für Rechts- und Sozialphilosophie, 111(2), 143–174. 

https://doi.org/10.25162/arsp-2025-0004 

Zheng, W., Duan, B., Wan, A. K. Y., Clark, A., Park, T., Londakova, K., Parker, F., Zhang, X., 

Li, L., & Lee, T. M. (2026). Behavioral interventions to reduce demand for threatened 

freshwater turtles as pets. Conservation Biology, e70327. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.70327 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12103-025-09867-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12103-025-09867-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/02185377.2024.2351390
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compfluid.2024.106245
https://doi.org/10.1080/01495933.2026.2669782
https://doi.org/10.1109/MNE3SD67637.2025.11323234
https://doi.org/10.1093/9780190079963.003.0017
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-4470-6.ch008
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003725152-16
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003725152-16
https://doi.org/10.25162/arsp-2025-0004
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.70327


Cognitionis Civitatis et Politicae 

 

                                                           Page | 325  
 

 

Copyright Holder : 

© Lutfi Suryo W et al. (2026). 

 

First Publication Right : 

© Cognitionis Civitatis et Politicae 

 

This article is under: 

 

 


