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he Caucasus borders Europe and Asia and is an area of 
influence for the surrounding powers: Turkey and Russia, as 
well as Iran. Naturally Europe and the US are also part of the 
equation. Turkish Review discusses the complexities of 
Caucasia from a Turkish perspective with D. Nigar Göksel, 
editor in chief of Turkish Policy Quarterly, and from a Russian 

viewpoint with historian Dr. Sergey Markedonov, visiting fellow at the 
Center for Strategic and International Studies Russia and Eurasia Program
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TURKISH REVIEW: How does Turkey position the Caucasus in 
its foreign policy? What have been the recent patterns of 
Turkey’s collaboration with countries in the region? 

D. NİGAR GÖKSEL: On a larger scale, Turkey’s 
relations in the Caucasus have often been shaped 
by the interaction of Ankara’s relations with 
Moscow and its Euro-Atlantic relations. In the 
1990s Ankara leveraged its Western partnership in 
increasing its role and influence in the Caucasus. 
The first decade of the 2000s witnessed a relative 
increase in Russian-Turkish collaboration, and 
fewer instances of Turkey carrying the “Western 
torch” in the Caucasus -- particularly between 2008 
and 2011. Recently, again there appears to be a 
conjectural strategic realignment between Turkey 
and the Euro-Atlantic, and an effort to maintain 
stable relations with Russia. In other words, a more 
“fine-tuned” balance appears to have been struck. 
These dynamics, as well as the relative 
assertiveness of Russia versus the West (the US 
and/or EU) at any given time, play a role in 
Ankara’s positioning in the Caucasus. Ultimately 

Turkey’s EU integration course is perhaps the 
single most decisive factor for the future of the 
Caucasus. Turkey’s membership in the EU would 
alter the paradigms of the region dramatically. 

Turkey’s activity in the Caucasus became more 
intense in the period 2008-10. Rather like a Rubik’s 
Cube, Ankara’s efforts to improve relations with 
one Caucasus country in this period led to the loss 
of alignment with another. Efforts to reconcile with 
Armenia caused tension in Ankara- Baku relations, 
and efforts to maintain smooth relations with 
Moscow meant support for Tbilisi had to be limited. 
This was the period when Turkey’s relations with 
Russia and Iran were changing, with friendship 
between leaders being portrayed, stirring confusion 
among segments in Baku and Tbilisi that had been 
accustomed to thinking of Turkey’s strategic value 
as a “counterbalance” to Tehran and Moscow. 

TR: What is the current standing of Turkey in the 
Caucasus? 

DNG: After a few years of uncertainty, Turkey’s 
Caucasus relations have in fact re-settled in 
paradigms resembling those of pre-2008. Relations 
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with Moscow and Tehran incurred a “reality 
check,” while relations with Baku have realigned 
on the basis of strategic and economic pillars. 

The underlying feature of the region has not 
changed; win-win paradigms have not been 
established. Therefore Ankara needs to pursue 
disjointed policies toward the region. In other 
words, while Ankara’s relations with each capital in 
the region are often interconnected, this is not 
necessarily a positive correlation. 

This disjoint is also reflected in the intellectual 
know-how and public debate in Turkey. Public 
debate in Turkey about issues in the Caucasus is 
often polarized, ideological and shallow. 

Despite tensions in recent years, fallout has 
been contained. Turkey remains an important actor 
in the region, both economically and strategically. 
The rise of Turkey’s global profile and economic 
standing renders Turkey more pivotal in this region 
as well. Arguably, the fact that the “alternative” 
powers in the region are Russia and Iran -- each 
with their own baggage and controversies -- has 
contributed to this. At least from the perspective of 
Baku and Tbilisi, in many ways Turkey is a more 

benign power than the other regional players. 

TR: Compared to Turkey’s cooperation in the Middle East 
-- especially prior to the conflicts following the Arab 
uprisings -- Turkey lacks the same dynamism in the Caucasus. 
What stands in the way of Turkish cooperation in the region? 

DNG: One reason may be the factors that 
“contain’ Turkish influence in the Caucasus. 
Though it is in Turkey’s interests for conflicts to be 
resolved, borders to open and all relations to 
deepen, for many reasons not in Ankara’s hands, 
this is not happening across the region. 

Between 2008 and 2010, when Turkey 
proactively attempted to “unlock” stalemates -- 
namely with the diplomatic normalization with 
Yerevan and the proposal of a Caucasus Stability 
and Cooperation Platform -- the intended results 
were not achieved. In fact, on some fronts Turkey 
lost ground. It seems that a gradual, undramatic 
and less “imposing” penetration of Turkey into the 
Caucasus region is a sounder path. Too much 
dynamism by Turkey might not go down well in 
Moscow, either. So there are limitations as to how 
much Turkey can elevate it’s standing in this region 

Tensions between 
Russia and Georgia 
sparked actual conflict 
in August 2008.
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PHOTO: ZAMAN,
İSA ŞİMŞEK



296

VOL-3/3

in the short term. Whereas in the Middle East and 
North Africa (MENA) region, fault lines have 
shifted abruptly, therefore Ankara has been actively 
engaged in trying to maximize its role in the Arab 
world, and to secure a lead role. A window of 
opportunity is perceived in the Middle East, 
whereas the Caucasus does not present such an 
opportunity currently. 

I would argue that from the very beginning of 
its ascent to power, the Justice and Development 
Party (AK Party) did not have a particular 
ideological orientation to, interest in or strategic 
vision for the Caucasus. The Middle East figured 
higher in the AK Party’s thinking. An 
understanding of why and how Ankara should be 
involved in the Caucasus developed in the AK 
Party over time, as did, after some trial and error, 
an understanding of the nuances of the region. 

Particularly since the Arab uprisings, the sense 
of a “calling” for Turkey in the MENA region 
resonates in Ankara. The narrative 
of Turkey as a model, its “moderate 
Islam” leverage and the promotion 
of “people power” works for Ankara 
across many contexts in the Arab 
world. Whereas finding a common 
line with which Ankara can 
approach the three South Caucasus 
countries is much more complex. 

A “European” angle in Turkey’s 
Caucasus vision could have been an option. 
However, since its own European future is under 
question, Turkey is not necessarily motivated to 
advocate a vision of a “European future” for the 
Caucasus. The foreign policy community of Euro-
Atlantic countries has also seen Turkish 
counterparts as an asset more for initiatives in the 
MENA region than in Caucasus-related platforms.  

TR: Do you think Ankara miscalculated its past 
rapprochement with Armenia, especially considering its 
relations with Azerbaijan?

DNG: The diplomatic initiative to normalize 
relations between Turkey and Armenia was based 
on the assumption that ambiguity would aid the 
process. This seems to have been ill-conceived. 

It was not clear from the wording of the 
protocols whether Turkey conditioned the 

ratification of the protocols to progress in the 
resolution of the Karabakh conflict -- and if so, to 
how much progress. It was also unclear how the 
protocols were expected to affect international 
genocide recognition campaigns. The expectations 
of both Yerevan and Ankara from each other 
arguably contained unrealistic elements, which were 
hidden in the vague wording. This ambiguity fueled 
speculation about worst-case scenarios among all 
actors -- including the Armenian diaspora and 
Baku. By spring 2009, the capitals were 
contradicting each other and the process fizzled out. 

I would not say that Ankara has “given up” on 
rapprochement, but there are certainly challenges 
recognized. The nearing of 2015 renders 
reconciliation much harder in some ways -- but also 
incentivizes Turkey to focus on the issue. 

The widespread Armenian view is that Ankara 
will use any tracks of reconciliation as an argument 
to support its case in the “genocide diplomacy” 

battles. To maximize the “moral 
isolation” of Turkey as 2015 nears, 
even Armenian civil society is more 
wary about interaction. In addition, 
Ankara and Baku have added new 
dimensions to their strategic 
partnership -- including the 
conception of the Trans-Anatolian 
Pipeline (TANAP), which promises 
to deliver Turkey “hub” status in 

natural gas-power politics, and the increased 
collaboration between Turkish and Azerbaijani 
diaspora activities. This intensification of bonds 
between the two countries also reduces Turkey’s 
maneuver space vis-à-vis normalization with 
Armenia. 

TR: If the protocols with Armenia are not likely to be 
rejuvenated, what steps are there to break the stalemate in 
Turkey-Armenia relations?

DNG: There will be a newly launched series of 
projects between Turkish and Armenian NGOs, 
with EU funding. Other initiatives discussed are to 
open a multitude of railways across the region. 
Managing this new stage of initiatives, and the 
public debate that will ensue, is tricky and Ankara 
needs to ensure it is transparent about its intended 
goals so as to not appear to be “teasing” Armenia 

AN UNDERSTANDING 
OF WHY AND HOW 
ANKARA SHOULD BE 
INVOLVED IN THE 
CAUCASUS DEVELOPED 
OVER TIME
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or “misleading” Azerbaijan. There is a risk that 
again confidence building steps with Armenians 
will make Azeris nervous about the endgame. 
Ankara’s position and guiding principles on the 
most significant and sensitive issues needs to be 
clear. Presenting different versions of the truth to 
different counterparts will ignite public debates and 
reduce maneuver space for all political actors 
involved. Already both Yerevan and Baku are wary 
about Turkey’s overall plan for the centenary of the 
1915 tragedy in 2015. 

Ankara also has domestic politics to take into 
consideration. Efforts to resolve the Kurdish 
conflict and the upcoming presidential elections in 
Turkey in 2014, as well as the calendar of the 
realization of TANAP, are factors that will play into 
when and to what extent Turkey’s leaders can use 
leverage over Armenia and Azerbaijan. 

TR: Some analysts argue that without Turkey 
recognizing the events as ‘genocide,’ no warming of relations 
can be expected? Your comment?

DNG: There is a risk that 2015 will strain Turkey’s 
relations with not only Yerevan and Baku, but also 
with third countries commemorating 1915, or using 
1915 as a card against Ankara. 

My personal view has always been that coming 
to terms with history and opening the border with 
Armenia should be seen as two separate issues. 
Turkey needs to foster a more open and critical 
debate about 1915 and to reach out to the 
descendants of the victims. However the border is 
about the Nagorno-Karabakh- related calculus, 
including domestic and strategic dimensions, as 
well as a moral conundrum in terms of the 
victimhood of Azeris. 

Without opening the border, there is much the 
Turkish side can and should do about its own 
troubled history with Armenians. Some steps have 
already been taken in the past decade, but positive 
steps seem ad hoc, and political rhetoric is often 
out of step. A questioning of narratives of historical 
righteousness is taking place in Turkey today on 
multiple fronts. Debate and accountability is being 
sought for injustices and wrongs committed by the 
state over the years toward orthodox Christians, 
left-wing activists, Kurdish nationalists and 
Islamists. The debate of 1915 has also been 

evolving, particularly over the last decade. However 
the fact that Turkey’s steps to this direction 
correspond to the approach of 2015 inevitably 
raises questions about its sincerity. The suspicion is 
that Turkey’s more empathetic approach to history 
is driven by opportunism, to evade the fallout of 
2015. Therefore Ankara needs to be particularly 
cautious not to feed into this perception. 

TR: Is there still a potential for armed conflict in 
Abkhazia or South Ossetia? Do last year’s parliamentary or 
October 2013 presidential elections in Georgia present new 
opportunities for peace?

DNG: The election of the [Bidzina] Ivanishvili 
government may make the conflict between Georgia 
and Russia less personal, however the main 
parameters have not changed. Moscow still views 
Georgia’s Euro-Atlantic orientation as a threat to its 
regional influence and its own hold on Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia as a strategic asset. Therefore in 
the near future I would not expect much opportunity 
for peace. While this Georgian government may be 
exploring avenues for goodwill from Moscow, the 

D. Nigar Göksel
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Georgian people are still dedicated to the Western 
orientation of the country -- therefore the paradigms 
have not changed. While a new war is unlikely, so is 
a resolution of the conflicts in the near term. 

TR: How have Turkish-Russian relations been changing 
in recent years, considering the two countries are historical 
adversaries?

DNG: A mixture of rivalry and cooperation defines 
Turkey-Russia relations. The particular balance of 
these two features changes conjecturally. Between 
2008 and 2011 there was a visible enhancement in 
relations. Ankara was motivated by the expectation 
that good relations with Moscow would enable 
Turkey to gain traction in the region of the Black 
Sea/Eurasia. Divergences between Turkey and the 
Euro-Atlantic also played into this thinking. Ankara 
and Moscow shared a sense of exclusion from the 
West, and irritation about Euro-Atlantic penetration 
in the Black Sea region -- through democracy 
promotion and other forms of 
intervention. Close personal 
relations were also portrayed 
between [Turkish Prime Minister 
Recep Tayyip] Erdoğan and [Russian 
leader Vladimir] Putin. This era also 
marked developments in bilateral 
relations regarding trade and energy. 

However in the past couple of 
years this momentum has slowed. 
Some reasons are as follows: Turkey’s agreement 
to host an early warning radar as part of NATO’s 
missile defense shield, divergences between Turkey 
and Russia regarding the Arab uprisings -- 
particularly Syria -- and the plans for TANAP, 
which would reduce Russia’s natural gas 
dominance in Europe. There have been other 
irritants from Ankara’s perspective too, such as 
Russia’s close relations with Cyprus. There seems 
to be more of a realization in Ankara now that the 
perceived interests of Moscow and Ankara in the 
Caucasus do not necessarily overlap, and that until 
paradigms change, Moscow will protect its turf 
more often than seeking win-win solutions. In the 
longer term, regional transformations may render 
Turkey’s objectives attainable, however to 
pronounce unviable objectives prematurely also 
erodes Turkey’s credibility. 

Ultimately, Turkish soft power can increase as 
the Caucasus economies become more open, rule 
of law and democracy strengthens, and conflicts 
are resolved. Many Russian political and economic 
interests would not benefit from such a course. 
Ankara is likely to continue avoiding confrontation 
with Moscow as much as possible, maximizing 
economic and strategic cooperation, but also being 
aware of risks of divergences. 

         * * *
TR: How would you describe Russia’s relations in the 

Caucasus in general? 
SERGEY MARKEDONOV: Since 1991, the South 

Caucasus has been a strategic priority for Russia. 
Despite the lack of any relevant official doctrines, 
Russia’s policy clearly suggests its geopolitical 
interests in this part of the post-Soviet space. 
Moscow’s perseverance in preserving its domination 
over this part of the post-Soviet area is perplexing.

But, contrary to what many in Europe and the 
US believe, Russia’s interest is not 
motivated by an urge for “imperial 
revival.” Rather, it reflects the fact 
that stability in the former Soviet 
republics of the Caucasus is a basic 
requirement for security within 
Russia itself. It is also a 
precondition for Russia’s territorial 
integrity. After all, Russia is a 
Caucasian state, just like Armenia, 

Georgia and Azerbaijan. Seven constituent republics 
of the Russian Federation are located in the North 
Caucasus, and three neighboring regions are 
situated in the Caucasian steppe. And, as a practical 
matter, the ethno-political tensions that have arisen 
in Russia’s regions have been closely connected 
with conflicts under way in the Caucasus.

Thus the security of the Russian Caucasus is 
inseparable from stability in Georgia, Armenia and 
Azerbaijan -- and impossible without it. Since 1991, 
the South Caucasus has been intensively 
internationalized, and it should be noted that this 
process was not only in the interests of the US, the 
EU, Iran and Turkey, but also in the interests of the 
South Caucasus states. In recent years, Moscow has 
managed to minimize challenges to its regional 
dominance. Plans for further NATO expansion in 
the region remain frozen and Russia has only 

THERE IS A RISK THAT 
CONFIDENCE BUILDING 
STEPS WITH 
ARMENIANS WILL 
MAKE AZERIS NERVOUS 
ABOUT THE ENDGAME
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strengthened its role as a power 
broker in the Nagorno-Karabakh 
process. However, the fact that 
Moscow has recognized the 
independence of the breakaway 
regions has created an ethno-
political precedent in the region. 
Importantly, there are no guarantees 
that this very precedent could not be 
used against the creator itself in the 
future, though right now the 
chances of such an outcome appear rather minimal.

TR: With what countries in the region does Russia have 
the best (and worst) cooperation and relations?

SM:  There is a kind of conventional wisdom of 
considering Armenia as the best partner of Russia 
in the South Caucasus. The dynamics of this 
relationship look especially impressive against the 
backdrop of Russia's relations with Georgia and 
Azerbaijan in particular. However, there is the 
other overshadowed side of the cooperation. While 
Moscow tends to accelerate Armenia’s joining the 
customs union and Eurasian Union, Yerevan is 
interested in diversified economic and political 
contacts with Europe and NATO. 

The August war of 2008 put 
Georgia and Russia on opposite 
sides and drew Tbilisi closer to the 
US and EU. Recognition of 
Abkhazia and South Ossetia 
created the principal political 
disagreements between the two 
countries. However, the fact 
remains that despite worsening 
bilateral relations, Russian business 
has strengthened its position in the 

country. In 2012 Russia still ranked sixth in direct 
investment in Georgia and maintains several large 
business projects there, especially in the energy 
sector. 

Azerbaijan is a different case. It is not engaged 
in Russia-led integration projects and, on the 
contrary, Baku is involved in some energy projects 
considered by Moscow as quite competitive with its 
own interests. Baku is interested in seeing Moscow 
as a mediator for the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict 
resolution. Of course Azerbaijan would like to 
minimize the extent of the strategic partnership 
between Moscow and Yerevan. However Russia 
and Azerbaijan share the Dagestan border, which 
now is rather unstable and unpredictable. There is a 

MOSCOW’S 
PERSEVERANCE IN 
PRESERVING ITS 
DOMINATION OVER 
THIS PART OF THE 
POST-SOVIET AREA IS 
PERPLEXING
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common interest in cooperating in this direction. 
Azerbaijan is also interested in seeing Russia as a 
counterbalance to the West, which is more critical in 
sensitive issues such as human rights. 

TR: What are the major Russian initiatives for better 
cooperation in the Caucasus? 

SM: Russia is very sensitive to any proposals 
concerning regional cooperation. It is suspicious of 
the internationalization of the Caucasus, which is 
considered to be risky for the country’s dominant 
role. However Moscow doesn’t keep out of 
international cooperation. Russia demonstrates its 
readiness to cooperate with the US and France 
within the Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) Misnk Group 
platform. This format is seen by Moscow as 
compensation for its policy of “selective 
revisionism” in Georgia in 2008. 

Moscow has different attitude to the NATO, US 
and EU penetration in the Caucasus 
region. Unlike NATO, the EU is not 
perceived as a threat by the Russian 
Federation, and unlike the US, as a 
rival in a game between great 
powers. The EU involvement -- and 
even the presence of an observer 
mission in Georgia (EUMM) -- can 
be positively accepted. The special 
point is the definition of the Georgian territory. For 
Moscow it doesn’t include Abkhazia and South 
Ossetia. For the West (US, EU and international 
organizations) the two breakaway republics are 
integral parts of the Georgian state. Thus Moscow 
insists on the launch of separate OSCE and UN 
missions in both South Ossetia and Abkhazia, as 
well as in Georgia. It is worth stressing that 
Moscow is not against international presence itself. 
It would like to promote (officially or non-officially) 
new geopolitical realities after the 2008 events. 

TR: How have Turkish-Russian relations been changing 
in recent years, considering that the two countries have 
been historical adversaries?

SM: A new chapter in the history of Russian-
Turkish relationships opened after the collapse of 
the Soviet Union. In the time elapsed since the 
end of the Cold War, Turkey’s image of Russia as 

a geopolitical opponent has largely disappeared. 
Russia has lost much of its global influence, as 
well as influence in its own neighborhood, and so 
poses less of a threat to Turkish interests and 
security. The result is that bilateral Russian-
Turkish relations are on an upward trend -- 
officials of the two countries even characterized 
them as strategic. However it doesn’t mean that 
Russian-Turkish relations after the Cold War era 
were linear and developed without challenges. 
From 1991 through 2013, the two nations dealt 
with profound disagreements over a range of 
issues such as the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and 
Chechnya. Of course, those issues developed 
within wider contexts not restricted to the 
Caucasus region, like NATO enlargement, Iranian 
dynamics, Cyprus and the Arab Spring (Syria here 
is the most important question). Don’t forget the 
fears and phobias predetermined by the historical 
legacy. However, the most important thing is the 

readiness of the two sides to agree 
in mutual disagreement. 

TR: What is Moscow’s view on past 
Ankara-Yerevan rapprochement efforts? 
Would Moscow like to see a fresh start or 
would it be more content with the status 
quo? 

SM: The Russian leadership 
clearly understands that 

normalization perspectives depend first and 
foremost on Yerevan and Ankara. But at the same 
time the problem is that Armenian-Turkish 
reconciliation has never been an exclusive internal 
political problem of the two neighboring countries. 
This process cannot be confined to the format of 
reciprocal relations between Ankara and Yerevan. It 
is part of a bigger “Caucasian game” and the major 
parties involved in it have their own considerations. 
Both the US and Russia have their own reasons for 
participating in the Armenian-Turkish “resetting.” 
Unlike in Georgia’s case, Moscow and Washington 
have no dramatic differences as regards this 
situation, as both of them have interest in 
cooperating with Turkey -- each in its own way. 
While the US has a very high level of cooperation 
with Turkey in the field of security (one that would 
be rather difficult to give up), Russia has important 
interests in the development of joint energy 

BAKU IS INTERESTED IN 
SEEING MOSCOW AS A 
MEDIATOR FOR THE 
NAGORNO-KARABAKH 
CONFLICT RESOLUTION
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projects (the South Stream gas pipeline offers a 
good example of that). At the same time, Armenia 
is also an important partner for the US and Russia 
alike. They cannot ignore the positions of the pro-
Armenian lobbies in either case. As a result, the 
more the American and Russian politicians spoke 
about the impossibility of linking Armenian-
Turkish reconciliation to the Nagorno-Karabakh 
peace settlement, the closer these two processes 
moved toward and influenced each another. 

TR: Is the status quo likely to continue in Nagorno-
Karabakh even after renewed presidential posts in 2013 in 
both Armenia and Azerbaijan?

SM: I cannot evaluate progress in the resolution 
of the conflict, for I do not see any. On the 
contrary, the negotiation process was stagnating. It 
took much effort to get the parties back to a 
dialogue. It is difficult to expect progress, because 
the positions of Baku and Yerevan have not 
evolved and there is no willingness 
for compromise on either side. 
Moreover, the renewed Madrid 
Principles, about which diplomats 
and experts talk so much, only 
contain general frameworks for the 
resolution of the conflict. Many of 
its provisions, as all are aware, are 
contradictory and there are no 
mechanisms for putting them in 
place. In my view, that is what everyone should be 
focusing on. As Armenian-Turkish normalization 
has shown, the signing of some paper still does not 
mean real progress, because in order for the 
provisions of the document to work, there must be 
tangible instruments, which do not yet exist. 

TR: Is there still a potential for armed conflict in 
Abkhazia or South Ossetia? Do last year’s parliamentary or 
October 2013 presidential elections in Georgia present new 
opportunities for peace?

SM: Potential for a new war doesn’t appear 
serious. Moscow considers its basic goals to be 
realized. It managed to stop the Georgian attempts 
to unfreeze the conflicts and minimize the Moscow’s 
exclusive role. Moreover, by using and exploiting 
Western interest in regional markets, Russia could 
successfully accelerate the negotiations process for 

Georgian accession to the World Trade Organization 
(WTO), which has been problematic to this point. 
Moscow agreed to not transport military supplies 
across the land border on the Psou River but 
previously it had done it by sea or by air. The 
conquering of Georgia or “regime change” have not 
been primary goals in the Russian agenda. Moscow 
brilliantly understands the enlargement of its control 
outside of the former Georgian autonomous regions 
would be a red line for the West. As for Georgia it 
lost some strategically important parts of Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia controlled by Tbilisi before 2008 
(the Kodori Valley as well as Akhalgori district and 
the Liakhvi corridor, respectively). 

After last year’s parliamentary elections, the 
previous approaches of official Tbilisi have been 
seriously corrected. It would be naïve to expect a 
sudden breakthrough in Russian-Georgian relations; 
however, there are reasons to hope for the shift to 
pragmatism. Russia and Georgia are interested in 

normalization. Georgia would like to 
resume full-fledged economic 
contacts. After all, despite all the 
bravura statements about market 
reforms conducted according to the 
Western model, the country still 
remains agrarian to a considerable 
extent. Though 50 percent of 
Georgian citizens are engaged in 
farming, this industry provides only 

8 percent of the country’s GDP. Today, it would be 
very important for Georgian peasants and the food 
industry to get a chance to enter Russian markets. 
Security issues are no less important. Moscow’s 
interests in this sphere are quite obvious, too. 
Recent incidents at Dagestan’s part of the state 
border have demonstrated that there is a third force 
(radical Islamists) at the Caucasian frontier that 
considers both Russia and Georgia its enemies. 
Coordination of efforts in this sphere would be 
really useful. Humanitarian contacts (numerous 
representatives of the Georgian diaspora in the 
Russian Federation) and relationships between the 
two Orthodox Churches should not be disregarded 
either. Thus, besides the two partially recognized 
republics, Russia and Georgia have a special political 
menu that enables them to start a dialogue. 
Naturally, expecting a miracle is impossible.

AS ARMENIAN-TURKISH 
NORMALIZATION HAS 
SHOWN, THE SIGNING 
OF SOME PAPER STILL 
DOES NOT MEAN REAL 
PROGRESS

TR


	01-TURKIS REVIEW-15
	02-TURKIS REVIEW-15
	03-TURKIS REVIEW-15

