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The Trans-Anatolian Natural Gas Pipeline (TANAP) will alleviate Turkey’s 
considerable dependence on its geopolitical rival Russia for natural gas imports. 
Ankara’s energy diplomacy to secure suppliers for TANAP besides its partner 
Azerbaijan has also succeeded in creating a framework to contain the influence 
of Turkey’s other geopolitical rival and second largest gas supplier: Iran. Turkey’s 
efforts to secure gas supplies from the Kurdistan Regional Government in Iraq 
and Turkmenistan have resulted in an arc of strategic energy relationships that 
constitutes Iran’s semi-encirclement. However, Turkey’s gains are susceptible to 
Iranian and Russian interference, likely prompting Turkey to mitigate the risk by 
attempting to reduce Iran’s threat perception by encouraging some form of Iranian 
participation in TANAP.
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he Trans-Anatolian Natural Gas Pipeline (TANAP) is a cornerstone 
of Turkey’s energy diplomacy and Ankara’s answer to the strate-
gic paradox that 56.7 percent of Turkey’s natural gas comes from 
one of its principal geopolitical rivals: Russia.1 The central pillar in 

Turkey’s plan to diversify its natural gas supply mix, the 11 billion dollar TANAP 
project, is slated to transport natural gas from Azerbaijan’s offshore Shah Deniz 
field across the length of Turkey for sale in both Turkey’s domestic gas market as 
well as in the EU. 

The product of Turkey’s far-sighted, strategic energy partnership with Azerbaijan, 
TANAP will initially transport 16 bcm annually from the Shah Deniz field’s sec-
ond phase of development via the expanded South Caucasus Pipeline (SCPX) ex-
tending across Azerbaijan and Georgia to the Turkish border. However, TANAP 
will ultimately transport 60 bcm annually, with capacity expansion and the inclu-
sion of additional suppliers. Building on its energy partnership with Azerbaijan, 
Turkey’s efforts to secure other suppliers for TANAP has also succeeded in creating 
a framework to contain the influence of Ankara’s other principal geopolitical rival: 
Iran. Paralleling the strategic paradox with Russia, Iran constitutes Turkey’s second 
largest supplier of natural gas, accounting for almost 20 percent of Turkey’s im-
port supply mix.2 Turkey’s efforts to secure natural gas supplies from the Kurdistan 
Regional Government (KRG) in Iraq and Turkmenistan for TANAP has resulted 
in the creation of an arc of strategic energy relationships with states and political 
entities bordering Iran, effecting the virtual encirclement of Iran north of about 35 
degrees north latitude. For Turkey, this is an important strategic gain in light of the 
expected expansion of Iranian regional influence with the anticipated lifting of in-
ternational sanctions against Iran in 2016.

Although Turkey has made significant strategic progress against its two main geo-
political rivals through its energy diplomacy based on TANAP, this article suggests 
that paradoxes remain. Its geopolitical analysis of the proposed pipeline projects 
with Turkmenistan and the KRG reveal that Turkey’s gains are fragile and suscep-
tible to interference from Iran as well as Russia. Turkey’s long term interests in 
supply diversification would be best served by using its temporary strategic advan-
tage to mitigate the risk posed by Iran through measures aimed at reducing Iran’s 
threat perception of Turkey’s TANAP diplomacy. The article concludes that aside 
from engaging new potential suppliers (such as Israel), Turkish energy diplomacy 
is confronted with the strategic imperative to encourage some form of Iranian par-
ticipation in TANAP.
1 In 2014, Turkey imported 27.3 billion cubic meters (bcm) from Russia; “Turkey unlikely to manage without Russian 
gas,” RT, 12 October 2015, https://www.rt.com/business/318354-russia-turkey-gas-erdogan/ 
2 “Turkey–International Energy Data and Analysis,” US EIA, 6 August 2015. 
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TANAP and Turkey’s Outreach to Iranian Frontline States

Against the backdrop of Russia’s 2014 annexation of Crimea, continued sponsorship 
of low-intensity conflict in eastern Ukraine, Black Sea naval build-up, and ongoing 
presence in the Georgian breakaway regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the cre-
ation of a Baku-to-the-Bosphorus energy transportation corridor has assumed a new 
strategic urgency. With the September 2015 advent of Russia’s direct intervention in 
the Syrian conflict, placing a significant Russian combat presence on Turkey’s south-
ern border in addition to its northern maritime border, this strategic urgency has be-
come even more heightened. This is particularly the case as Russia’s gas exports to 
Turkey have become part of the diplomatic tug-of-war between Ankara and Moscow 
resulting from Russia’s military presence in Syria.3 At the time of writing, Turkey shot 
down a Russian fighter jet and the issue of Turkey’s Russian gas imports is likely to 
be at the forefront of the ensuing tensions. The gas supply diversification provided by 
TANAP, which will become operational in 2019, will ultimately allow Turkey greater 
freedom of maneuver in its energy policy options toward Russia.

In addition to the progress made in cre-
ating the opportunity to ease Turkey’s 
dependency on Russian natural gas, 
Turkey’s energy diplomacy based on 
TANAP has also achieved the signifi-
cant strategic gain of creating an arc of 
energy relationships with the frontline 
states and political entities spanning 
Iran’s western and northern borders – the 
KRG, Azerbaijan, and Turkmenistan.4 
Demonstrating a forward-leaning posture in its energy diplomacy, Ankara’s out-
reach will serve to curb the expansion of Tehran’s influence in the post-sanctions 
environment. While Turkey’s “frontline” energy diplomacy has accrued several 
advantages for Ankara; it has also led to a fundamental strategic paradox: More 
than Azerbaijan, Turkey’s leading alternative suppliers for TANAP are vulnerable 
to Iranian and even Russian interference. 

TANAP’s long-term viability requires the participation of other states. TANAP’s ex-
port volume is expected to increase at least 1 bcm per year. Slated to transport 23 
bcm by 2023, 31 bcm by 2026 and, with infrastructure expansion, ultimately 60 bcm, 
3 İlnur Çevik, “ Can Putin afford to fall at odds with Erdoğan?,” Daily Sabah, 9 October 2015,
 http://www.dailysabah.com/columns/ilnur-cevik/2015/10/09/can-putin-afford-to-fall-at-odds-with-erdogan
4 Through the oil sector, Turkey’s outreach has recently arrived to Iran’s eastern border with Turkish Petroleum’s agree-
ment to invest in Afghanistan’s oil exploration efforts; Furkan Naci Top, “Turkish Petroleum to take part in Afghanistan 
oil search,” AA Energy NewsTerminal, 19 November 2015, http://aaenergyterminal.com/news.php?newsid=6847356 

“Turkish energy diplomacy is 
confronted with the strategic 

imperative to encourage 
some form of Iranian 

participation in TANAP.”
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TANAP’s increasing capacity has import-
ant geopolitical ramifications as the pipe-
line will need to transport gas from other 
regional producers besides Azerbaijan.5 If 
Baku continues to exploit its existing gas 
reserves at the current pace, it will com-
pletely deplete its reserves in 40 years.6 
Therefore, despite facing price competi-
tion from additional suppliers in the short 
term, transporting gas from other nations 

via TANAP is in Azerbaijan’s long-term economic and strategic interests. Likewise, 
expanded gas deliveries to Turkey via TANAP are important for the Turkish economy, 
as Turkey’s consumption rate will likely continue to increase over the next decade. 

Geopolitically, Turkey and Azerbaijan consider TANAP’s success a matter of vi-
tal national interest, albeit for different reasons. For Turkey, TANAP, as the tran-
sit route for new sources of natural gas to reach the EU, forms the foundation of 
Ankara’s strategic policy to become an international energy transportation hub. For 
Azerbaijan, TANAP is the foundation of Baku’s strategic policy to develop interna-
tional stakeholders in Azerbaijan’s political sovereignty through the construction of  
energy infrastructure. 

TANAP and Turkmenistan

Among Azerbaijan’s neighboring Caspian littoral states, Turkmenistan is an essen-
tial additional supplier, particularly if Iran does not transport gas through TANAP. 
With the world’s fourth largest proven reserves, Turkmenistan represents an im-
portant alternative source of natural gas for both Turkey and the EU as they seek to 
alleviate their dependency on Russia.7 Thus, Turkmen gas exports via TANAP form 
a critical policy objective for Turkey and Azerbaijan. Ankara has declared its inten-
tion to incorporate 5-6 bcm of Turkmen natural gas into TANAP.8 

The export of Turkmen gas exports to Turkey and the EU via TANAP involves 
the construction of a 5 billion dollar, 300 km undersea Trans-Caspian Pipeline 
5 Aynur Aliyeva, “TANAP Partners Intend to Realize Project at Their Own Expenses,” APA, 15 February 2014, 
http://en.apa.az/print/207160
6 Elnur Soltanov, “The Emerging Patterns of Azerbaijan’s International Energy Policy: Continuities and Changes,” 
Caucasus International, Vol. 2, No. 2 (Summer 2012), pp. 89-90. 
7 Joao Peixe, “Turkmenistan’s Proven Natural Gas Reserves Almost Doubled in New BP Review,” OilPrice.com, 22 
July 2012, http://oilprice.com/Latest-Energy-News/World-News/Turkmenistans-Proven-Natural-Gas-Reserves-Al-
most-Doubled-in-New-BP-Review.html 
8 Ali Ünal, “Turkey to Increase Its Stake in TANAP,” Daily Sabah, 29 March 2014, http://www.dailysabah.com/ener-
gy/2014/05/30/turkey-to-increase-its-stake-in-tanap 

“For Turkey, TANAP forms 
the foundation of Ankara’s 
strategic policy to become 
an international energy 
transportation hub.”
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(TCP) between Turkmenistan and Azerbaijan. The TCP’s construction requires a 
political reconciliation between Turkmenistan and Azerbaijan, divided over the dis-
puted Serdar (Turkmen)/Kyapaz (Azeri) hydrocarbon field located 145 km from  
Azerbaijan’s coast. Absent a boundary settlement, Baku and Ashgabat would need to 
either compartmentalize the issue or expediently agree to joint development terms. 

An additional hurdle to the TCP’s construction is Turkmenistan’s traditional policy 
commitment to avoid involvement in external pipeline projects or assume any obli-
gations for gas disruptions abroad.9 With Turkmenistan willing to do little more than 
deliver gas to its border, the TCP’s construction has required concerted effort from 
the other interested parties to advance the project.

To this end, Maroš Šefčovič, the European 
Commission Vice President in charge 
of Energy Union, participated in the 1 
May 2015 Ashgabat quadrilateral sum-
mit of the EU, Turkey, Azerbaijan, and 
Turkmenistan. Resulting in the Ashgabat 
Declaration outlining the parties’ next 
steps for bringing Turkmen gas to Europe, 
the European Commission Vice President 
emerged from the summit asserting 
“Europe expects supplies of Turkmen gas 
to begin by 2019.”10 The summit also empowered the W-Stream Company, a reconfig-
uration of the White Stream Pipeline company, to carry the TCP project forward as the 
parties search for IOCs join a TCP consortium.11

The advances made toward the TCP’s realization, to a large degree, have been fa-
cilitated by Turkey’s continued mediating role between Baku and Ashgabat, which 
witnessed a major breakthrough with the convening of the first ever trilateral meet-
ing of the foreign ministers of Turkey, Azerbaijan, and Turkmenistan on 26 May 
2014. Focused on enhancing energy and security cooperation, the foreign minis-
ters agreed to hold trilateral meetings biannually and develop a two-year “action 
plan.”12 Indicative of the effect on Ashgabat’s policy orientation, one month later 
9 Turkmenistan has recently shown signs of changing this policy, see: Micha’el Tanchum “ Turkmenistan Pushes Ahead 
on TAPI Pipeline – The Central Asia country is hoping to outpace post-sanctions Iran,” The Diplomat, 23 September 
2015, http://thediplomat.com/2015/09/turkmenistan-pushes-ahead-on-tapi-pipeline/
10 Marat Gurt, “Exclusive–European Union Sees Supplies of Natural Gas from Turkmenistan by 2019,” Reuters, 2 May 
2015, http://uk.reuters.com/article/2015/05/02/uk-turkmenistan-gas-europe-exclusive-idUKKBN0NN0FI20150502 
11 Trans-Caspian Pipeline, http://www.w-stream-transcaspian.com/
12 Aynur Jafarova, “Baku hosts 1st trilateral meeting of Azerbaijani, Turkmen and Turkish FMs,” Azer News, 26 May 
2014, http://www.azernews.az/azerbaijan/67429.html ; “First Trilateral Meeting of the Foreign Ministers of Turkey, 
Azerbaijan and Turkmenistan held in Baku,” Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkey, 28 June 2014, http://www.mfa.gov.
tr/first-trilateral-meeting-of-the-foreign-ministers-of-turkey_-azerbaijan-and-turkmenistan-held-in-baku.en.mfa

“Turkmenistan represents an 
important alternative source 

of natural gas for both Turkey 
and the EU as they seek to 
alleviate their dependency 

on Russia.”
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Turkmenistan’s President Gurbanguly Berdymukhammedov signed a decree to open 
an embassy in Georgia.13 With the declared goal to promote the further development 
of their Turkmenistan-Georgia relations, the action was an acknowledgment of the 
increasing importance of TANAP for Turkmenistan, as Georgia constitutes the crit-
ical transit state with the SCPX traversing Georgian territory to connect the western 
Caspian shore and TANAP.14 

From the development of high-level 
ministerial cooperation between Turkey, 
Azerbaijan, and Turkmenistan and the 
development of stronger diplomatic rela-
tions between Georgia and Turkmenistan 
in 2014 to the Ashgabat Summit in 2015, 
the TCP project has witnessed important 
diplomatic advances. Nevertheless, the 
greatest obstacle to the TCP’s construc-
tion remains Iran’s and Russia’s consis-
tent opposition to the project. Iran has of-
fered itself as a transit state for Turkmen 
gas to reach Turkey and the EU market.15 

Presently, Iran lacks sufficient capacity to transport commercially significant volumes 
of Turkmen gas and would have to undertake a massive infrastructure expansion re-
quiring a minimum of five years, assuming Tehran obtained the prerequisite financ-
ing.16 While Iran may be incentivized to acquiesce to the TCP’s construction, it re-
mains unclear whether Russia will relent in its opposition to the pipeline, particularly 
in the current climate of diplomatic confrontation with Turkey. 17

TANAP and the KRG

In contrast to Turkmenistan, a contractual agreement already exists for Turkey’s 
importation of natural gas from the Kurdish Regional Government (KRG) in Iraq. 
On 25 March 2013, Turkey concluded a commercial framework agreement for the 
13 Huseyn Hasanov, “Turkmenistan to open embassy in Georgia,” Trend, 30 June 2014, http://en.trend.az/regions/casia/
turkmenistan/2289959.html
14 Hasanov (2014).
15 “Turkmen Gas Could Reach Europe through Iran: EU,” AFP, 1 May 2015, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/turk-
men-gas-could-reach-europe-through-iran-eu--.aspx?pageID=238&nID=81821&NewsCatID=348
16 “EU, Turkmenistan Discuss Iran Gas Route,” Press TV, 1 May 2015, http://www.presstv.ir/De-
tail/2015/05/01/408978/Iran-EU-Turkmenistan-gas ; Sohbet Karbuz quoted in Huseyn Hasanov, “Turkmenistan in 
Talks with Azerbaijan, Turkey on Gas Export to Europe,” Trend, 7 April 2015, http://en.trend.az/business/econo-
my/2381151.html
17 Micha’el Tanchum, “A Post-Sanctions Iran and the Eurasian Energy Architecture,” Atlantic Council, 2015, pp. 13-
14, http://www.atlanticcouncil.org/publications/reports/a-post-sanctions-iran-and-the-eurasian-energy-architecture 

“Should the Barzani-led KRG 
not sufficiently accommodate 
Iranian interests, Tehran could 
shift the political balance in 
the KRG through increased 
support of the PUK and 
Gorran (…)”
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minimum annual import of 10 bcm from the KRG.18 Depending on the ultimate 
gas supply agreement to be concluded between Ankara and Erbil, the annual volume 
may reach as high as 20 bcm.19 The signatories to the commercial framework agree-
ment were the KRG and the “private” Turkish Energy Company (TEC) that is wholly 
owned by Turkey’s state-owned gas company BOTAŞ. Construction on the Turkish 
segment of the pipeline, which will run from Bismil to Mardin and then to Silopi, 
located on the Turkish side of the border, has already been undertaken by BOTAŞ.

However, the gas pipeline faces severe 
security challenges on both sides of the 
border. Along the Turkish segment of 
the route, Silopi and other locations in 
the Kurdish-dominated Şırnak prov-
ince, such as Cizre and Uludere, have 
been sites of severe civil unrest and 
Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) mili-
tancy. On 29 July 2015, PKK militants 
bombed the Kirkuk-Ceyhan oil pipeline 
in the Cizre district near Silopi.20 The 
financial loss resulting from the attack 
on the pipeline, which transports oil from the KRG to the Turkey’s Mediterranean 
Ceyhan port, is estimated at 250 million dollars.21 During the period from 1 July to 
17 August 2015, the Kirkuk-Ceyhan pipeline suffered a total of 501 million dollars 
in losses due to ongoing sabotage and theft. 22 

Unrest in the region is ongoing. In August 2015, Turkish security forces battled to 
wrest several of Silopi’s districts from the control of PKK-affiliated urban youth 
militias barricaded with homemade trenches laden with improvised explosive de-
vices.23 In September 2015, Mardin witnessed a PKK bomb attacks against police.24 
In October 2015 in the run-up to Turkey’s November 1 parliamentary elections, both 
18 Ben van Heuvelen, “Beyond the Caspian: Unlocking the Energy Potential of Iraq’s Kurdistan Region,” in The Eur-
asian Energy Primer: The Transatlantic Perspective (Atlantic Council, 2013), p. 19. 
19 Turkey’s segment of the pipeline currently under construction has an annual maximum capacity of 20 bcm.
20 One day prior the Iran-Turkey gas pipeline was attacked in Doğubayazıt in Turkey’s Ağrı province on the Iranian 
border 
21 John Lee, “KRG Loses $501 million due to Oil Attacks,” Iraq Business News, 19 August 2015, 
http://www.iraq-businessnews.com/2015/08/19/krg-loses-501m-due-to-oil-attacks/
22 Lee (2015). The flow of the pipeline was subsequently halted temporarily on 24 September 2015 due to an act of 
theft on the segment near Şanlıurfa.
23 Ayla Albayrak, “Urban Warfare Escalates in Turkey’s Kurdish-Majority Southeast,” Wall Street Journal, 19 August 
2015, http://www.wsj.com/articles/urban-warfare-escalates-in-turkeys-kurdish-majority-southeast-1440024103 
24 “5 police officers killed in PKK bomb attacks in Mardin and Hakkari,” Today’s Zaman, 16 September 2015, http://
www.todayszaman.com/anasayfa_5-police-officers-killed-in-pkk-bomb-attacks-in-mardin-and-hakkari_399246.html 

“Turkey has created an arc of 
strategic energy relationships 

with the KRG, Azerbaijan, 
and Turkmenistan that is 
tantamount to the semi-

encirclement of Iran.”
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Mardin and Silopi had been placed under curfew.25 The intensification of civil con-
flict after the elections suggests that additional measures to secure the gas pipeline 
will be required and Turkey needs to factor these measures into the overall cost.

Similar measures will need to be taken by the KRG along its segment of the pipe-
line. The 492 km highway route from Erbil to Bismil passes through Mosul. While 
the KRG segment of the pipeline will presumably circumvent areas controlled by 
the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL), the pipeline’s safety will be affected 
by the overall security environment in northern Iraq. 

The institutional coherence of the KRG 
has also come into question as President 
Masoud Barzani has continued to re-
main in office beyond the KRG consti-
tution’s two term limit. The two-year 
extension to Barzani’s second term 
granted by the KRG parliament domi-
nated by Barzani’s Kurdish Democratic 
Party (KDP) expired on 19 August 2015. 

According to KRG law, the speaker of the Parliament, currently Yousif Mohammed 
Sadiq from the Gorran (Change) party, is supposed to become acting president. In 
October 2015, the ongoing peaceful protests against the KDP in Gorran strongholds 
turned violent with arson attacks against KDP offices. Sadiq has been prevented 
from attending Parliament sessions and social media was temporarily shut down. 

At the time of writing, protests have become more widespread and reflect a general dis-
content with the functioning of the KRG. Both the main opposition party the Patriotic 
Union of Kurdistan (PUK) as well as Gorran maintain strong relations with Iran. Should 
the Barzani-led KRG not sufficiently accommodate Iranian interests, Tehran could shift 
the political balance in the KRG through increased support of the PUK and Gorran or by 
augmenting its military presence in regions controlled by the PUK.26 

Perhaps, the most important concern for Turkey is the 260 dollars per 1,000 cu-
bic meters price it will pay for natural gas from the KRG. When BOTAŞ, through 
TEC, finalized its commercial framework agreement with the KRG, the average 
monthly price for crude oil was 102.61 dollars per barrel27 and BOTAŞ’ average gas 
25 “Curfew declared in 8 neighborhoods of Silopi,” Today’s Zaman, 7 October 2015, http://www.todayszaman.com/
latest-news_curfew-declared-in-8-neighborhoods-of-silopi_400910.html 
26 Micha’el Tanchum, “Rojava’s Witness – The Kurds and Ankara’s Real Strategic Nightmare,” Foreign Affairs, 5 
August 2015, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/turkey/2015-08-05/rojavas-witness
27 The price is calculated by taking the simple average of three spot prices; Dated Brent, West Texas Intermediate, and 
the Dubai Fateh. “Crude Oil (petroleum) Monthly Price - US Dollars per Barrel,” Index Mundi, http://www.indexmun-
di.com/commodities/?commodity=crude-oil&months=60

“Turkey has an interest in 
encouraging Azerbaijan to sell 
an equity stake in TANAP 
to Iran.”
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price was approximately 435 dollars per 1,000 cubic meters.28 However, the average 
monthly price for crude oil in September 2015 was only 46.29 dollars per barrel. 
Consequently, Turkey should be able to renegotiate a lower price. Given that the 
KRG’s energy relationship with Turkey provides the KRG with vital revenue for its 
survival, it is likely that Turkey and the KRG will arrive at a mutually acceptable 
accommodation.

Concluding Remarks

In seeking to diversify its import supply mix of natural gas through TANAP, Turkey 
has conducted some deft energy diplomacy with potential suppliers in addition 
to Azerbaijan. Ankara has facilitated the advancement of gas pipeline projects in 
Turkmenistan and the KRG. Through its energy diplomacy based on TANAP, Turkey 
has created an arc of strategic energy relationships with the KRG, Azerbaijan, and 
Turkmenistan that is tantamount to the semi-encirclement of Iran. While an im-
portant geopolitical gain for Turkey in advance of the expanded regional influence 
Iran is likely to exert with the 2016 lifting of international sanctions, these pipeline 
projects are subject to Iranian, as well as Russian, interference.

Because of the vulnerabilities inherent in the Turkmenistan and KRG pipeline proj-
ects, Turkey faces two strategic imperatives for its future energy diplomacy. To en-
sure its security of supply and diversity of import routes, it is in Turkey’s interest to 
pursue – if it can achieve a sufficient level of strategic confidence with Israel – the 
development of an undersea pipeline from the Leviathan natural gas field to Turkey. 
At the same time, to ameliorate the possible threat Iran poses to the realization of 
the Turkmenistan and KRG pipeline projects, Turkey has an interest in encouraging 
Azerbaijan to sell an equity stake in TANAP to Iran.29

In April 2015, after the five permanent members of the United Nations’ Security 
Council plus Germany (the P5+1 nations) and Iran announced the Comprehensive 
Framework Agreement in Lausanne, Rovnag Abdullayev,30 the president of TANAP’s 
lead stakeholder the State Oil Company of the Azerbaijan Republic (SOCAR), ac-
knowledged SOCAR was prepared to consider an Iranian bid for an equity share in 
TANAP after sanctions end.31 SOCAR previously announced its willingness to sell 
28 Gulmira Rzayeva, “Natural Gas in the Turkish Domestic Energy Market,” Oxford Institute for Energy Studies, 
February 2014, p. 18, http://www.oxfordenergy.org/2014/02/natural-gas-in-the-turkish-domestic-energy-market-poli-
cies-and-challenges/
29 Both Iran’s NIOC and Russia’s Lukoil are each 10 percent stakeholders in the second phase development of Azerbai-
jan’s Shah Deniz field.
30 “Azerbaijan Eyes Iranian Gas for TANAP,” Natural Gas Europe, 6 April 2015, http://www.naturalgaseurope.com/
azerbaijan-iranian-gas-tanap-sanctions-23048 
31 Ilgar Gurbanov, “Iran and the Southern Gas Corridor,” Natural Gas Europe, 29 April 2015, http://www.naturalgaseu-
rope.com/removal-of-iran-sanctions-and-southern-gas-corridor-23389 
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up to eight percent of its 58 percent stake in TANAP to a new shareholder.32 Iran’s 
Ambassador to Azerbaijan Pak Ayeen indicated Iran’s interest in acquiring an equi-
ty share in TANAP.33 Turkey’s then-Minister of Energy Taner Yıldız subsequently 
declared Ankara’s openness to Iran joining TANAP.34

Engaging either Israel or Iran, and especially both concurrently, will pose exacting 
challenges for Turkey. However, the strategic logic of Ankara’s heretofore success-
ful energy diplomacy based on TANAP has made the option of engagement almost 
ineluctable.
 

32 “Iran May Hold Talks with TANAP Shareholders Putting Forward Useful Proposals,” APA, 5 May 2015, 
http://en.apa.az/xeber_ambassador___iran_may_hold_talks_with_ta_226670.html ; Kenan Yavuz, the chairman of 
SOCAR’s Turkish subsidiary SOCAR Turkey Energy announced that the subsidiary would purchase 7 percent of  
SOCAR’s stake in TANAP. Since this share remains within the SOCAR family of companies, the same percentage 
could be sold to Iran. See “Turkey Energy to Purchase Stake in TANAP,” Natural Gas Europe, August 27, 2015,  
http://www.naturalgaseurope.com/socar-turkey-energy-to-purchase-stake-in-tanap-25173
33 “Iran May Hold Talks with TANAP Shareholders Putting Forward Useful Proposals” (2015).
34 Ovunc Kutlu, “Iran Can Join TANAP to Provide Gas to Europe: Azerbaijan,” Anadolu Agency, 3 June 2015,  
http://aaenergyterminal.com/newsRegion.php?newsid=5529428


