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The failed Wagner group’s mutiny resulted in the redirection of Wagner 
forces to Belarus, then Africa, and ultimately led to the demise of Prigozhin 
and Utkin. How can this sequence of events be interpreted from the prism of 
Russian Statecraft?

Taking into account recent geopolitical developments like the war in 
Ukraine, Israel’s war on Gaza, and Sweden’s NATO bid, what is the expected 
trajectory of Russia’s foreign policy worldwide?

What does the relationship between Turkiye and Russia mean for international 
and regional security?

Question 1:

Question 2:

Question 3:

The Wagner Group mutiny might now – at the end of 2023 – seem to be an odd deviation 
in the course of Russia’s military campaign against Ukraine. It revealed, nevertheless, 
serious flaws in the strategy of this deadlocked campaign. Firstly, this mutiny, short-lived 
as it was, exposed the scale of the problems created by the criminalization of the Russian 
army, which is compelled to rely on recruitment among the prison population. Secondly, 
Prigozhin’s ugly rise and spectacular fall illuminated the hidden and carefully camouflaged 
tensions and discord in the Russian leadership caused by the war. 
Thirdly, and most importantly for the international stake-holders, the extermination of 
the Wagner Group undermined Russia’s policy of manipulating and exploiting conflicts in 
Africa, particularly in the conflict-prone Sahel region. Moscow’s attempts to reconfigure 
this policy by making the military intelligence (GRU) the master and supervisor of the 
mercenary enterprises are plain unsuccessful because of the shortage of material and 
financial resources and the impossibility of regaining the benefits of deniability.

Russia’s foreign policy is clearly discredited by the apparent disconnect between high 
rhetoric and low capacity. The loud “anti-colonial” discourse is not supported by even 
minimalist allocation of material resources necessary for supporting the political efforts 
aimed at countering the US influence. The most obvious shortcoming is the drastic 
reduction of the arms export, which used to be one of the key instrument of Russian 
foreign policy. Moscow’s attempts to use food exports as a new tool are unsuccessful 
because of the desire to profit from this trade and – more disconcertingly – because of 
President Putin’s decision to break the “grain deal” negotiated with the help of Turkiye.

This is a uniquely complex and delicate relationship, and its material basis is shifting 
faster than the hugely important personal ties between the two leaders. Moscow seeks 
to capitalize on opportunities arising from changes in the sanctions regime, but a key 
factor remains Turkey’s NATO membership. The prospects of Turkish mediation and 
contribution to the peace talks between Russia and Ukraine remain open, but if hostilities 
between NATO and Russia were to occur, Turkey would have to reevaluate its current 
balancing act.


