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ABSTRACT

CHANGE AND CONTINUITY IN RUSSIA’S RELATIONS
WITH THE UNITED STATES IN EURASIA (2000-2005)

Dereli, Pınar
M. Sc., Department of Eurasian Studies
Supervisor: Assit. Prof. Dr. Oktay F. Tanrısever
June 2006, 112 pages
This thesis seeks to analyze change and continuity in Russia’s relations with the
United States (US) in Eurasia under the leadership of Vladimir Putin between 2000
and 2005. The thesis argues that the fundamental change in Russia’s relations with
the US came immediately after Putin’s presidency, rather than 9/11 terrorist attacks,
as his foreign policy priorities required the establishment of close relations with the
US as much as possible. The September 11 terrorist attacks have only facilitated the
implementation of Putin’s this pragmatic foreign policy. In fact, the continuation of
differences between Russia and the US concerning bilateral and regional issues
shows that their strategic partnership is mainly rhetoric driven by the short-term
tactical considerations rather than shared global values and long-term interests. For
this reason, Eurasia continued to be an area of confrontation in Russia’s relations
with the US in the post-9/11 era.
The thesis consists of four main chapters apart from introduction and conclusion. The
first main chapter discusses the evolution of Russian foreign policy towards the US
between 1991 and 2000. The following chapter deals with the sources of change in
iv

Russian foreign policy towards the US before 9/11 events. The next chapter
examines Russian-US bilateral relations after 9/11. Finally, the last chapter discusses
the impact of 9/11 on the Russian-US relations in Eurasia.

Keywords: Pragmatism, Vladimir Putin, Russian foreign policy, the United States,
September 11.
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ÖZ
RUSYA’NIN AVRASYA’DA AMERİKA İLE OLAN İLİŞKİSİNDEKİ
DEĞİŞİKLİK VE SÜREKLİLİK (2000-2005)

Dereli, Pınar
Yüksek Lisans, Avrasya Çalışmaları Bölümü
Tez Yöneticisi: Yard. Doç. Dr. Oktay F. Tanrısever
Haziran 2006, 112 Sayfa
Bu tezin amacı Vladimir Putin liderliğindeki Rusya’nın Avrasya’da Amerika Birleşik
Devletleri ile olan ilişkisindeki süreklilik ve değişiklikleri incelemektir. Sonuç
olarak, bu tez Rusya’nın Amerika ile olan ilişkisindeki temel değişikliğin, 11 Eylül
terörist saldırıları sonrası değil, Putin’in dış politika önceliklerinin Amerika ile
olabildiğince iyi ilişkiler kurulmasını gerektirmesi sonucunda Putin’in başa
gelmesinden kısa bir süre sonra gerçekleştiğini ileri sürmektedir. Amerika’ya karşı
düzenlenen terörist saldırılar, sadece Putin’in Amerika’ya yönelik yeni pragmatik dış
politika yaklaşımının uygulanmasını kolaylaştırmıştır. Gerçekte, iki taraflı ve
bölgesel konulara ilişkin farklılıkların devam etmesi gösteriyor ki 11 Eylül sonucu
oluştuğu iddia edilen stratejik ortaklık sadece söylemsel bir içerik taşımakta, ortak
çıkarlar ve evrensel değerler yerine kısa dönemli çıkarlar ve taktiksel amaçlara
dayanmaktadır. Dolayısıyla, Avrasya bölgesi 11 Eylül sonrası Rus-Amerikan
ilişkilerinde bir çatışma alanı olmaya devam etmiştir.
Tez, giriş ve sonuç dışında dört ana bölümden oluşmaktadır. İlk bölüm, Rusya’nın
Amerika’ya yönelik dış politikasının 1991-2000 yılları arasındaki gelişimini
tartışmaktadır. İkinci bölümde, Rusya’nın 11 Eylül terörist saldırılarından önce
vi

gerçekleşen Amerika’ya yönelik dış politika değişikliğinin kaynakları ele
alınmaktadır. Bir sonraki bölüm, 11 Eylül sonrası Rusya ve Amerika arasındaki ikili
ilişkileri incelemektedir. Son bölümde ise, Avrasya’da 11 Eylül sonrasında meydana
gelen gelişmelerin Rus-Amerikan ilişkisine etkisi tartışılmaktadır.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Pragmatizm, Vladimir Putin, Rus Dış Politikası, Amerika
Birleşik Devletleri, 11 Eylül.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Scope of the Thesis

For many years, Russia, as a part of the Soviet Union, was a pole of attraction for the
communist movement all over the world. Now, with the ideology abandoned, Russia
is looking for a new role in international arena, while trying to achieve its own
objectives. During this process, Russian foreign policy faces a dilemma. The contest
between Atlanticism and Eurasianism continues to dominate Russian foreign policy
debates. The Atlanticists maintain that “Russia’s democratisation, socio-economic
transformation, and integration into Western civilization and international institutions
depend on the West’s goodwill and support”. On the other hand, Eurasianists argue
that Russia should embark on a development course apart from the West due to “its
imperial heritage and distinctive civilization”.1 Accordingly, they advocate a policy
of defending the rights of Russians in the near abroad as well as close ties with
countries such as Turkey, India, Iran and China.2
I opted for focusing on Russia’s relations with the US, which are very important for
exploring Russia’s Atlanticist and Eurasianist poles of orientation towards the
international system. While strongly opposing the US unilateralism and demanding a
1

Alvin Z. Rubinstein, “Russia Adrift: Strategic Anchors for Russia’s Foreign Policy”, Harvard
International Review, Vol. 22, No. 1, (2000), pp. 15-16.
2

Ibid., p.16.
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high level of international prestige and influence, Russia has confronted the fact that
it desperately needs the US help for achieving its economic and political objectives.
Thus, considering the debate about Russia’s Atlanticist and Eurasianist foreign
policy orientations, how Putin would deal with the US became one of the subjects
widely discussed after the beginning of his presidency. Most analysts expected that
he would implement a tough foreign policy towards the US. However, as months
went by, much to the surprise of observers, Putin began to pursue a policy of
cooperation with the US, anchoring Russia firmly within the West.
Then came the terrorist attacks in New York and Washington D.C. on 11 September
2001. This development led to the arguments that the US would reassert its
dominance within the international system to counter these attacks. Under these
conditions, Putin’s reaction was a subject of concern: Would he continue the
incipient cooperation with the US or put an end to it after 9/11? Much to the surprise
again, he was the first foreign leader to express his condolences to the US president
immediately after 9/11. Subsequently, he declared Russian support for the war waged
by the US against international terrorism. Of the policies, the most dramatic change
was Putin’s acquiescence to the stationing of the US troops in the former Soviet
states of Central Asia and Caucasus, signalling a reversal of the longstanding Russian
foreign policy: preventing growing non-Russian engagement in Russia’s backyard.
As a result of this development, a considerable level of academic attention has
focused upon the political interactions between Russia and the US. Opinions have
been divided about the roots of Putin’s initiative to make Russia’s foreign policy proUS. The question of whether Russia’s foreign policy is truly shifted from one of
balancing to bandwagoning in the wake of 9/11, and this shift is durable (based on
2

shared, long-term interests with the US) or illusory (a pragmatic short-term coalition
of convenience) also generated a debate among both Russian and Western analysts.
For example, William Tompson, in his article “Begging Ends”, attributes this
transformation to 9/11, which, he claims, is a watershed in Russa’s relations with the
US.3 In addition, Sergei Medvedev, in his article “Rethinking the National interest:
Putin’s Turn in Russian Foreign Policy”, claims that 9/11 created the conditions for a
long-term partnership based on mutually coinciding interests and increasingly shared
values rather than an ad hoc marriage of convenience nor a policy of playing a
weaker hand. According to him, Putin really wants to defy centuries-old imperial
paradigm, and realign Russia with the West.4 In his book World Challenged:
Fighting Terrorism in the Twenty-First Century, Yevgeny Primakov also argues that
Putin’s support for the US troops in Central Asia and Caucasus was not tactical but a
conscious and considered decision to help the US in the fight against international
terrorism. 5
Contrary to these arguments, Bobo Lo, in his book Vladimir Putin and the Evolution
of Russian Foreign Policy; Celeste A. Wallander, in her article “US-Russian
Relations between Realism and Reality”; James M. Goldgeier and Michael McFaul,
in their article, “George W. Bush and Russia”, and Rajan Menon, in his article “The
New Great Game in Central Asia”, attribute this transformation to Putin’s
pragmatism, not 9/11. They maintain that President Putin’s response to 9/11 did not
3

William Tompson, “Begging Ends”, The World Today, Vol. 58, No. 2, (2002), pp. 16-18.

4

Sergei Medvedev, “Rethinking the National Interest: Putin’s Turn in Russian Foreign Policy”,
Marshall Center Paper, No. 6, (2004), pp. 1-71.
5

Yevgeny Primakov, World Challenged: Fighting Terrorism in the Twenty-First Century,
(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2004).
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launch a new Russian policy; instead it accelerated the transformation in US-Russian
relations that was already taking root. They set forth an instrumental explanation for
Putin’s decision to support the US policies following 9/11. They maintain that the
decision was the result of pragmatic approach of Putin to benefit from its cooperation
with the US in the long term. For them, Russia has a set of fixed preferences and
behaves in the international arena instrumentally in order to maximize the attainment
of these preferences, such as getting economic benefits and the support for its
military operations in Chechnya.6
Together with this instrumental explanation, some analysts also look at the
transformation of Russian foreign policy from the international structure perspective.
For example, Svante E. Cornell, in his articles “Entrenched in the Steppes: The U.S.
Redraws the Map” and “America in Eurasia: One Year After”; Andrew Jack, in his
book Inside Putin’s Russia; and Lena Jonson, in her book Vladimir Putin and
Central Asia, argue that Putin accepted the US military forces in Central Asia not
due to a shared understanding of challenges posed by the 9/11 attacks but because he
was powerless to prevent the US entry into Central Asia. They claim that the waning
of Russia’s economic and military power in Central Asia, the increase in the US
engagement in this region, and the efforts by the Central Asian states to diversify
their foreign policies to reduce their dependency on Russia, forced the Russian
government to adopt this kind of policy.7 In addition, to prove that Russian foreign

6

Bobo Lo, Vladimir Putin and the Evolution of Russian Foreign Policy, (London: Blackwell and The
Royal Institute of International Affairs, 2003); James Goldgeier & Michael McFaul, “George W. Bush
and Russia”, Current History, Vol. 101, No. 657, (2002), pp. 313-324; Rajan Menon, “The New Great
Game in Central Asia”, Survival, Vol. 45, No. 2, (2003), pp. 187-204.
7

Svante E. Cornell, “Entrenched in the Steppes: The U.S. Redraws the Map”, Foreign Service
Journal, April 2003, pp. 18-24; Svante E. Cornell, “America in Eurasia: One Year After”, Current
History, Vol. 101, No. 657, (2002), pp. 330-336; Andrew Jack, Inside Putin’s Russia, (New York:
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policy has not changed dramatically as a result of 9/11, Bridget Kendall, in her
article “Look West”; and Tom Bjorkman, in his book Russia’s Road to Deeper
Democracy, underline the continuation of Russian policies on the important issues.
While Kendall points out Russia’s different interests regarding Iraq and Iran,
Bjorkman underlines the undemocratic movements in Russia as an important signal
for the lack of Russian foreign policy reorientation towards the US.8
In the context of analyzing Russian-US relations, these scholars and analysts, despite
all the differences in their views, have much in common. In their opinion, the current
Russian foreign policy is completely different from those at the end of the 1990s. In
this sense, by focusing mainly on the Russian Federation’s side of the relationship,
this thesis examines Putin’s foreign policy from 2000 to 2005 towards the US in
order to answer how and why Russian foreign policy changed and whether this shift
is durable or temporary. To this end, this thesis tries to find out whether Russian
rhetoric after 9/11 is reflected in Russian policy development and implementation
regarding important issues on which both sides have conflictual interests.
All in all, I think, a close examination of Putin’s policies after 9/11 demonstrates that
the opinions of the second group of scholars reflect more truthfully the substance of
Russian foreign policy under Putin.

Oxford University Press, 2004); Lena Jonson, Vladimir Putin and Central Asia: The Shaping of
Russian Foreign Policy, (London: I. B. Tauris Publishers, 2004).
8

Bridget Kendall, “Look West”, The World Today, Vol. 58, No. 5, (2002), pp. 19-20; Tom Bjorkman,
Russia’s Road to Deeper Democracy, (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2003)
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1.2. Argument of the Thesis

This thesis argues that it is not 9/11 but Putin’s pragmatic approach in the foreign
policy agenda that brought about the fundamental change in Russia’s relations with
the US. When he came to power in 2000, this thesis claims, Putin’s priorities were to
provide a role on the world stage for Russia as a respected player, secure a place
among the Group of Eight (G–8) as a full-fledged member, ensure speed entry into
the World Trade Organization (WTO), end condemnation of his policies in
Chechnya, have a greater say in NATO and sign agreements on arms reductions.
Sustaining the impressive record of economic performance and competing
effectively in the international market would also require more economic reforms
and investment in key sectors of the economy, which could come only from the
West, especially from the US.
As a result, the establishment of close relations with the US was believed to provide
the basis for the prosperity and international respect for Russia. So, before 9/11, this
thesis claims, Putin abandoned the hostile rhetoric against the US and established a
close personal relationship with President Bush. 9/11 terrorist attacks have only
facilitated the implementation of Putin’s new foreign policy approach towards the
US. So, this thesis, introducing a comparison between the international developments
and changes in Russian foreign policy after 9/11, claims that Putin’s support for the
US-led anti-terrorism coalition and the recent changes in Russian foreign policy
towards the US should be considered as the results of Putin’s pragmatism in foreign
policy, not 9/11.

6

Although Bush and Putin announce their strategic partnership especially in every
summit meeting, the continuity of differences on the important bilateral and regional
issues underscores that Putin’s foreign policy shift has not meant the reorientation of
Russian foreign policy towards the US. Russia’s undemocratic movements, the
continuation of military campaigns in Chechnya, the Russian government’s
disapproval of Bush’s designation of Iran, Iraq and North Korea as an “axis of evil”,
Russian determination to continue nuclear sale to Iran, its initial reaction to
American war in Iraq and its efforts to prevent the US engagement in the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) question the very basics of Russia’s
partnership with the US. In fact, Russian foreign policy has been based on the
rational calculations and Russia’s national interests.
Therefore, recent talk about Russia’s reorientation to the US policymaking is here
regarded as unfounded. Instead, this study argues that there has been no structural
watershed in Russian foreign policy since 9/11, revealing that Russian-US
partnership is a temporary coincidence of political preoccupation. Russia tries to
exercise an increasingly pragmatic foreign policy designed to extract the greatest
advantage out of the numerous opportunities presented to it on the world scene. Its
relationship with the US is mainly driven by the short-term, tactical considerations
rather than shared values such as human rights, democracy, rule of law, limits on the
power of the state, opposition to terrorism and to the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction. Because there has not been any change in interests toward each
other and toward any other countries. As happened in the past, they are now unable
to establish a real partnership, especially in Eurasia, due to problems arising out of
divergent and, more importantly, clashing national interests. At this point, I would
7

like to emphasize “offensive realism”, a variant of realism outlined by John J.
Mearsheimer in his book The Tragedy of Great Power Politics.
Offensive realism, like realism, looks at states as “rational actors” that always act
towards their own self-interests to maximize their power. Mearsheimer argues that
what drives nations and what motivates their foreign policy is the will to “expand
power to become the hegemon” of the international system, “eliminating any
possibility of a challenge by another great power”.9 For him, this struggle for power
may occasionally abate for practical reasons, but it never ends. In addition, one of the
important features of Mearsheimer’s offensive realism is its stress on regional
hegemony. He believes that states seek regional hegemony to keep and expand their
power. Because if a country renders its territory secure from the sea and air attacks,
then its security becomes related with the control and power it has over the adjacent
land, from which invasions with much more success can be launched. As “land
power is the dominant form of military power in the modern world”, he argues, the
key to a nation’s security is regional hegemony.10
However, he maintains that states attempt to prevent other states from becoming
regional hegemons. States which have achieved regional hegemony also interfere in
other regions when the states in those regions are not able to prevent the rise of a
hegemon. For this reason, Mearsheimer argues, regional hegemons will come into

9

John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, (New York: W.W. Norton & Company,
2001), p. 35.

10

Ibid., p. 83.
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conflict with each other, and with other nations anywhere in the world that aspire to
regional hegemony.11
So, given Russia’s attempts to achieve supremacy in Eurasia, the US will continue to
interfere in this region, and Russia as an aspiring great power will oppose these
efforts, provoking other great and lesser powers to establish coalitions to balance the
US, which threatens to achieve regional hegemony in Eurasia. So, Russian efforts to
become either a regional or a great power will therefore naturally produce conflict
with the US.

1.3. Methodology

In this thesis, official foreign policy positions and actions of Russia and the US are
examined through their official statements and documents which are available on the
internet. Putin’s response to 9/11 is also examined through a discoursive analysis. In
addition to these primary sources, I also surveyed the secondary literature concerning
the subject. This literature includes mainly the key books and articles on Russia’s
relations with the US. I also surveyed the archieves of the Radio Free Europe/Radio
Liberty and other internet based news services in order to follow developments in
Russian foreign policy towards the US.
Using Western-based resources in this thesis provides a critical point of view about
Russia’s policies. However, this situation may create the possibility for imposing
biased beliefs regarding their relations. To prevent this situation and to understand

11

Ibid.

9

the main reasons behind Russia’s policies toward the US, Russian-based news and
analysis are also used in this thesis.

1.4. Organization of Chapters

This study is composed of six chapters. After the introduction, Chapter 2 gives a
brief summary about the evolution of Russian foreign policy towards the US from
the collapse of the Soviet Union until the election of Putin as a new president of
Russia. This chapter consists of three parts, each analysing the relations according to
changing circumstances both in domestic and international arena. The first part deals
with the honeymoon period that emerged immediately after the collapse of the Soviet
Union. It argues that Russian economic and military backwardness and inability to
compete in world markets led Russia to seek development of partnership with the
US, a country seen by Russia as the potential provider of large-scale economic and
political assistance it urgently needed. However, by the end of 1992, pro-US policy
was in retreat as a result of the demands in Russia for the establishment of coherent
national interests.
So, the second part of the Chapter 2 focuses on these arguments and maintains that
its different interests led Russia to recognize that Russia and the US would not
develop an alliance. Russian foreign policy, then, shifted to balance the US power
and seek to promote multipolarism. Russia, drawing upon Eurasianist thinking,
reasserted its influence over the CIS. In addition, in four foreign policy areas, Russia
was determined to follow its national interests despite engendering conflict with the
US: continuation of miltary campaigns in Chechnya, arms sales to potential western
adversaries, such as China, Iran and Syria; nuclear technology sale to Iran; and
10

finally, development of close ties with China. The final part, then, deals with the
course of the Russian-US relations in the second half of the 1990s and argues that
lack of economic assistance from the West, NATO bombing of Yugoslavia, and
plans for the NATO expansion worsened the already soured relations between two
countries.
Chapter 3 illustrates changes in Russian foreign policy towards the US with the
advent of Putin as the new leader of Russia. It argues that Putin came to power with a
new outlook in foreign policy. In place of an aggressive but futile competition with
the US, this chapter argues, Putin wanted to focus on cooperation and integration
with the West as his foreign policy priorities required the establishment of close
relations with the US as much as possible. So, before the 9/11 attacks, this chapter
claims, Putin has moved towards an increasingly pragmatic position on relations with
the US in hopes of deriving economic and political gains in the short run and great
power status in the long run.
Chapter 4 examines the developments in the bilateral relations between Russia and
the US after 9/11. Initially, it explores Putin’s response to 9/11 through a discoursive
analysis. Examining the political and economic motives behind it, this part concludes
that the decision to support the US in its fight against international terrorism was the
result of a pragmatic approach in Russian foreign policy, rather than Russian
adherence to a common vision and a common system of values. To prove this, the
following parts seek to find out whether there is a reorientation of Russian foreign
policy. To this end, the second part deals with the Chechen issue to explore whether
Russian military campaigns in Chechnya continue to be an area in which the US and
Russia disagree or they have come to a mutual understanding following 9/11.
11

After Chechnya, the third part of this chapter deals with the security relations and
examines Putin’s reaction to US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. This part argues
that Putin’s acceptance of the US withdrawal is not the result of 9/11 as Putin
continued to expend his energy on blocking the US withdrawal in the wake of the
9/11. His mild reaction, this part claims, arised out of necessity and in pursuit of
Russia’s broader interests. So, there is still no rapprochement between these two
countries in the security field. Russia continues to oppose the NMD system of the US
and is profoundly dissatisfied with the provisions of the new arms reductions
agreement signed in place of the ABM Treaty.
Changing the focus from security to politics, the fourth part of Chapter 4 examines
Russia’s diplomatic relations with the US. In addition, as China and the EU are
global powers, Russia’s relations with these countries are discussed under this
heading, not under the heading of regional issues. This part accordingly argues that
9/11 facilitated the establishment of close political relations with the US, which is
symbolized in the rhetoric on their strategic partnership. However, behind this
rhetoric, confrontation rules their relations due to deterioation of democracy in
Russia. In addition, this part shows that Russian foreign policy has not centered only
on the US. Russia developed its relations with China and the EU in order to constrain
the US unilateralist tendencies as well as to improve its economy and extend its
influence around the world.
Finally, Chapter 4 deals with the developments in the economic relations and argues
that economic motives preserve their importance for Russia as a key factor for the
continuation of Putin’s rhetoric on the maintenance of close relations with the US.
So, this chapter concludes that in view of bilateral issues, despite the strong rhetoric
12

about constructing a strategic partnership with the US, there is no Russian policy
change in substance; instead Putin continues to embrace a pragmatic approach in
bilateral relations, trying to get the best possible advantage to improve Russian
economy and achieve Russia’s national interests.
Taking into consideration international developments as well as regional ones in
Eurasia, Chapter 5 discusses whether Russia’s relations with the US in Eurasia is
based on a pragmatic short-term coalition of convenience or it is truly shifted from
one of balancing to bandwagoning in the wake of 9/11. The first part of this chapter
focuses on the developments in Afghanistan, where Putin sought to get the US help
to remove Taliban and its destructive role in the region before 9/11. This part, thus,
argues that as Russian and US interests intersected in this country, Putin supported
the US-led war in Afghanistan.
So, in this chapter, a special emphasis has been put on the countries where Russia
have national interests that conflict with those of the US in order to find out whether
Russia’s foreign policy is truly shifted from one of balancing to bandwagoning in the
wake of 9/11. The second part, therefore, tries to find out whether Russia’s policy
toward Iran became concordant with the US policies or it continues to be an area in
which the US and Russia disagree. The third part also examines Russian foreign
policy toward Iraq, a country which became a test case of the extent to which
Russian foreign policy had changed in at least two regards. First, how did Russia
handle an issue on which its own views radically diverged from the US views at a
time when Russia wanted to improve its relations with the US? Second, how UScentric was Russian policy on an issue where different views existed between the US
and its allies France and Germany? So, taking into account the answers to these
13

questions, the last part of Chapter 5 focuses on the impact of 9/11 on Russia’s
relations with the US concerning the CIS. Initially, it focuses on the reasons for
Putin’s acceptance of the stationing of the US troops in Central Asia and the
Caucasus, and then seeks to find out whether the CIS emerged as a zone of
cooperation after 9/11 or their geostrategic rivalry and conflicting economic goals in
the region caused the continuation of confrontation between them.
As a consequence, Chapter 5 argues that Putin did not realign Russian foreign policy
in the direction of greater cooperation with the US in Eurasia following 9/11 terrorist
attacks. Russian policies towards Iran, Iraq and CIS have even added a disturbing
and often acrimonious aspect to Russian-US relations, raising questions about the
durability of the relationship rather than actually creating an opportunity for Russia
and the US to put the disagreements behind them. So, a high degree of continuity of
differences between these two countries in Eurasia, this chapter claims, reveal the
fact that Russian-US strategic partnership is only rhetoric.
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CHAPTER 2

EVOLUTION OF RUSSIAN-US RELATIONS UNDER BORIS YELTSIN

This chapter is a brief overview of bilateral relations between Russia and the US
from 1990 to 2000. Initially, it deals with the period of an overt, idealistic proWestern orientation in Russian foreign policy. In this period, it is argued, Russian
foreign policy was seen as an instrument to support and facilitate the process of
economic and political transformation taking place inside Russia. Russian leadership
hoped that in return for backing the US policies, the US would provide Russia with
aid and investment, and treat Moscow as a privileged partner in world affairs.
However, this honeymoon period was very short-lived. Russia’s weakness, combined
with Western unwillingness to see Russia as an equal ally as well as the deterioation
of economy and disillusionment with the US aid, dashed Russian expectations and
the attitudes towards the US began to deteriorate rapidly. In this period, it is argued,
Russia sought to balance the US power and to promote multipolarism by developing
close ties with China. The Russian government also continued its arms sales to
China, Iran and Syria, along with its nuclear technology sale to Iran. In the second
half of the 1990s, lack of economic assistance from the US, the NATO bombing of
Yugoslavia, and plans for the NATO expansion deteriorated the situation further.
The harsh US criticism concerning the democratic situation in Russia and its military
campaigns in Chechnya was another sign that a new era dominated by antagonism
had begun in their relations. Thus, by the time Putin came to power, this chapter
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concludes, both nations were preparing for a disengagement, or even for another
round of confrontation with each other.

2.1. Honeymoon Period (1991–1993)

During the Cold War era, the Soviet Union and the US were hostile to each other,
regarding each other’s political and economic system as a serious “threat” both to
their survival and to their global goals. So, international politics at this period were
heavily shaped by the intense rivalry between socialism/communism led by the
Soviet Union, and capitalism/democracy led by the US as both states wanted to
impose their model on other countries.12
“The turning point” was reached in the US-Soviet relations when the important
changes took place in the Soviet Union under the leadership of Mikhail Gorbachev.
His domestic reforms- introduction of Perestroika (restructuring), Demokratizatsiya
(democratization) and Glasnost (openness) in the second half of the 1980s, which
entailed a “major relaxation of the international tension”- launched a new period in
their relationship.13 The Soviet Union gave up “the role of the communist empire”
and started the process of “rapprochement” with the West.14
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On the other hand, Gorbachev’s domestic reforms brought about the collapse of the
Soviet Union, which had a profound effect on both Russia and the US. With the end
of the Cold War, as Brezinski puts it, the US became “a global superpower militarily,
economically, technologically and culturally”.15 Russia, however, lost its “great
power” status and was faced with many problems that were critical to its “survival as
a coherent society”.16 Its territory and resources decreased considerably. It also lost
its “major strategic assets” such as “important ports on the Baltic, Caspian, and Black
Seas”.17 So, at the end of the 20th century, Russia had both “very weak military and
economic instruments of foreign policy” and “very few resources” to support its
policies toward other regions.18
So, these global and domestic changes affected Russia’s perception of the US.
During this period, actively supporting the “Atlanticist position”,19 the new Russian
President, Boris Yeltsin, repeatedly emphasized that “rich, developed, civilized states
were of vital importance to the economic, spiritual and political rebirth of Russia”. 20
As Paul J. Marantz puts it,
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In his (Yeltsin’s) eyes, the central objective of Russian foreign policy
should be to support and facilitate the process of economic and political
transformation taking place inside Russia. He saw the highly
industrialized nations of the West as the main source of economic
assistance that Russia so desperately needed to make the difficult
transition to a market economy. Only the West could provide the largescale foreign aid, loans, trade, investment capital, advanced technology
and entrepreneurial expertise that Russia required.21

The US, “as the world’s major economic power with the greatest influence in the
multilateral institutions”, was conceived as the fundamental country that would
“lobby for Western economic assistance”. Additionally, Yeltsin and his Foreign
Secretary Andrei Kozyrev wanted to get the US support in the field of “arms cuts,
preventing nuclear proliferation, and defending the rights of Russians in the former
Soviet republics”. At the same time, Kozyrev claimed that establishment of “the
closest possible partnership” with the US would contribute to Russia’s relations with
the Group of Seven (G–7) and International Monetary Fund (IMF) and strengthen
Russia’s standing in the Asia-Pacific region as the US had “a powerful position in all
three”.22
So, Yeltsin and Kozyrev continued the process of cooperation with the US. Yeltsin
even wanted to elevate Russia’s relations with the US from “rapprochement” to
“partnership” with the US. At the session of the UN Security Council on 31 January
1992, Yeltsin proclaimed,
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Russia sees the US and the West not merely as partners but as allies. This
is a highly important prerequisite for, and I would say, a revolution in,
peaceful cooperation among the states of the civilized world. We rule out
any subordination of foreign policy to ideological doctrines or a selfsufficient policy. Our principle are simple and understandable: the
supremacy of democracy, human rights and liberties, legality, and
morality.23

Like Gorbachev, the Yeltsin administration believed that the US posture toward
Russia would be constructive as a result of these “radical domestic reforms”, which
would generate “a basis for common values” and eliminate the previous “ideological
conflicts”. The West, especially the US, was believed to “respect Russia’s interests”
and embrace Russia “as a great power and a full partner in the international
community”.24 So, Russia abandoned communism and put an end to its attempts to
“counterbalance the US interests abroad”.25 Although Russia was “traditionally an
ally of Serbia”, for example, Yeltsin sided with the US in the fighting in Bosnia. At
the meeting of the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) in
Helsinki in July 1992, Yeltsin voted to “suspend Yugoslavia’s membership” due to
its help to Bosnian Serbs who were charged with “aggressive actions”.26 At the UN
Security Council, Russia also did not use its veto power; instead it joined the US to
enforce sanctions against Yugoslavia.27
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2.2. Retreat of Pro-US Policy (1993-1995)

Despite these developments, the honeymoon period following the collapse of the
Soviet Union was very short. By the end of 1992, questions were raised about
Russia’s pro-US foreign policy. Most opponents to Yeltsin and even his supporters
called for the development of a coherent definition of Russia’s national interest by
arguing that Russia was not acting in the international arena “as a proud and
independent great power” anymore.28 Especially, Yeltsin’s pro-US policy in
Yugoslavia was criticized toughly by the conservatives. Even Vladimir Lukin,
Russia’s ambassador to the US, claimed that “preserving friendship with the US did
not require servile imitation of its policies and the atrophy of independent thought
and action”.29

In the face of these growing criticisms, Yeltsin told Russian foreign ministry officials
in October 1992 that Russia was “a great world power”, which did not hesitate to
“defend its own interests”, even it was perceived as “imperialistic”. 30 He also said:

I am disappointed with the attitude of the West, particularly the US,
which often sees Russia as a state that always say yes, forgetting that
Russia is a great power, albeit with temporary difficulties. The only
ideology the foreign ministry should follow is to defend Russia’s
interests and security.31
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So, it was believed in Russia by the end of 1993 that Russia and the US would not
“develop an alliance” due to their divergent interests.32 The continued deterioration
of economy from 1993 onwards affected this decision. The belief that pro-Western
foreign policy was ineffective to improve the economy and that “economic welfare
and living standards were at least guaranteed in the Soviet Union” contributed to the
establishment of “a sentiment of nostalgia” for the Soviet Union. This feeling led to
the belief that “economic interests” and “relations with the former Soviet republics”
had to be placed at the center of Russian foreign policy.33
In such an environment, Russia adopted the Eurasianist orientation in its foreign
policy, which brought about the development of Russia’s “Near Abroad policy”.
Since the adoption of Russia’s “foreign policy concept” in April 1993, top priority
was given to the “near abroad”, underlining the “actual and potential conflicts of
interests with the West” and stipulating the restoration of Russian domination in the
CIS.34 So, in late 1992 and early in 1993, Russia regained its interest in this postSoviet space and sought to reassert its control over it.35 Russian leaders increasingly
began to emphasize “their independence” and shifted Russian foreign policy from the
strategy of bandwagoning with the US toward promoting a “multipolar international
system”, in which “Russian interests would be respected” and the US unilateralist
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tendencies would be restrained.36 Russia was, in fact, adopting “Russia First
Strategy”.37 The US remained important for Russia but it was increasingly placing its
own national interests before its desire to develop close relations with the US. This
was clearly displayed in the case of Chechnya, where Russia continued its military
operations despite the US opposition. In addition, Yeltsin started “a strategy of
increasing arms sales” to support the military-industrial complex, signing arms
agreements with China, Iran and Syria. Russia provided China with “missile
guidance systems, S-300 surface-to-air missiles and SU-27 fighters”. It also exported
“submarines, SU-24 and MIG-29 aircraft to Iran, and T-27 tanks to Syria”. Despite
the US opposition, Russia also signed an agreement with Iran in August 1995 to
supply nuclear fuel for the Bushehr plant.38
So, “Russia First Strategy” caused strains in Russia’s relations with the US. After
meeting Warren Christopher in April 1995, Kozyrev said, “The honeymoon had
come to an end, the US and Russia had entered a sobering period, and their post
cold-war honeymoon had ended not in divorce, but in a growing inability to resolve
the problems that they faced”.39
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2.3. Deterioration of Relations (1995–1999)

In the second half of the 1990s, the already soured relations worsened as a result of
the increase in the anti-Western feeling in Russia. One of the main causes of this
situation was the “continuation of a severe economic crisis” that deteriorated by the
default on loans in August 1998. The negative effects of shock therapy deepened as
hopes for the long-expected large-scale economic assistance to Russia from the US,
did not materialize.40 According to polls conducted at the end of 1993, 1 out of 2
Russian people thought that “the West’s economic advice” was “a deliberate effort to
weaken Russia”. This ratio heightened in 1995 and 1996.41
Another reason for the anti-Western feeling in Russia was related with the several
steps taken by the West such as “NATO expansion”, which was among Clinton’s
extensive “foreign-policy initiatives”.42 In July of 1997, three former communist
countries, Hungary, the Czech Republic and Poland were “invited” to become
members of this alliance. This move, expanding the alliance to its borders, worried
Russia. Because Russians believed that NATO expansion was displaying the West’s
hostile attitude towards Russia, increasing the US political influence and military
power while decreasing the area of Russian influence. For these reasons, Russia
proposed its formula for a mutual agreement: “either Russia becomes a member of

40

Ludmilla Selezneva, “Post-Soviet Russian Foreign Policy: Between Doctrine and Pragmatism”, in
Rick Fawn (ed.), Realignments in Russian Foreign Policy, (London: Frank Cass, 2003), pp. 15-16.

41

Robert H. Donaldson & Joseph L. Nogee, op.cit., p. 228.

42

Jonathan S. Landay, “Walls Falling to Bigger NATO”, Christian Science Monitor, Vol. 90, No. 72,
(1998), p. 1.

23

NATO with voting power, or NATO should be disbanded”.43 However, the US and
other NATO members rejected this Russian proposal.44 For this reason, as Bazhanov
argues,
Plans for NATO’s expansion were received in Russia as betrayal,
demonstration of a lack of confidence, even as animosity towards
Moscow, an attempt to shut the Russians in, to isolate them by a new
iron curtain and, finally, as a threat to Russia’s security.45

In addition to these concerns over NATO expansion, NATO operation in Kosovo
also created great aggression and outrage in Russia, which found its expression in the
“rhetoric about NATO genocide”.46 While NATO expansion aroused the belief that
NATO is “an instrument of the US foreign policy to achieve unipolarity”, NATO
bombing of Kosovo strengthened it.47 It was argued that the West severely
undermined Russia’s “great power” status and its national interests by taking these
steps.48

So, Russian people began to think that the US was “an unreliable ally” and that many
policy-makers in the US wanted to keep Russia “weak and impoverished”.49
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On the other hand, Russia’s sending troops to Pristina after the air war’s end without
consulting NATO in order to assert its independence,50 created great doubts in the
US about the “reliability of Russia as a partner”.51
In addition to these unsatisfied expectations in both the US and Russia of each other,
the developments in Russia regarding human rights, civil society and democratic
governance were important sources of irritation in their relations. In the middle of the
1990s, it was increasingly believed that the democracy in Russia was taking a
different path from that of the US.52 Furthermore, Russia’s military campaigns in
Chechnya and its military and nuclear ties with those states the US administration
defined as “rogue states” continued to sour Russian-US relations.53 At the end of the
1990s, Yeltsin was complaining about the US unilateralism and insisting on a
multipolar world. After the US pressure on Russia to stop its military operations in
the renewed war in Chechnya in 1999, Yeltsin said:
Yesterday Clinton permitted hiself to put pressure on Russia. He
evidently forgot for a second, a minute, or half a minute just what Russia
is, and that Russia possesses a full arsenal of nulear weapons. He forgot
that. It never has been and never will be the case that he alone dictates to
the world how to live, how to work, what sort of recreation to have, and
so on. No. I repeat, no! A multipolar world - that’s what we agreed on
with Jiang Zemin.54
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As a result of these developments, Russian-US relations at this period were
completely different from those in the early 1990s. During the honeymoon period,
Yeltsin made the transformation of Russia’s economic development his number one
priority because when the Soviet Union collapsed in December 1991, the Russian
economy was in a profound crisis. So, Russia was compelled by its domestic
conditions to seek outside assistance, and no country was better positioned to aid the
Yeltsin administration than the US. So, for about two years, the Yeltsin
administration maintained a pro-US orientation in the conduct of foreign policy.
Russia perceived the US as its principal political ally, the main source of aid for its
urgently needed reforms, and as a model of development. Then, Russia renounced
communism and refrained from engendering conflict with the US while expecting to
be treated as a great power.
However, Yeltsin was accused by the nationalists inside Russia of disregarding
Russian national interests especially in Yugoslavia for the sake of supporting the US
policies. These concerns were intensified as a result of the disillusionment with the
US aid, as well as the NATO bombing of Kosovo and NATO expansion in the
second half of the 1990s. These developments were conceived in Russia as conscious
steps of the US to weaken Russia and establish its global hegemony, without taking
into consideration Russian interests. In order to prevent this and establish a multipolar world instead, Russia tried to form its sphere of influence in the CIS space by
reasserting its control over the region, as well as to develop its economic and
political relations both with China and the so-called “rogue states”. Taken together,
these factors signalled the end of the honeymoon period and the beginning of a new
era dominated by antagonism. However, as Angela Stent and Lilia Shevtsova argues,
26

This created a paradoxical situation where, on the one hand, Moscow
pursued integration with the West, but at the same time continued to
view the US as a potential enemy. This situation of being both inside and
outside the West became a source of conflict between Russian domestic
and foreign policy goals. The attempt to pursue domestic liberal
transformation and to reverse the economic collapse and, at the same
time, support external Soviet ambitions, strained the country’s limited
resources. By the time Putin came to power, this hybrid policy was
hampering Russia’s domestic evolution and causing strains in its
relations with the US.55

In addition, Yeltsin’s policy to transform Russia by the strategy of “shock therapy”
caused a “reassessment” of Russia’s role in the international arena and provided the
basis for Putin’s policies. 56
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CHAPTER 3
PRINCIPLES OF RUSSIAN FOREIGN POLICY UNDER VLADIMIR PUTIN

This chapter examines Russian foreign policy towards the US from the advent of
Putin as a new Russian President on 26 March 2000 to the tragedies of 9/11. In this
chapter, I will firstly analyse the main drives of Putin’s foreign policy and discuss
that realizing what Russia’s interests are, the international policy of the new
administration increasingly became more pragmatic. The challenges that confronted
Russian foreign policy by the time Putin came to power led him to “evaluate
international conditions realistically and take a pragmatic, rather than an ideological,
approach to formulating aims and goals”.57 As Igor Ivanov explains,
The extremely contradictory international situation strengthened Russia’s
conviction that our only reliable foreign policy reference point was the
consistent protection of its national interests. Only on this basis could we
adequately respond to contemporary threats and challenges, consciously
formulate positions on international issues, and forge purposeful relationships
with other nations. One legacy bequeathed by Soviet foreign policy was a
“superpower mentality”, which induced post-Soviet Russia to participate in any
and all significant international developments, often incurring a greater
domestic cost than the country could bear. This approach was unacceptable,
given Russia’s enormous burden of unresolved domestic problems. Common
sense dictated that, for the time being, foreign policy should first and foremost
serve the vital interests of domestic development. This meant providing reliable
national security; creating the best possible conditions for sustained economic
growth; increasing the standard of living; strengthening the country’s unity,
integrity, and constitutional order. From all of this, another conclusion was
reached: the need for an economical and focused approach, rejecting gratuitous
or superfluous diplomatic efforts in favor of an active, multivectored foreign
policy that took advantage of anything that might produce real turns for
domestic development.58
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As a consequence of this policy, Putin tried to end the dangerous deterioration of
bilateral relations that occurred at the end of the 1990s and to change the course of
Russian-US relations from a series of ups and downs to a mutually beneficial one.
So, this chapter argues that Russian-US relationship began to change before 9/11 as a
result of Putin’s foreign policy priorities. However, the desire for putting an end to
antagonistic relationship was instrumental to achieve Putin’s goal of enhancing
Russia’s international status by ensuring domestic economic development.

3.1. Putin and Economization of Russian Foreign Policy

Since the beginning of the 1990s, Russian foreign policy has focused on economic
development rather than military power as the key determinant of Russia’s standing
in the international arena. This move “from geopolitics to geoeconomics” gained
speed with the 1998 economic crisis and finally took its place in Putin’s foreign
policy agenda.59 His view of “Russia’s economic weakness” as a major factor
contributing to Russia’s limited power on the international stage brought into focus
the economy, “as opposed to ideology, in his foreign policy”.60 In his first state of the
nation speech, he stated: “For the first time in the past 200 to 300 years, Russia is
facing a real danger of sliding to the second, and possibly even the third, echelon of
world states. We are running out of time to avoid this”.61 He believes that “oil-andgas based commerce” will not give Russia a stable economic growth that paves the
way for “a strong and respectable position” in the international stage. For this reason,
59
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Russian economy has to undertake “a fundamental transformation”. In a globalized
world, this can be “achieved only through investment and technology inflow,
primarily from the West”.62
So, in the Foreign Policy Concept of 2000, the “fundamental task of foreign policy”
is placed on the “creation of favourable external conditions for the progressive
development of Russia” by cooperating and integrating with the leading developed
states and international organizations.63 Putin wrote:
Without [integration into international economic structures], we simply
cannot raise ourselves to the level of economic and social progress,
which developed countries have achieved. Only this path, as experience
the world over shows, opens a real perspective for dynamic economic
growth and improvement in quality of life. There is no alternative to it.64

Russia then focused its foreign policy attention on becoming a fully integrated
member of the G–8 and WTO.65 As a “pragmatic” leader, Putin believes that the
developed Western states will remain influential in world politics and that emergence
of China as a country “capable of challenging this reality” is, for the time being, a
remote possibility. This belief, as stated by Putin in his several speeches, increases
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the importance of the “Western trade, investment and political support” to the
Russian integration into the world economy.66

3.2. Putin and Non-Isolationism in Russian Foreign Policy

To ensure Russia’s economic development and its integration into the global
economy, Putin believed that he should follow a non-isolationist foreign policy, as
apparent in his frequent visits to Western and Eastern countries in 2000. In that same
year, Russia also attended 260 international meetings at the highest official level. 67
In fact, Putin had begun to implement such a policy before his presidency. “After
becoming prime minister in August 1999, for example, he met with President Clinton
five times”.68 An active relationship with the US, especially in the “energy security”
has been seen as an “opportunity” for Russia to be a great power.69 Putin also
believed that maintaining a good relationship with the US is a pre-requisite for
Russia’s continuing quest for the WTO and G–8 membership.70
Russian foreign policy toward the US, therefore, increasingly revolved around the
economic considerations. Russia’s stake in maintaining close relations with the US
led to the development of “a more pragmatic and realistic foreign policy” towards the
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US.71 However, Putin had delayed the implementation of such a policy until the new
US administration came into office in January 2001.72 His expectation of establishing
a more favorable environment to develop Russia’s relations with the US found a
chance to materialize when newly-elected US President George W. Bush, who
adopted “tough realism toward Russia” during his election campaign, changed his
rhetoric after the presidential campaign was over. Rather than focusing on
“confrontation and neglect”, Bush chose to follow the “policy of engagement with
Russia”.73

3.3. Putin and End of Antagonism with the US

In such an environment, Russia and the US left antagonism behind themselves and
opened a new period in their relationship. Putin announced that “the US is a principal
partner for Russia” and that relations with the US would “remain a major priority”.74
Accordingly, both sides signed the Joint Statement on Cooperation on Strategic
Stability on July 21, 2000 in Okinawa. They pledged to “search for new ways of
cooperation to control the spread of missiles and missile technology”.75 On
September 6, 2000, Putin and Clinton, thus, approved the Strategic Stability
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Cooperation Initiative to strengthen their relations and extend the existing initiatives
in the field of arms control and non-proliferation.76 After meeting Colin Powell in
Paris in January 2001, Igor Ivanov stated, “with today’s talks, we demonstrated that
we are prepared to turn the page and begin building constructive relations”. 77
In fact, “the turning point” was reached at the first meeting between Putin and Bush
in Slovenia in June 2001. In contrast to vocal Western criticism of Bush, Putin
disregarded “contentious issues” and both leaders developed a “close personal
relationship” at this meeting.78 Bush said: “I looked the man in the eye. I found him
to be very straightforward and trustworthy. I was able to get a sense of his soul”.79
Putin also said similar things about Bush: “A very trusting relationship developed
immediately”.80 Both leaders reiterated that Russia and the US are not “enemies” and
that they “pose no threat to each other”.81 At their joint press conference after their
meeting, the political scientist Vyacheslav Nikonov stated, “The presidents made
comments about partnership, friendship, and even possible allied relations, which
would have been difficult to imagine just a few months ago”. 82
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In such an atmosphere, the “binational working groups” were established to develop
their economic ties. At their post-G-8 encounter on July 22, Putin also toned down
his rhetoric on the development of the US National Missile Defense (NMD) system
while Bush said that he would adopt a “consultative approach” toward this issue. At
their joint press conference, Putin declared, “We are aiming at a partnership to look
forward”.83 In addition, at the Russian-Finnish summit in Helsinki in April 2001,
Putin emphasized that “although the entry of Baltic states into NATO would not
enhance regional stability, such a decision was a sovereign right of each individual
nation”.84 The week before the terrorist attacks, he reiterated that while disapproving
of NATO expansion into the Baltic states, he would not oppose this move.85
These policies illustrate that Russian foreign policy gained a new outlook with Putin,
who is determined to make Russia strong and prosperous again. However, Russia
does not have the resources to match its traditional global role. So, Putin saw the
economic development as the key to Russia’s position in the international arena.
Adopting non-isolationist foreign policy, he has believed that active relationship with
the US can help Russia to achieve economic growth and national security and give it
recognition as a major actor in the international politics. Therefore, Putin believed
that Russia’s interests lay in cooperation, not confrontation with the US despite the
cooling of Russian-US relations during the 1990s and increasing skepticism about
the US intentions.
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These beliefs prompted the development of a new, more pragmatic approach towards
the US. As Alex Pravda argues, the lessons of the Gorbachev and Yeltsin era
strengthened Putin’s tendency to adopt a “dispassionate and pragmatic approach”.
His acceptance of Baltic states’ entry into NATO signalled his reluctance to “protest
or try to move against developments over which Russia has little leverage”. As a
leader who is determined to restore Russia’s image as a great power and well aware
of the “damaging consequences” of the ineffective Russian objections for Russia’s
prestige in the international arena, he avoids unnecessary confrontation with the
US.86 So, while Putin pursuits continuity in the basic direction of Russian foreign
policy, as will be discussed in Chapters 4 and 5, he brought a dramatic change in
diplomatic and policymaking style.
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CHAPTER 4
RUSSIAN BILATERAL RELATIONS WITH THE US AFTER 9/11
In this chapter, I will discuss the Russian-US bilateral relations after 9/11 to find out
whether Russian foreign policy reoriented as a result of 9/11. Initially, this chapter
examines Putin’s policy response to the attacks of 9/11 through a discoursive
analysis. To see the effect of 9/11 on the Russian policies towards the US, this
chapter, then, deals with the Chechen issue to explore whether Russia’s military
campaign in Chechnya keeps its position as one of the leading irritant factors in
Russian-US relationship in the post-9/11 era. In this part, it is also underlined that the
Chechen issue has become a sort of test case for Russia’s future cooperation with the
US both in confronting terrorism and in resolving other conflicts across Eurasia. In
the following part of this chapter where the focus is on the Russian-US security
relations, it is examined whether they have come to a common understanding in the
security field in the wake of the 9/11 terrorist attacks or a high degree of suspicion
and hostility prevails in the two states. To this end, a special emphasis has been put
on the US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty and on the Moscow Treaty signed in
place of it.
Chapter 4 also discusses Russia’s diplomatic relations with the US to find out
whether their anouncement of strategic partnership in May 2002 led Putin to change
Russia’s policies in terms of substance or they still have political problems behind
this rhetoric. To this end, this part especially examines the internal developments in
Russia concerning democracy and the rule of law in Russia. Great importance is also
attached to Russia’s desire to further develop its cooperation with China and the EU.
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Finally, the last part of this chapter changes the focus from politics to economy and
argues that economic motives, especially Russia’s quest to join the WTO, continue to
play a key role in determining the course of their relationship.

4.1. Putin’s Response to 9/11

Putin used the 9/11 terrorist attacks on the US as an opportunity to change the
relations with the US to one of broad cooperation. He was the first foreign leader to
call Bush on 9/11 to express his condolences, stating that Russia was sharing the
trouble of the US as it was a “victim of terrorism” as well.87 The next day, he made a
telephone conversation with Bush again to talk about how they would cooperate in
the fight against terrorism. That same day, Putin addressed the American people in a
televised speech. He said:
The event that occurred in the US today goes beyond national borders. It
is a brazen challenge to the whole of humanity, at least to civilized
humanity. Addressing the people of the US on behalf of Russia, I would
like to say that we are with you; we entirely and fully share and
experience your pain. We support you.88

In his following statements, Putin identified international terrorism “the plague of the
21st century”, and portrayed the attacks as a “series of barbaric and inhuman acts”,
which had to be punished.89 Accordingly, when the US signalled that it was planning
a military operation against the Taliban, Putin declared on national television
Russia’s willingness to work closely with the US in the anti-terrorism struggle. He
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“offered intelligence sharing, opening of Russian air space for US planes supplying
humanitarian assistance, help in search and rescue operations in Afghanistan,
enhanced military assistance to the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance, and tacit
endorsement for the offer made by the former Soviet Central Asian states of
logistical support to the US military for Operation Enduring Freedom”. 90 Russia also
did not use its veto power against the UN Security Council Resolution 1373, which
authorizes the use of force as a means of combating terrorism. When some
reservations were expressed by the other Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation
(APEC) members during the 15-21 October 2001, at the APEC summit in Shanghai,
Putin strongly supported the US military campaign against Taliban, arguing that it
was “proportional and measured”.91
Therefore, cooperation in dealing with the situation in Afghanistan and the related
terrorist threat were added to Putin’s domestic agenda as the driving force for the
closer relations with the US. Shifting Russian policy from balancing the US power
toward supporting the US-led war on terrorism, Russia became one of the “strongest
supporters” of the US.92 Senator Joseph Biden, chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, proclaimed, “No Russian leader since Peter the Great has cast
his lot as much with the West as Putin has”.93
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In fact, this Russian approach was based on the pragmatic calculations of Russia’s
national interests. In an interview with the Wall Street Journal, Putin confirmed that
his policies are “conscious steps stemming from a certain vision of the future.”94 In
addition, in a report signed in early October 2001 by over one hundred members of
the Council on Foreign and Defence Policy, including Aleksei Arbatov, Vladimir
Lukin, Dimitry Rogozin and Yevgeniy Primakov, it was declared:
Russia fundamentally has two choices: join the hegemonic coalition or
oppose it. While neither option is perfect, the negative consequences of
the latter are too high to accept. It is, therefore, necessary to make a
choice in favour of participation in a great military-political coalition of
responsible states against any forms of international terrorism and the
proliferation of nuclear and other types of mass-destruction weapons.
Participation in such a coalition will cost Russia dearly. But attempts to
sit on the sidelines will cost even more. We will objectively slide
downhill, especially in public opinion, into the camp of the backward
and dissatisfied, with no future, supporting radicalism and terrorism.95

In an excerpt published in Russia in Global Affairs journal and taken from a report
by the Foundation for Prospective Studies and Initiatives, which had Primakov,
Arbatov and former Prime Minister Yegor Gaidar among the authors, it was also
declared:
Russia’s support for anti-terrorist efforts provides it with an important
foreign policy resource. The US will remain the only superpower and
world leader in terms of economic and military might for the foreseeable
future regardless of Russia or any group of states. All of this means that
Russia stands to benefit from maximum use of its opportunities for
cooperation with the US.96
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It is in that sense that the Russian backing for the US efforts to combat terrorism,
Putin believed, would provide consensus regarding the issues of missile defence and
the ABM Treaty.97 More importantly, this support could redress Russia’s “post-Cold
War marginality” in the international arena and justify Putin’s “hard-line policy” in
Chechnya.98

4.2. Chechen Issue
The Chechen problem for Russia predates the 9/11 terrorist attacks. For the Russian
Federation, the First Chechen war (1994–96) was a “military disaster” and “national
humiliation”.99 Public opinion, that did not back the first campaign, was believed to
be a serious hindrance to the government’s competence to combat thoroughly and
provide domestic and international legitimation of the war.100 Thus, Putin has
strongly committed himself to this isssue and backed the military campaign
completely, giving reassurance to the generals that there would be “no search for a
political solution”, which had been, according to military, the main reason for the
lack of success in the first miltary campaign.101 To this end, Putin argued that the
second Chechen war in 1999 was conducted in the name of struggle against
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terrorism.102 Russia, however, faced severe criticism for human rights abuses
connected with its military campaign against the Chechen rebels.103 Especially, the
US blamed Russia for applying “indiscriminate” and disproportionate use of force in
Chechnya.104 Condoleezza Rice even stated that the Russian war in Chechnya
showed “the vulnerability of the small new states around Russia and the interest of
America in their independence”.105 So, Putin’s claim that his country was defending
its territorial integrity from the terrorists made little apparent effect on the
international reaction.
Then came 9/11. Rather than reorienting its foreign policy towards the US, and thus
puting an end to its military campaigns in Chechnya, Putin used post 9/11
environment to implement such a policy more strictly as, for Putin, the terrorist
attacks on 9/11 legitimized the military campaigns of Russia in Chechnya.106 All
Chechens who resist Russian policies in Chechnya have been persistently called
“terrorists” and “bandits” by the Putin administration.107 To support these claims,
Putin made connections between the Chechens and al-Qaeda, and attributed the
Moscow theatre siege in October 2002 (and also the ‘Black Widow’ suicide
bombings throughout 2003 and the Beslan school siege in September 2004) to
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“international terrorism”.108 Putin’s foreign policy on Chechnya then became more
“aggressive” as a result of the “broad-scale, tough, and targeted operations”
conducted under the rhetoric of “war against international terrorism”.109
In return for the cooperation Putin has offered for the anti-terrorist struggle, Bush
administration had curbed its criticism for a while concerning Russian actions in
Chechnya. However, Bush again became highly critical of Russian policies in
Chechnya, especially after the end of the military operation against Afghanistan.110
There has been a “growing belief” in the US that Russian military campaign in
Chechnya is giving a damage to the anti-terrorist struggles since Russian “strategies
and tactics” here are inflaming rather than mollifying the intensity of extremism.111
So, the US Deputy Secretary of State, Richard Armitage, declared:
We are trying to disassociate participation in the events in Chechnya of
mujahedeen from participation of the Chechens themselves who operate
on the territory that is part of the Russian Federation. As for the former
category, we enjoy absolute understanding with the Russian authorities.
There is a certain discord when the latter category is concerned. We have
always thought that a political resolution offers the only way out and will
actually be a blessing for Russia. 112
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Putin, who rejects a political solution in Chechnya, considers the “revival of
criticisms” as a “betrayal” to Russia’s contribution in the fight against terrorism.113
He also said in September 2004, “We faced double standards in the attitude towards
terrorism. There continues to be attempts to divide terrorists into ours and others, into
moderates and radical”. In his speech, he also accused the US of hypocrisy. He said
that the US is granting sanctuary to Chechen leaders and calling for Russia to talk
with them while at the same time declining to have a talk with Osama bin Laden.114

Despite these statements, US Secretary of State Collin Powell announced that he
would have dialogues with “people who claim Chechen independence”. US State
Department spokesman Richard Boucher also reaffirmed that Bush administration
officials would be in contact with “Chechen moderates” in spite of strong
“opposition” from Russia.115 For this reason, Russian leaders have warned the US
that “criticism” of Russia’s military campaign in Chechnya or any “support for the
Chechens” will lead to the disintegration of the anti-terror coalition, which makes the
rhetoric on strategic partnership, especially in Eurasia, pointless.116
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4.3. Security Relations

When Putin came to power, he believed that deterioration of Russian economy,
especially “seriously weakened” military-industrial sector, was the major obstacle for
Russia to sustain “numerical parity” with the US. So, he embarked on a
“comprehensive plan” to enhance Russian military power and block the US
achievement of “irreversible military-technological superiority”. What he regarded as
an important element toward accomplishing those objectives was “arms control”. 117
However, the US interest in withdrawal from the ABM Treaty and moving forward
on NMD system became a threat for Putin’s arms control policies.
Russia considered the ABM Treaty as a “symbol of stability in strategic relations”,
particularly since the Bush administration had announced its decision to go ahead
with the NMD system.118 In the Foreign Policy Concept of 2000, Putin underlined
that Russia would “seek preservation and observation” of the ABM Treaty.119 He
strongly argued that “abandonment” of that treaty would create a “legal vacuum” in
the area of “disarmament and non-proliferation”.120
In fact, it is argued that the reason behind Putin’s emphasis on the nuclear weapons
proliferation and the end of strategic stability was the “rapidly changing balance of
power” between them, especially the concern that the US would far exceed “Russia’s
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capacity to respond effectively”.121 The NMD system, providing a strategic
advantage to the US, will have a direct impact on the effectiveness of Russia’s
nuclear forces, which in time will cease to be any deterrent for the US. The only way
Moscow could respond to the new challenge would be to develop its own missile
defences. Russian economy, however, does not have enough financial power to
afford such a system.122 In addition, Russian leaders see the NMD system as a
“strategy” of the US to maintain its “hegemony”.123 They also totally reject it on the
grounds that it will demolish the international security system, in which Russia plays
an “important” role.124
So, Putin tried to get the support of China, India, North Korea, and the EU countries
in order to prevent the development of the NMD system.125 He also embarked on a
campaign to “make renegotiation and revision” of the treaty “unnecessary” by
presenting “alternative solutions” to the US program. Firstly, he called for “joint
efforts to deploy theater missile defence in Europe and Asia”, utilizing Russian
territory, as well Russian and US technologies to “deploy interceptors”.126
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Secondly, he tried to eliminate the leading US motive for the NMD by declaring
North Korean leader Kim Jong-II’s acceptance to end his country’s missile program
provided that other countries would supply it with missile launches. Additionally, at
the G-8 meetings in 2000, Putin also offered to “include an intrusive verification
system” to observe “North Korean compliance with any such agreement”.127
Meanwhile, on 14 April 2000, Duma approved the START II Treaty on the condition
that the US complied exactly with the provisions of the ABM Treaty.128 On the other
hand, in his speech on 8 November 2001, Putin stated that the US withdrawal from
the ABM Treaty would not harm bilateral relations although it would not be
welcomed.129
President Bush’s announcement on 14 December 2001 was, thus, an important
moment for both countries. On that day, Bush, determined to alter the US “nuclear
strategy and force posture” even before 9/11,130 announced that the US would
“unilaterally withdraw from the ABM Treaty”, despite the strong opposition from
Russia.131 As expected, Putin’s reaction to this withdrawal announcement was not
harsh. In his speech, made within hours of Bush’s announcement,132 he declared that
although the US decision is a “mistake”, it does not pose “immediate threats to
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Russian security”.133 He also emphasized, “the existing level of the bilateral relations
between the Russian Federation and the US should not just be preserved, but also
should be used for the early development of a new framework for a strategic
relationship”.134
These statements of Putin reveal the fact that he symbolizes a new pragmatism on
arms control. While engaging the US, Putin is planing to get maximal advantages for
Russia. As Bobo Lo argues, regardless of how much Russia feels affronted by the US
unilateral actions, Putin knows that Russia’s interests require acting in a very close
dialogue with the US, refraining from unnecessary confrontation. This is why he
came to an agreement about the NMD issue after he had done everything to prevent
it.135 As Russia’s economy was requiring to decrease the number of nuclear warheads
to lower levels, he specifically focused his efforts on forcing the Bush administration
to agree on another agreement to reduce the nuclear stockpiles.136 When Bush
administration had persisted that there was no need for a formal treaty, Russian
leaders found themselves in a close interaction with the US administraton officials
until the Bush administration accepted to sign one.137
Finally, on 25 May 2002, they signed Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty
(Moscow Treaty), committing two sides to decrease their strategic nuclear warheads
to a level of 1,700–2,200 by 2012. The treaty, however, contains no “schedule of
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phased reductions”.138 It also says nothing about the warhead elimination. While
Russian officials are calling for the destruction of the warheads removed from
deployment, US officials insist on the storage of a large proportion of them.139 As
Jon B. Wolfsthal and Tom Z. Collina argues:
This stance has raised major objections from Russian officials, especially
within the Ministry of Defence, who are concerned that the US could
quickly return its forces to START I levels, providing no long-term
confidence in the irreversibility of the arms reduction process. This
unpredictability, they argue, could lead to major instabilities and undercut
international non-proliferation efforts.140

These Russian objections, however, did nothing to reverse the US view on the
warhead elimination.141 In the face of this uncompromising attitude by the US,
Russian officials have stated that in order to determine the size and the capability of
the US arsenal, they will take into consideration the counting rules of the START I
rather than those of the Moscow Treaty.142 This Russian disappointment over the
treaty intensified when the US formally withdrew from the ABM Treaty on June 13,
2002. Although Russia only left the nuclear arms reduction pact START II in
return,143 the “timing and style of the ABM withdrawal” annoyed the Putin
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administration.144 The US withdrawal, which affects adversely the security policies
of Putin and damages Russian image in the international arena, led Russians to think
that there has been no massive shift in the aftermath of 9/11. 145
However, Putin tries to avoid a break in the bilateral relations despite these concerns
because he believes that Russian national interests, such as strengthening of national
economy, providing national security, and deeper political and economic integration
into the global community, require close diplomatic relations with the US.

4.4. Diplomatic Relations

Since Putin came to power, close political relations with the US have been one of the
main priorities of Russian foreign policy. Bringing the issues of security once again
to the fore in world politics, 9/11 paved the way for the achievement of that goal.146
Since 2001, Putin and Bush have hold 12 summit meetings both in a bilateral and
multilateral level.147 Their first summit meeting was in May 2002 in Moscow. The
main product of the summit came in the form of a joint declaration on the strategic
relations, in which Bush and Putin announced:
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We are achieving a new strategic relationship. The era in which the US
and Russia saw each other as an enemy or strategic threat has ended, and
we are now partners and will cooperate to advance stability, security, and
economic integration, and to jointly counter global challenges and to
help resolve regional conflicts. To advance these objectives the US and
Russia will continue an intensive dialogue on pressing international and
regional problems, both on a bilateral basis and in international fora,
including in the UN Security Council, the G-8, and the OSCE. Where we
have differences, we will work to resolve them in a spirit of mutual
respect. The US and Russia reject the failed model of Great Power
rivalry.148

In the same month, 19 NATO members and Russia also decided to form RussiaNATO Council, which gave Russia an equal voice but not a formal vote in many key
transatlantic policy issues such as “assessment of the terrorist threats, crisis
management, non-proliferation, theater missile defence, arms control and
confidence-building measures”.149 In return for Putin’s support for the anti-terrorist
campaign, Russia also obtained the full membership of the G–8 at the June 2002
meeting,150 at which Bush described Putin as “a man of action when it comes to
fighting terror”.151
The second summit meeting in St. Petersburg in June 2003, in Putin’s word,
“confirmed the fact that there is no alternative for the cooperation between Russia
and the US, both in terms of ensuring domestic national agendas and in terms of
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cooperation for the sake of enhanced international strategic stability”.152 At this
meeting, Bush and Putin underlined their decisiveness to maintain their “strategic
partnership”. Putin declared that although Russia and the US have “differences”
regarding Iraq, they “managed to preserve and maintain” their “personal
relationship”, along with their “mutual cooperation and interaction” between two
countries.153
Bush and Putin also held meetings at Camp David, Maryland, on 26-27 September
2003. They disscussed the possible opportunities to “broaden and deepen cooperation
and partnership” between their countries.154 In the following year, Putin and Bush
continued to meet with each other in the framework of the G-8 and APEC summits,
at which they adhered to their commitment to strengthen their “strategic
partnership”.155
On the other hand, behind this rhetoric, Russian-US political relations have been
soured since the early 2004, when the democracy and human rights problems of
Russia, which de-emphasized in return for Putin’s support in the fight against
terrorism, reappeared in Bush’s agenda. In a letter published in the Russian
newspaper Izvestia on 26 January 2004, Powell criticized “Russia’s commitment to
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democracy”.156 McFaul ascribes this US criticsm to the “negative changes in the way
Russia is governed”. As he wrote,
Since becoming president in January 2000, Putin has seized control of all
national television networks, silenced or changed editorial teams at several
newspapers,157 removed candidates from ballots, harassed and arrested NGO
leaders, and weakened Russia’s independent political parties.158

Putin’s package of reforms designed to consolidate the federal power in Russia,
including the abolition of direct popular election of regional governors,159 and
Russian government’s campaign against the oligarch Mikhail Khodorkovsky, who
“financed opposition newspapers and organizations”,160 also raised serious questions
about the property rights and the rule of law in Russia. Eventually, in December
2004, Freedom House downgraded Russia to “Not Free” in its annual Freedom in the
World survey.161
All these developments generated arguments that Russia is proceeding towards
becoming a “personalized autocracy”.162 So, Bush administration officials charged
Putin with “backsliding on democracy and basic freedoms”. In response, Russian
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officials stated that the US is trying to “spread” what they perceive as “flawed,
biased vision of democracy around the world”.163
On the other hand, as many Western and Russian analysts argue, one of the
important factors that determine the pace and success of Russia’s move toward
integration with the US is the political order Russia builds. As Tom Bjorkman
argues, “half-democratic Russia” will be regarded as a “half-ally” of the US.164 So,
this issue was one of the hot topics discussed at the meeting between Russian
Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov and Condoleezza Rice before the Bush-Putin
Bratislava summit in February 2005.165 Prior to this summit, Bush also used a tough
language in his speech:
For Russia to make progress as a European nation, the Russian government
must renew its commitment to democracy and the rule of law. We
recognize that reform will not happen overnight. We must always remind
Russia, however, that our alliance stands for a free press, a vital opposition,
the sharing of power, and the rule of law. And the US and all European
countries should place democratic reform at the heart of their dialogue with
Russia.166

Despite such an environment, Bush and Putin continued to maintain their rhetoric on
“strategic partnership”. Accordingly, during their summit meeting in Slovakia, and
the subsequent meetings in Novo-Ogaryovo on 8 May 2005 and in Gleneagles on 7
July 2005, Bush and Putin pledged to increase their cooperation and joint efforts in a
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number of areas, including nuclear security and counter-terrorism.167 As a sign of
this resolve, Putin announced his support for Bush’s reelection in the US presidential
election of November 2004, describing him as a “reliable partner”.168
On the other hand, Putin’s rhetoric on Russian strategic partnership with the US has
been expected to create a new political context, in which the US policy choices have
greater reverberations within Russia’s political leadership. Because this situation
commits Russia more decisively to a thoroughgoing integration with the US,
reaffirming its centrality in Russia’s relations with the other countries. Nevertheless,
Putin wants Russia to undertake the role of an active global power and to this end, he
wants to follow an open-door policy, leaving Russia some room for choice.169
Refusing to acknowledge that Russia should choose East or West, Putin emphasizes
Russia’s unique geopolitical position, and argues that the realities of world politics
and economics dictate the necessity for Russia to look for its national interests
“everywhere”.170 For this reason, Putin sees the EU as one of Russia’s key political
and economic partners and seeks to promote intensive, sustained and long-term
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cooperation with it.171 In an interview made with the Italian press in November 2003,
he said:
“For us, Europe is a major trade and economic partner and our natural,
most important partner, including in the political sphere. Russia is not
located on the American continent, after all, but in Europe. We are
interested in developing relations with our partners in the US and the
American continent as a whole and in Asia, but, of course, above all with
Europe.”172

On the other hand, although close relationship with the EU allows Russia greater
flexibility in the formulation and conduct of its own foreign policy,173 it has at the
same time presented Russia with a challenge for improving its relations with the US.
Because although the US and Europe share similar views on many issues, there are
also many areas in which they differ both in terms of substantive disagreements over
policies as well as differences over unilateralist and multilateralist decision-making
processes.174

For example, while both the US and Europe share a common interest in thwarting
terrorism, they differ on how to reach that goal. While the US insists on using
military force, Europeans reject this option, emphasizing the need to address the
main reasons behind terrorism, such as “globalisation and poverty”. So, their
emphasis on the “importance of international institutions and multilateral
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diplomacy”, and their resistance against the “use of force, particularly for preemptive purposes”, put the EU on a collision course with the US, especially
concerning its policies towards the countries described by Bush as “axis of evil”.175 It
is in that sense that, as the Paris-Berlin-Moscow axis of the 2003 Iraq war
demonstrated, Russia regards the EU as a counter-balance to the US unilateralist
tendencies.176
China is another major component of Russia’s strategy to promote multipolarism.
Russian-Chinese relations have become more intense than before. At a press
conference following Russian-Chinese talks, Putin stated, “We have now reached an
entirely different qualitative level. Not only have we surmounted our differences in
these years; we have become truly strategic partners and mapped out the prospects
for the development of our relations”.177
In fact, China and Russia are interested in creating a geopolitical counterweight to
the US. Both countries are especially interested in a stable Central Asia beyond the
US infuence and so anxious about the long-term US military presence in the
region.178 In July 2001, the two countries signed the Treaty on Good-Neighborly
Relations, Friendship, and Cooperation, which is the first new friendship treaty since
1950 and which promotes new world order based on multipolarism.179 In August
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2005, they also held their first joint military maneuvers, seen by the analysts as a
message to the US and its military presence in Central Asia.180
In addition, in July, two months later, the two heads of state signed a joint
declaration regarding the international order of the 21st century. Highlighting their
commitment to the supremacy of international law, multilateral approaches and an
increased role for the UN in the global politics, they announced their opposition to
any attempts to dominate the global affairs and interfere in the domestic issues of
sovereign states, a veiled expression of their disapproval for the US policies.181
Dismissing the US concerns, Putin administration also continues Russia’s arms deals
with China, which help the latter to modernize its military and extend its power in
Asia.182
So, Russia’s close relations with China, like those with the EU, are highly likely to
generate frictions between Russia and the US. However, as Ariel Cohen argues,
although “China alone offers Russia a large market where it can sell goods ranging
from grain to nuclear reactors”, it cannot provide Russia with “investment dollars or
new technology”.183 For this reason, while Russia moves closer to China, Russian
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officials will persist in looking for the US investment.184 Economic relations with the
US, thus, constitute a very important part of the Russian-US dialogue.

4.5. Economic Relations

Increased economic cooperation is exactly what Putin has been looking for since the
beginning of his presidency. With the opportunity created by 9/11, Putin partially
realized his desire. In a Joint Statement on the New Russian-American Economic
Relationship, the US president promised both to increase trade and investment links
with Russia and to “accelerate” Russia’s entry into the WTO.185 On 6 June 2002, the
US also recognized Russia as a “market economy”, which enables Russia to “receive
the same treatment as other major US trading partners in trade disputes”.186 The
move is also seen as an important step forward for Russia in its efforts to enter the
WTO.187
At the summit meeting in May 2002, Bush and Putin also committed themselves to a
united effort to “reduce volatility in global energy markets” and encourage
“investment in Russia’s oil industry”.188 This was further developed with the
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organization of the Russian-American Commercial Energy Dialogue whose priorities
are to attract foreign investment into Russian fuel and energy industry and to help
both sides increase their “commercial cooperation in the energy sector”.189 At the
June 2003 summit meeting, Bush also promised to exempt Russia from the JacksonVanik amendment,190 a “necessary step” for the Russian entry into the WTO.191
As a result of these efforts, Russian-US trade and economic ties have developed
significantly. As Igor Ivanov points out, “[their] trade volume has increased, business
cooperation has spread and become more diverse, and regional contact has
intensified”.192 The US investors who left Russia following the Russian financial
crash in 1998 have also started investing in the Russian market again.193 As far as the
volume of investments accumulated, the US is the number one investor in Russia.194
So, economy continues its importance as the most important factor for the
continuation of close relations.
Consequently, 9/11 created the convenient conditions to transform the Russian-US
relations to one of broad cooperation. Before 9/11, Putin was seeking partnership
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with the US to ensure Russia’s domestic national agendas. He, therefore, seized this
golden opportunity and declared Russian desire to work together with the US to fight
international terrorism. The alliance with the US appeared to be more profitable for
Putin. He has believed that Russia’s policy goals- economic, social and political
development, integration into the globalised international system and physical
security- can be best served through a policy of engagement, rather than opposition.
As a result, during the year after 9/11, Russian-US relations were on an obvious
ascent as the two leaders cheered each other up with rhetorical bolstering. Both
presidents signed a joint statement on the new strategic relationship, reaffirming the
two nations’ partnership and commitment to meet together the challenges of the 21st
century. Russia also obtained some awards in return for its support for the US-led
anti-terrorist coalition. As well as having the opportunity to have a greater say in
NATO through NATO-Russia Council, Russia became a full member of the G-8
with the US help. More importantly, the Bush administration lobbied Congress hard
to grant Russia the status as a free-market economy and this was finally granted on 6
June 2002.
So, throughout the years 2000-2005, Putin, as a pragmatic leader, did not allow the
domestic and international developments to deteriorate their relations above a certain
point. Even at the critical moments, Putin continued to conduct a careful diplomacy
and did not severe the high-level contacts with Bush. His pragmatism was most
evident in his reaction to the US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. Understanding
that the US was determined to materialize its plans for the NMD system despite his
complaints, Putin accepted the inevitable and reacted with equanimity to the US
withdrawal decision. Avoiding from unnecessary confrontation, he chose to engage
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with the US in pursuit of Russia’s broader interests and to persuade the US to accept
another strategic arms reduction agreement, which was finally signed in May 2002.
However, the terms of this treaty, especially the section allowing the storage of the
warheads, are not entirely agreeable to Russia. In addition, there is a total rejection of
the NMD system, which is believed to abandon Russia’s nuclear card while
destroying Russia’s role in providing the international security. There is still no
rapprochement between Russia and the US on this issue, leading the Putin
administration to concern about the unilateral decisionmaking by the US in matters
of security. Today, the US weapons are still pointed at Russia.
Apart from this confrontation in the security field, there is also mutual mistrust and
tension in the political relations as well. The US concerns about Russia’s
commitments in fulfilling the rule of law, protection of minorities, a free press and a
viable political opposition, claiming that Russia is deviating from the democratic
principles. Russia’s military campaigns in Chechnya also raise questions about
Putin’s commitment to human rights. The demand of the US to stop the RussoChechen conflict is clearly a compromise that Putin does not want to accept. Rather
than abandoning its military operations in Chechnya, he even intensified them in the
post-9/11 era.
Moreover, contrary to expectations, there is more active engagement of Russia with
the EU and China today. More importantly, Russia continues to see the establishment
of close relations with these countries as a necessary step to counter the US
unilateralist tendencies. So, Putin’s pragmatism is underscored by the fact that he
pursues different agendas with different parts of the world trying to get maximum
tactical advantages on each side.
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All in all, all these developments reveal most clearly the fact that old problems are
still lurking beneath the surface despite the rhetoric on Russian-US strategic
partnership.
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CHAPTER 5
RUSSIA’S RELATIONS WITH THE US IN EURASIA AFTER 9/11
The US war on terrorism is not a sufficient basis for the lasting relations between
Russia and the US. In moving forward, a new Russian-US relationship requires
rapprochement on the important regional issues, especially in Eurasia. So, this
chapter of the thesis seeks to understand whether Putin is simply exploiting the
Russian-US close dialogue for the Russia’s short or long-term advantage, or he is
seizing upon the post 9/11 environment to carry forward an ambition to link Russia’s
destiny with the US. To this end, I analyze Russian foreign policy towards
Afghanistan, Iraq, Iran and the CIS to discuss change and continuity in Russian
foreign policy towards the US after 9/11.
The first part of this chapter focuses on the developments in Afghanistan, where
Russia and the US have been cooperating in their policies since well before the
tragedy of 9/11. This part argues that as Russian and US interests overlapped in
removing the Taliban threat in the region, Putin supported the US-led war in
Afghanistan. So, in this chapter, a special emphasis has been put on the countries
where Russia have national interests that conflict with those of the US. The second
part, therefore, tries to find out whether 9/11 ultimately led to a rapprochement
between Russia and the US on Iran or it is still a source of irritation in their
relationship. The third part also examines Russian foreign policy toward Iraq to find
out whether Russia continued to oppose the US military actions against Iraq or
supported the US efforts to bring down Saddam Hussein despite its vested strategic
and economic interests in that country.
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Taking these results into consideration, the last part of this chapter turns the focus to
the CIS and argues that just like before 9/11, the CIS has become a zone of conflict
rather than cooperation due to their geostrategic rivalry and conflicting economic
goals in the region. This is because there is no change in the substance of the Russian
foreign policy itself. As the policies towards the regional countries demonstrate,
Putin has improved Russia’s tactics, not changed its strategic thinking or objectives.
The terms “zero-sum”, “balance of power” and “spheres of influence”, though less
appearent in Putin’s statements, still preserve their importance in Russian foreign
policy. The competing interests of Russia and the US and so continuation of old
problems regarding the regional issues, this chapter claims, reveal the fact that the
establishment of strategic partnership is just rhetoric.

5.1. Afghanistan

Long before 9/11, the instability in Afghanistan was a major concern for Russia.
Since the Taliban took over Kabul in the fall of 1996, Russia was under the threat of
“spillover from Afghanistan through Central Asia of Islamic militancy, terrorism,
and drug trafficking”.195 Russia was also worrying about the possible installation of
“regimes sympathetic to the Taliban in its southern neighbours” as a result of the
“coups by Islamist elements”.196 So, Putin acted quickly to warn about the danger of
the terrorist training camps in Afghanistan.197 Especially, since the beginning of the
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second Chechen war in 1999, Russia has constantly claimed that the Taliban spreads
terrorism to Central Asia by providing the Chechen rebels with “arms, funds and
training”.198
To eliminate this threat, Russia actively supported anti-Taliban forces, especially the
Northern Alliance, by providing it with “AK-47 Kalashnikov assault rifles, tanks,
and other assorted military equipment since 1995”.199 In 2000, officials of the
Russian Security Council even discussed the bombing of Taliban positions in
Afghanistan. But no action was taken because of the fact that the states in Central
Asia were not powerful enough to stand against “serious counter-attacks and that the
Russian troops in the region were overstretched”.200 Putin, thus, offered American as
well as European officials to take a joint action against Taliban.201
For this reason, the US military operations in Afghanistan were fully consistent with
Russia’s attempts to remove the Taliban and contain the rise of Islamic extremism in
its southern borders. So, although Russia did not take part directly in the US-led
military activities,202 it cooperated closely with the US in intelligence gathering and
information sharing about the Taliban’s military capabilities and al-Qaeda
activities.203 Russia also sent experts to Afghanistan, contributing to the fulfillment
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of “specialized tasks such as mine clearing”, and continued its arms supply to the
Northern Alliance, on which the US had to rely for ground forces.204
In fact, by supporting the US-led anti-terrorist campaign in Afghanistan, Putin
furthered Russia’s own agenda, materializing an important security goal that Russia
had been unable to achieve alone. Regarding this issue, Chairman of the Federation
Council Foreign Affairs Committee Mikhail Margelov claimed on 22 December
2002:
For the first time in many decades, Russia enhanced its national security
without sacrificing the lives of its soldiers. I am absolutely certain that if
the US had not come into Afghanistan, then we would have had to do so
ourselves in order to defend our security from the Taliban.205

On the other hand, the Putin administration has concerns about the US stay in the
region. About the nature of the new Afghan government, Moscow repeatedly
announced that it had wanted a “centralized system of government with provinces
enjoying only a measure of sovereignty” in Afghanistan. The reason for this is
believed to be the concern that the US could use the “possible tensions in the
autonomous northern provinces of Afghanistan” as a pretext for its presence in the
region.206 When Bush turned his attention to Iraq after Afghanistan, it also became
clear that Russia and the US have different understanding about the nations that
support terrorism. Rather than Iran and Iraq, Russia regards Pakistan and Saudi
Arabia as the key supporters of terrorism and claims that the US should deal with
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these countries to put an end to their involvement in the terrorist activities.207 So,
although Moscow and Washington had broad interests of the same kind in
Afghanistan, the two countries have different and, more importantly, clashing foreign
policy agendas in Iraq and Iran.

5.2. Iraq

Iraq, Russia’s a long-time partner, is one of the countries with which Russia has
consistently maintained a perspective in contrast to that of the US. In the late 1990s,
its refusal of the US military action against Iraq made Russia an important element in
the US policies towards Iraq.208 Madeleine Albright even charged Russian diplomats
with behaving at the UN as “Saddam’s lawyers”.209 Bush’s axis-of-evil speech of
January 2002 again put the US policy on a collision course with Russia. After 9/11,
the Bush administration intensified its rhretoric against Iraq, identifying it as one of
the countries that sponsor terrorism and labeling its weapons capabilities as a “direct
threat to US national security”.210 In response, Putin made efforts to persuade Iraqi
government to comply with the UN Security Council resolutions, and cooperate with
the UN arms inspectors in an effort to keep the conflict within the UN framework.211
Nevertheless, when the Bush administration intensified its rhetoric of using military
force against Iraq, “Russian Foreign Ministry was the first” to express its disapproval
207
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of such measures. Speaking to the parliament in his annual address on 16 May 2003,
Putin also used the strongest language regarding this issue: “strong, well-armed
national armies are sometimes used not to fight this evil (international terrorism) but
to expand the areas of strategic influence of individual states”. 212
Foreign policy analysts put forward several reasons for the Russian opposition to the
US policy against Iraq. The most mentioned was the economic reasons. Because,
with the advent of Putin, Russian foreign policy agenda focused on three principal
objectives: getting more than $8 billion dollars owed by Iraq to Russia; pursuing
“Russian business interests in Iraq, especially for Moscow’s oil companies and
Gasprom”; and providing the removal of the UN sanctions against the Iraqi regime in
order to enable Russian firms to start to operate in Iraq. However, these Russian
goals could be a pipe dream as a result of the US attack against Iraq.213
Putin’s stance on the Iraqi war was also closely related to the “issue of principle”
because the Bush administration was prepared to attack Iraq by “sidestepping” the
UN Security Council,214 the only place where Moscow has an “equal status” with the
US, and where it is treated as a “superpower”.215 In Russia, there was a strong
opposition of domestic public, along with the military and security organs, to the war
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waged without the UN authority.216 Many Russians saw the US attack against Iraq as
part of the US effort to control the world oil markets and enhance its political and
economic domination of the world. This situation renewed questions about the status
of Russia in the international system. Because the unilateral action by the US against
Iraq would convert Russia from a great power into a minor one.217 Last but not least,
a war in Iraq also carried with it the danger that it could infuriate the Muslim world,
creating instability in Russia and its southern borders.218

In the face of these concerns, the Putin administration reiterated that Russia would
continue to cooperate with Iraq. Accordingly, Russia signed a $40 billion trade deal
with Iraq in 2002, which was perceived as a “direct challenge” to the US policy
against Iraq.219 Meanwhile, another clear indication of a growing schism between
Russia and the US arised when the term “multipolarity”, which had not been seen in
Putin’s statements since 9/11, re-appeared in a joint Russian-Chinese statement
signed in December 2002. This term continued to show itself in the following Delhi
and Bishkek Declarations, signed with India, and Kyrgyzstan respectively.220
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Already soured Russian-US relations deteriorated further by February 2003, when
Putin decided to side with France and Germany against the US and Britain.221 The
situation was to worsen once the war broke out. When the US-led military invasion
of Iraq was launched on 17 March without seeking a UN resolution, Putin’s reaction
was harsh. He called it a “major political mistake” and said, “Nothing can justify this
military action. The desire to change the political regime in that country is in direct
violation of international law”. He also declared that the US was trying to destroy
“the established international security system” and replace the “international law by
the law of might makes right, whereby the strong are always right”.222 Meanwhile,
Russian-US relations were hurt further by the reports that Russia had secretly sold
arms and military equipment to Iraq such as “anti-tank missiles, night vision devices,
and electronic jamming equipment”.223
It was only when the war came close to a speedy end that Russian foreign policy
underwent a dramatic change. Regarding this issue, Sergei Karaganov, a leading
Russian foreign affairs analyst of the Council on Foreign and Defence Policy wrote
in Moscow News (23-29 April 2003) that “our intelligence services misled us or we
deluded ourselves about the Iraqis’ ability and readiness to resist the US forces”.
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floor of the UN”.225 As such statements show, the shift in Russian foreign policy was
the result of Putin’s pragmatic approach. As Georgy Bovt argues:
He understands the futility of protesting the inevitable, preferring instead to
extract from the inevitable the greatest possible dividends. And if war in
Iraq was inevitable, then the thing to do was to extract guarantees that the
US would be mindful of Russia’s interests in Iraq.226

So, it did not make sense for Russia to have a radical break in relations with the US
and risk losing everything in Iraq. Therefore, Putin pursued a “careful diplomacy”
toward the US and did not close Russia’s communication lines with that country.227
In addition, Russia did not veto the UN Security Council Resolution 1483, which
authorizes the US to control Iraq and its oil until there is an internationally
recognized Iraqi government.228 On 16 October 2003, Russia also agreed to the UN
Security Council Resolution 1511, which legitimizes the Iraqi government backed by
the US.229
On the other hand, the Putin administration did not completely give up its antiAmerican rhetoric on Iraq. Top Russian officials have frequently made verbal attacks
against what they see as “unjustified US interference in foreign affairs”. In December
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2004, Putin also accused the Bush administration of seeking to establish
“dictatorship of international affairs”.230 Accordingly, throughout 2005, he
repeatedly said that the US had to clarify the date when the US troops would leave
Iraq. He also made claims that Iraqi public views the coalition units as the occupying
forces. This statement, which led to confusion in the Bush administration, came
shortly after the common military exercises made by Russia and China.231

5.3. Iran

Iran is another country that has created recurrent dispute between Russia and the US
in the post-Cold War era. The Gore-Chernomyrdin agreement of 1995 to build an
$800 million nuclear plant at Bushehr on the Gulf coast is one of the major sources
of friction in the Russian-US relations. Secretary of Energy Spencer Abraham
reiterated in Moscow on 1 August 1 2002:
Iran is aggressively pursuing nuclear weapons as well as other weapons of
mass destruction and long-range missiles. The technology and know-how
Russia is providing to Iran could be used for destructive purposes. For that
reason we have consistently urged Russia to cease all nuclear co-operation
with Iran, including its assistance to the reactor in Bushehr.232

From Russia’s perspective, however, the nuclear cooperation with Iran is both
“financially lucrative”, and emphasizes Russia’s role in the Near East, showing the
West that Russia plays an important role in ensuring “global security”, especially in
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the area of preventing proliferation of the WMD.233 Russia also does not want to
damage its relations with Iran because Russia sees that country as an important
player in Central Asia and the Caucasus, where they cooperate with each other to
prevent the US influence over these regions, while opposing the US policies to
consolidate its hegemony and establish a unipolar world order.234 Russia also seeks
to continue to develop its bilateral cooperation with Iran in preventing Azerbaijan
from getting stronger and in sustaining peace in Tajikistan, as well as in providing
stability in Afghanistan.235

So, the US accusations have been rejected by Putin on the grounds that Russian
nuclear cooperation with Iran is purely civilian.236 He also claims that the Bush
administration pursues “double standards” regarding this issue, underlining the US
pledge to build a nuclear power plant in North Korea.237 The US efforts so far have,
thus, prompted no change in Russia’s Iran policy. On the contrary, in order to resume
arms sale to Iran, Putin unilaterally abolished the Gore-Chernomyrdin agreement in
the fall of 2000, which committed Russia to cease all deliveries of military arms and
equipment to Iran by the end of 1999.238 So, Russia continued to provide Iran with a
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nuclear reactor and sophisticated military equipment, along with the political support
against the US policies to “isolate” it.239
In this context, Putin told the US after 9/11 that he would go ahead selling arms to
Iran and complete there construction of a nuclear power plant. So, dismissing the US
concerns, on 2 August 2002, Rajab Safarov, a political adviser to Putin and director
of Russia’s Iranian Studies, disclosed preparing an agreement with Iran to sell $5
billion worth of advanced weapons and to increase their annual trade to $5 billion.
He also declared Russia’s willingness to sell six more nuclear power reactors to Iran.
At the same time, in his announcement, Safarov underlined that the Russia’s aim to
develop its relations with the West should not be seen as “readiness to follow the US
policy regardless of direction”. He told that Russia would follow “its own interests
even if they did not coincide with those of Western countries”.240
As a sign of this policy resolve, Russia and Iran signed an agreement to speed up the
completion of the nuclear power plant in Bushehr in December 2002.241 In addition,
although Putin increased his calls that Iran should sign an additional protocol to
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to allow International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) to inspect all suspect sites, not just those declared by Tehran,242 his
administration made it clear that Russia would not halt its construction of the
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Bushehr plant even if Iran did not sign it.243 Putin even pledged to continue to supply
nuclear materials, including fresh uranium fuel, to the Bushehr site.244 Nikolai
Shingarev, spokesman for Russia’s Ministry of Atomic Energy, reaffirmed that
Russia will “do its best to expedite the process”.245
Accordingly, in February 2005, dismissing the US concerns about Iran’s nuclear
ambitions again, Russia signed a deal to provide nuclear fuel for the Bushehr
plant.246 In that same month, Putin reiterated at the Kremlin meeting with Secretary
of the Supreme National Security Council Hasan Rowhani: “The latest activities of
the Iranian side are convincing Russia that Iran really has no intention of producing
nuclear weapons. That means we will continue our cooperation with Iran in all
spheres, including the nuclear energy sphere”.247 With this announcement, he
signalled that Russia would reject any US initiative to abate Iran’s nuclear program
through the UN Security Council.248 In July 2005, Russia also showed this resolve by
starting to discuss with Iran how Russia could contribute to Tehran’s efforts to build
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up to 20 additional nuclear power plants.249 In fact, this Russian strategy based
primarily on engagement with Iran, rather than confrontation, is the reflection of
Russia’s desire to reassert itself as the main geopolitical player in Eurasia.
So, despite Russia’s desire to allay the US concerns by announcing that Iran would
transfer the spent fuel back to Russia for reprocessing and storage,250 Russian support
for Iran continues to harm the Russian-US relations. The US Congress has already
prohibited various forms of cooperation with Russia due to this continued
cooperation with Iran. These ties also impede the US support for Russia’s possible
construction of an International Spent Fuel Storage Facility.251 However, for Russia,
the real problem in Russian-US relations lies in the area which it regards as its
backyard.

5.4. CIS

Since his election, Putin has put the CIS high on Russia’s strategic agenda with an
aim to reinforce Russia’s power and influence in the region. To this end, he used
growing concern about the “Islamic terrorism” in the region, triggered by the terrorist
acts in Dagestan, Chechnya and Kyrgyzstan, as a “platform” for the development of
a wide range of military and security cooperation initiatives.252 He especially
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emphasized the need to build up collective defence, a CIS anti-terrorist centre and a
CIS rapid deployment force.253 In this sense, Putin’s focus on terrorism in the region
after 9/11 is not a new phenomenon. What is suprising is the change in Russian
attitude toward the US involvement in the region. In fact, by accepting the US
military presence in Central Asia, Putin was contravening one of the basic tenets of
Russian post-Soviet military doctrine: “denial to any third party, particularly the US,
of a permanent military presence in, or a military alliance with, any member of the
CIS”.254
This policy turn is, in fact, the result of Putin’s pragmatic approach in foreign policy.
Because when the US requested bases in Central Asia in early October 2001 for the
operations against the remaining Taliban and Al-Qaeda operatives in that region,
Russian military and government officials put geater pressure on the regional
governments to hinder the US entry into region. However, when the presidents of
Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, and Tajikistan insisted on allowing the US to establish its
military bases in their borders, Putin gave its open support to the opening of the US
bases in the region.255 Bobo Lo argues that Putin learned a lesson from the Yeltsin’s
experience that trying “to dictate to the former Soviet republics” leads them to
“court” the Western powers “more enthusiastically”, while intensifying the US
efforts to protect their independence from Russia.256
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Besides, all regional governments were expecting benefits in one form or another
from their different levels of participation in the US-led anti-terrorist coalition. So, in
view of its decreasing power and influence in Central Asia, Russia would not have
received any support from the Central Asian countries if it had tried to prevent the
security cooperation between the US and Central Asian states. By doing so, Russia
would also “risk alienation abroad” at a time when the anti-terrorist rhetoric was
bolstering everywhere.257 More importantly, the war on terrorism was believed to
promote Russian policy goals as well. To end Islamic radicalism in the region is a
“task beyond Moscow’s abilities but an outcome very much in its interests”. Putin
also expected that Russia’s closer cooperation with the US could ultimately bring
rewards in “arms control, economic assistance, better relations with NATO, and a
more understanding about the war in Chechnya”.258 So, he found it more
adventageous to support the US military involvement in the region, at least at this
stage.
However, Russia’s armed forces, the intelligence services, the military industrial
complex, and the majority of the Russian parliament and society did not welcome
Putin’s pro-US policy in Central Asia.259 Russian mass media expressed great
concerns about the negative consequences of the US presence in the region: the
expansion of the US influence in the region and the drift of the regional countries
away from Russia. In such an environment, Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Ivanov
called for the withdrawal of the US troops as soon as they have achieved their goal of
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“defeating terrorism”.260 Although many American military and civilian officials
underlined in 2001 the short-term nature of the US military presence and argued that
the US did not want to throw Russia away from Central Asia, later they indicated
that the US was planning to stay longer.261 So, under the rhetoric of fight against
terrorism, the US administration began its military opening toward the region, a
policy goal that the US had sought since the second half of the 1990s.262
Domestic criticisms of Putin’s support for the US war on terrorism by allowing the
US presence in Central Asia intensified due to spread of the US military presence
into Georgia.263 In fact, Putin had been strongly opposed to President Eduard
Shevardnadze’s demand to “invite the US troops” to assist to take action against
Abkhazia and to “train and equip Georgian forces” to end the “terrorist” activities in
the Pankisi Gorge region.264 However, in February 2002, it was the US government,
which declared that the US forces were to be in Georgia in one month’s time to help
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the training of special Georgian forces to fight terrorism under the “Georgia Train
and Equip Program” (GTEP).265 Realizing that the US was determined to dispatch its
troops to Georgia irrespective of Russia’s wishes, Putin tried to accommodate the
US, and get the best possible deal in return. So, he put an end to speculations about
Russia’s reaction by declaring the US military presence in Georgia would be “no
tragedy” for Russia and “if this is possible in Central Asia, why not in Georgia?”.266
On the other hand, he was aware that the US presence would undermine the Russian
hegemony in Central Asia and South Caucasus, the regions which became priority
for the US security interests after 9/11.267 Because the regional governments have
perceived the US involvement in the region as a “counterweight and safeguard
against Russia”.268 Uzbekistan immediately used the opportunity to establish a
strategic partnership with the US, an objective sought by the Uzbek president since
the mid-1990s. Although Kazakhstan seeks good relations with Russia, upon which it
is economically dependent, it developed military-technical cooperation with the US
in a significant manner as well. Even Tajikistan, conceived as “Russia’s proxy in the
region”, has resisted the wishes of Russia and cooperated with the US while being
“more assertive” against Russia.269
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Azerbaijan and Georgia, demanding “economic and political freedom and
independence from Russia”, also perceived the US as an instrument to achieve their
objectives.270 They are one of the first countries to give assistance to the US in the
wake of 9/11. Declaring support within 48 hours for the US in its effort to combat
terrorism, Georgia and Azerbaijan proposed overflight rights, along with the
intelligence sharing, refuelling facilities and bases.271 During the military operations
in Afghanistan, almost all US aircraft used the airspace of Georgia and Azerbaijan.272
The US Congress then renounced Section 907 of the Freedom Support Act, which
bans the direct US assistance to the government of Azerbaijan since 1992. This move
paved the way for the establishment of broader cooperation between Azerbaijan and
the US. For example, their bilateral military cooperation was developed on a large
scale during a meeting between US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and
Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliyev in Baku in December 2003.273 At this meeting,
Rumsfeld also indicated a US desire to set up an air base on the Apsheron peninsula
outside Baku.274
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However, the direct cooperation of the US with these regional countries omitting
Russia annoyed the Putin administration. Russian officials wanted the regional
countries to support the US within the scope limited by Russia. Nevertheless,
Russian indoctrination in these countries did not give results and the US continued to
take steps reinforcing its presence in the region.275
This situation increased Russia’s fear of the US “long-term strategic designs in
Eurasia”, including gaining access to its vast oil and gas reserves.276 Because Russia
is itself interested in the region’s oil and gas reserves and seeks to direct the export
routes and pipelines through its territory, not only for acquiring the moderate
volumes of oil and gas in the Caspian but also for keeping power and domination
over the CIS countries.277 Besides the Baku-Supsa pipeline, which ends at the
Georgian Black Sea coast and has a limited capacity, Caspian oil currently reaches
the West through the Baku-Novorossiysk pipeline via Russia.278 If Russia maintains
its monopoly, the Azeri and Kazakh oil and Turkmen gas will be transported to the
markets only through Russian pipelines with a limited amount and under the
conditions determined by Russia.279
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For these reasons, Russia is against alternative pipeline buildings it sees as a
potential for both the erosion of its geopolitical position and the loss of important
economic resources in the region. Especially, it regards the development and sale of
Caspian oil and gas under the Western control as a menace to its energy sales to the
European markets.280 However, it is argued that the continued reliance of the
regional republics on Russian pipelines for their exports is leaving most of the profits
in Transneft or Gazprom hands, forcing the republics to accept the Russian demands
for Russian companies to take high stakes in the region’s field development projects,
giving export priority to Russian oil and gas, and generally leading the republics to
submit to Russian pressure.281
All these factors led the US administration to see Caspian oil flow through Russia as
problematic as long as the state-controlled monopolies like Transneft and Gasprom
continue to promote this pattern. So, while Russia emphasises “the integration of
Russian and other Caspian energy resources”, the US officials insist on “the privatesector involvement” and “enhanced competition among the Caspian transport
routes”.282 For this reason, the Bush administration has focused on providing the
expansion of the US companies involvement in the transport projects regarding
Caspian energy and on finishing the construction of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC)
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pipeline as an alternative to the existing Baku-Novorossiysk pipeline.283 In fact, the
US wants the construction of “multiple pipelines” in the region.284 Because one of
the important political goals of the US in Central Asia and the Caucasus is to secure
the West’s access to oil and gas reserves of the region without restriction.285 For this
reason, there is a growing contention between Russia and the US over the Caspian
Sea basin.
In addition to this competition for the energy resources, the shift in the regional
geostrategic balance cast a shadow on the relevance of Russian-led organizations as
the frameworks for the economic cooperation and regional security. For example, the
US “rapid victory” in Afghanistan undermined both Shangai Cooperation
Organization (SCO) and the Tashkent Collective Security Treaty, leading Central
Asians to argue that only the US has the ability to solve their problems.286
As a result of these developments, although Presidents Bush and Putin pointed out
Central Asia and Caucasus “as an area of common interest” at the US-Russia summit
of May 2002,287 Russian foreign policy increasingly became focussed on the
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potential of the US military presence in these regions to undermine Russia’s strategic
and commercial interests.288 So, in order to stop the deterioration of its security and
economic ties and geopolitical influence in the region, as well as to create a system
of counter-balance to the US presence in Central Asia, Russia began to upgrade the
regional structures. Putin is especially trying to make the SCO the “only long-term
stabilizing factor in Central Asia, implying that the US military presence in the
region should be temporary”.289
Consistent with these attempts, in April 2003, the CIS countries comprising Russia,
Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan formally turned the 1992
Collective Security Treaty into a regional security apparatus, making it Collective
Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) dealing with the political and militarytechnical issues. Under the Collective Security Treaty, Russia, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan also created Collective Rapid Deployment Forces (CRDF)
through the battalions from the national armies of the member states. Putin is
planning to make the CSTO “a macroregional platform to support Russia’s standing
as a security manager for Central Asia and to confirm the recognition for the CSTO
as, at least, a coequal security actor in the region with NATO”.290
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To protect its strategic influence in the region, Russia also made a major initiative in
October 2003 with the establishment of the permanent military air base at Kant in
Kyrgyzstan. It is only nineteen miles from the US military base in Manas.291 In
response to Russian desire to increase the troops in Kant, Ivan Safranchuk, director
of the Center for Defense Information in Moscow said:
In order to reject its US base, Kyrgyzstan needs to be sure that Russia is
ready to take over the mission to provide security in Kyrgyzstan. Russia’s
statement about its readiness to increase troops in Kant has to be
understood as a statement that it is ready to completely replace the US in
the Central Asian region.292

In the following years, Russia did not slow down its efforts to increase its influence
in the region. On 17 June 2004, Russia signed a strategic partnership agreement with
Uzbekistan, covering economic, military and political aspects of cooperation
between the two countries, while weakening the US influence in the region.293
Additionally, on 5 July 2005, at the SCO summit in Kazakhstan, Putin and his
Chinese counterpart Hu Jintao called for the closure of the US bases in Central Asia.
The SCO statement claimed, “As the active military phase in the anti-terror operation
in Afghanistan is nearing completion, it is time to decide on the deadline for the use
of the temporary infrastructure and for their military contingents presence”.294
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At the same time, Russian government made statements to force the Central Asian
states to behave accordingly. In the aftermath of the SCO summit, Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan have asked the US to go over the base agreements.
However, Kyrgyz leaders made it known that Russia “forced” them to do so.295 In
fact, these Russian policies are in contradiction with the Russia’s claims that
President Hamid Karzai and the US forces have failed to “stabilize the situation” in
Afghanistan and that the “Afghans are giving sanctuary to Islamic extremists”. This
situation led the analysts to argue that in order to throw the US out of Central Asia,
Russia was ready to “live with the threats still emanating from Afghanistan”.296
In view of the Caucasus, Russian policy towards Georgia also contradicts with the
global attempts to strengthen “the territorial sovereignty in the regions inhabited by
the terrorists”.297 Because, rather than helping to settle the internal conflicts, Russia
tries to keep them to exert “influence” and to block the construction of the pipelines
that are contrary to “Russian interests”.298 However, this policy choice directly puts
Russia on a collision course with the US. Russia’s support for the autonomist and
separatist demands from Ajaria, Abkhazia and South Ossetia in Georgia is
uncompatible with the US backing for the “consolidation” of Georgian state power
under its new pro-Western leadership.299 It also jeopardizes the US interests
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regarding the transit of Caspian oil and gas. Because instability in Georgia is a great
threat to the flow of oil and gas from the Caspian Sea basin via Georgia, especially
through the BTC pipeline.300
In addition, it is argued that by declining to remove its military bases from Georgia,
and cutting gas supplies in that republic by using its control over the natural gas
pipelines that supply most of the Georgia’s heating capacity, Russia wants to prevent
the closeness between Georgia and the US, and to demonstrate Georgia its
“vulnerability” and “level of dependence on Russia”.301 So, Russian policies toward
Georgia have become a significant irritant to the Russian-US relations in terms of the
US-led efforts to fight international terrorism, as well as of the Western direct access
to the Caspian energy. As long as these policies continue, the US seems determined
to preserve its interest and involvement in the CIS, and to continue its efforts to
decrease the Russian influence in the region by strengthening the sovereignity of the
regional states.302
The US administration especially persists to support the democratic changes in these
states. In October 2005, top Bush administration officials emphasized that the US
will keep its presence in the region as they “need to expand” their “ongoing support
for the democratic political institutions, local nongovernmental organizations, and
independent media”.303 In a speech, Bush also expressed his pleasure over the US300
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supported “democratic revolutions” in Georgia and Ukraine, which brought to power
the pro-US governments in place of the pro-Russian ones. At the same time, he
emphasized the need for the “similar democratic changes” in Moldova and
Belarus.304 In his speech made on 5 May 2005, Bush especially described Belarus as
“the last dictatorship in Europe”. So, to ensure “a regime change” in Belarus, the US
backs the pro-Western Belarusian dissidents and social movements in that
republic.305 However, Russia is strongly against a “regime change” in Belarus
because President Alexander Lukashenko strongly displays a pro-Russian attitude.
Today, Belarus is one of the chief defence partners of Russia and a “vital” part of the
Russian gas pipeline system.306
So, Russia feels uncomfortable following a series of popular revolts that bring to
power governments that have an obvious pro-European and pro-US orientation. This
problem was most obvious in the Ukrainian presidential election in November 2004.
Two of the most leading politicians in that country competed against each other.
Viktor Yushchenko, pro-Western opposition leader, campaigned for getting rid of
Russian influence and integration into the West while his opponent Viktor
Yanukovych promised to take Ukraine closer to Russia.307 Putin, who wants to
reassert Russian influence in Ukraine and other nations of the so-called near abroad,
interfered openly in the election campaign to back his candidate Yanukovych, while
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accusing the West of meddling in Ukraine’s affairs.308 He is especially uneasy about
the Ukraine’s movement towards the European Union and NATO,309 a move that
accelerated with the election of pro-Western candidate Viktor Yushchenko. As Mark
Almond argues, “if Ukraine falls into the NATO orbit, Russia will lose its access to
Black Sea naval bases and Russian oil and gas export routes will have to pass an
American stranglehold”.310 It is also argued that Putin’s long-desired project to
establish Common Economic Space, an economic union of post-Soviet states
dominated by Russia, was put at risk with the defeat of Yanukovych.311
As a result of these concerns, Putin saw the US efforts in Ukraine as an “intentional
operation” of the US to “replace the current regime in Ukraine with a pro-US regime,
splitting Ukraine away from Russia and turning it into a Western foreign policy
staging base at Russia’s very border”.312 So, he repeatedly emphasized in his
speeches that the US was meddling in the post-Soviet states to “isolate” Russia from
these countries.313 On the other hand, according to the US, it is Moscow that
meddled, not the West. So, before meeting Putin in Moscow in May 2005, Bush
openly urged him to stop the Russian interference in the internal affairs of the former
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Soviet republics.314 Russian-US relations, thus, strained by the disagreements over
Ukraine and deteriorated further when Putin gave his explicit approval to the “bloody
suppression of democracy protests” in Uzbekistan in May 2005.315
Taken together, all these Russian policies reveal the fact that there has been no
Russian policy turn in Eurasia in the aftermath of 9/11. Russian support for the US in
Afghanistan was based on a recognition of the common interests with reference to
Russian national interests rather than to shared global values and concerns. The US
and Russian interests intersected as the Taliban and its destructive role in the
Russia’s sothern flank was a great problem for Russia, which increasingly dominated
Russian security concerns in the 1990s, but Russia was unable to eliminate. After
9/11, as Andrew Jack argues, the US was willing “to take the risk, provide the
technology, fund the fighting, and do a better job than Russia’s own ill-equipped and
over-stretched army”.316 So, the Putin administration was willing to support the US
temporary military buildup in Afghanistan.
However, when we look at the regional issues on which Russia and the US have
clashing interests, we see that the Putin administration maintains its uncompromising
attitude towards the US. Iran continues to be a source of irritation in the Russian-US
relations. Instead of shutting down the Bushehr plant and putting an end to Russia’s
arms sales, Putin underlines in his speeches that Russia will continue to embrace
arms sales with Iran and help build several more nuclear reactors there. During the
Iraq crisis in 2003, Putin also gave up the post-9/11 strategic partnership with the US
314
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by joining France and Germany in opposition to the use of military force against
Iraq. This represented a distinct shift away from bandwagoning with the US towards
the previous policy of promoting multipolarity. So, Russian opposition to the US
policy towards Iraq, where Russia has vested interests, is another clear indication of
both the growing schism between Russia and the US and the reversible nature of the
the post-9/11 rapprochement between them.
In fact, Russia’s relationship with the US in Eurasia is a reflection of these policy
differences. From the very beginning, Russia was against the expansion of the US
military presence into Central Asia and the Caucasus, the regions that Russia sees as
its backyard. Russian acceptance of the US troops stationed in these regions was the
result of an overall pragmatic approach adopted as the official policy line, based on
the understanding that Russia had to adjust its foreign policy to the geopolitical
realities and make the best of a difficult situation.
However, like Iran and Iraq, the clash of competing economic and strategic interests
of Russia and the US in the region made the CIS a zone of conflict rather than
cooperation. The Caspian energy resources already became a point of tension in their
relationship. Russia desires preferential access to the Central Asian oil and gas and
prices below those of the world market, as well as preferential transit fees. In
addition, Moscow has an interest in controlling Caspian and Central Asian oil and
gas exports to have a political leverage in the region and to improve its bargaining
position with the Western oil investors. However, the US support for BTC pipeline is
a direct challenge for those Russian desires. The US policy to support the territorial
integrity and political and economic independence of these states is also seen as a
challenge for Russia’s continuing geopolitical ambition to maintain its dominance in
92

the CIS. Russia is also uneasy about the US meddling in the conflicts near Russia’s
borders. Putin sees these policies as efforts to split the republics of the former Soviet
Union away from Russia. The heavy-handed Russian approach adopted against
Georgia and during the Ukrainian presidential election highlights the divergence of
Russian interests in Eurasia from those of the US. The changed geopolitical
environment already raised concern among a large part of the Russian elite which
perceives the US military presence in the region as a substantial threat to Russian
interests.317
So, Russian foreign policy became more assertive with an active policy in the CIS to
promote and defend the Russia’s interests, and to show the US and regional countries
that it would not allow these regions to turn away from its sphere of influence. To
this end, the Putin administration tries to counter the growing US presence, leading
to arguments about the “re-enactment of the Great Game”.318
All in all, Russian policies reveal the fact that Russia still has imperial ambitions,
although they became less apparent in Russian foreign policy discourse. Persistence
of Russian-US disagreements over the regional issues, especially in Eurasia,
demonstrate the desire of Russia to seek its own national interests even if they do not
coincide with those of the US, a country that wants to prevent Russia from reestablishing its hegemonic control over the region by both blocking its
monopolization of the regional energy supply and transfering democratic and liberal
norms to the regional countries. So, as a regional power, Russia will continue its
attempts to exclude the US as much as possible from its spheres of influence. Under
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these circumstances, a meaningful cooperation in Eurasia, not to speak of real
partnership, could not be expected to last long.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION
The main objective of this thesis was to explore Russian foreign policy under
Vladimir Putin, who embarked on an intense effort to enhance Russia’s international
status and return it to the ranks of the world’s great powers. The conclusions of this
thesis contribute to the debates on the nature of Vladimir Putin’s new approach to
Russian foreign policy, especially to the relations with the US.
This thesis identified that Vladimir Putin’s presidency marks a new phase in Russian
foreign policy. Like in the early years of Yeltsin period, Putin emphasized the
primacy of internal goals over the external ones. However, Putin, rather than
promoting a larger reform agenda at home, wanted to achieve other policy goals such
as enhancing Russia’s international status by returning it to the ranks of the world’s
great powers. Along with traditional parameters of power such as military might and
territorial size, Putin has repeatedly emphasized the Russia’s integration into the
world economy and the flow of foreign investment as the important indicators of
Russia’s great power status. In this context, the concept of economizing foreign
policy has increasingly come to the fore. An active relationship with the US has been
seen as an opportunity for Russia to achieve economic growth and national security
as well as to gain recognition as a major actor in the international politics. So, Russia
sought to establish close relations with the US as much as possible. During this
period, Putin, however, did not abandon Russia’s policies that were conflicting with
those of the US. In fact, as a pragmatic leader, he was trying to find a third way
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between Yeltsin’s extreme pro-US policies in the early 1990s and extreme geopolitic
policies at the end of the 1990s. While doing so, he tried to use the best means and
diplomacy at Russia’s disposal to secure power for Russia. His acceptance of the
Baltic states’ entry into the NATO signalled that he would avoid unnecessary
confrontation with the US, especially on the issues that Russia had little or no
leverage.
These warm relations between Russia and the US grew with the Russia’s support for
the US in its fight against international terrorism. However, this Russian
rapprochement was pragmatic in nature. It was not based on the shared values, as
happened in the early 1990s. It was less about a willingness to reconcile Russia’s
interests to those of the US than the efforts to receive more US attention to Russia’s
interests. So, this policy choice brought about no change in Russia’s policies that had
strained the Russian-US relations at the end of the 1990s. Especially, Russia’s
insistence on military solution in Chechnya, which runs counter to the US
concentration on human rights abuses reveals the continuation of divergent core
values and perceptions between both countries. The Russian-Chinese treaty and joint
statement on multipolar world are also Putin’s strongest challenge to the world order
envisioned by the Bush administration.
So, Putin’s policy implementations during 2000-2005 were less a sign of a shift in
Russian foreign policy. Instead, they confirmed the policies already enacted. Both
Russia and the US continue to adhere to the official position of strategic partnership
but the gap between rhetoric and reality is increasingly apparent. Because there have
been few radical shifts in Russian foreign policy in terms of substance. In fact,
Russia has two mutually contradicting goals. The first goal to provide Russia’s
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strategic safety and economic development strongly requires the US help. The other
goal to play a leading role in the world, however, puts Russia on a collision course
with the US. Putin’s pro-US rhetoric, which also becomes anti-US frequently,
reflects his attempts to find a balance between them. While maintaining the essential
features of the new Russian-US partnership, he is seeking opportunities to achieve
Russia’s national objectives even at the expense of the US. So, Putin symbolizes a
new pragmatism in Russian policy. Rather than attempting to dominate the world
affairs the way the the Soviet Union once did, Russia tries to exercise an increasingly
pragmatic foreign policy designed to extract the greatest advantage out of the
numerous opportunities presented to it on the world scene. As he promised to restore
his country to its position as a great state, Putin’s plan is to gain maximum
advantages for Russia while engaging the US. His policy is not pro-Western as
Russia had in the early Yeltsin period. Because he believes that Russia has to stand
up to the US where its interests are involved. For this reason, as different from the
early Yeltsin period, Putin adopted a more independent and nationalist attitude
towards the US. As Putin clearly stated, the fundamental task of his foreign policy is
the implementation of Russia’s national interests. 319
For this reason, his policies are pro-Russian, of a pragmatic variety. In this context,
his policy to establish close ties with the US is driven by Russian self-interest: to
improve Russian economy and succeed in a globalizing world. His policies reflect
the fact that Russia’s relationship with the US is tactical, rather than structural. This
is a context of shared interests, not shared values. The slide toward autocracy inside
Russia, Putin’s indifference to human rights, especially in Chechnya, his interference
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in Ukraine’s presidential election, and his support for the separatism in Georgia and
for the dictatorship in Belarus confirm this fact. The consequence of this situation is
that although the US and Russia will continue to seek cooperation with each other
where their interests coincide, the likelihood of recurrent political tension is high.
Because keeping up good relations with the US while still maintaining the policies
that directly clashes with those of the US seems impossible.
In addition, Russia still suspects that the US is seeking to undermine Russia’s
interests and erode its power. The proof, to Russian policy-makers, is the expansion
of NATO, the US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty and the launching of the NMD
system, the war against Iraq, the US support for the BTC pipeline, and the projection
of the US power into Russia’s southern border. These examples demonstrate that
Russia’s attitude toward the the US has shifted from one of optimism and partnership
to one of suspicion and even distrust. Today, Putin’s core priority for economic
development underpins Russia’s relations with the US. If that economic opportunity
is erased and right opportunity presents itself, Russia may end up its close dialogue
with the US. Only a commonality of values would quarantee the long-term
partnership between Russia and the US.
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