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Abstract 
The purpose of this research is to discuss why did Russia intervene in Syria 
after the Arab spring. The aim of the research is to show the main reasons for 
the Russian involvement in the Middle East after the Arab spring while it was 
not intervened in the Middle East in the 2000s. This research argues that Rus-
sia intervened in Syria after the Arab spring in order to secure its interests in 
the Middle East which was threatened by the United States. Russia felt inse-
cure due to the American policies which threatened the Russian interests. 
This research focuses on the uprising in Syria and how it led to challenge the 
hegemony of the US. This research is divided into four chapters. The first 
chapter includes the literature review regarding the Russian intervention in 
Syria and it discusses the main assumptions of the power transition theory. 
The second chapter discusses the global patterns of interaction between Rus-
sia and the west. In addition, it discusses how the process of power transition 
started. The third chapter discusses the main indicators for the transition on 
the regional level. The fourth chapter includes conclusion of the research 
through analyzing the Russian intervention in the Middle East after the Arab 
Spring in terms of the power transition theory and the expected scenarios for 
the future regarding the power transition. 
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1. Introduction 

The Russian foreign policy had always been fierce to seek power in order to pro-
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tect its interests. This can be shown during the cold war and how Russia was 
trying to achieve its dominance and presence on the international system as a 
great power in order to defend its agenda. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, 
the idea of reviving it did not vanish. Thus, Russia was trying to take the advan-
tage of any opportunity in order to return on the international system.  

The Arab spring was an opportunity for Russia in order to play the game of 
great power. This can be shown its intervention in the Middle East especially in 
Syria. The Russian intervention in Syria represents an important step in en-
hancing its role internationally through portraying itself as a mediator “Russia 
has latched on to turmoil in the Middle East, highlighting what it believes are 
Western policy failures and unreliability, to present itself as a reliable alternative 
to traditional Middle Eastern leaders” [1]. 

1.1. Research Statement Problem 

The research problem lies in discussing the Russian foreign policy towards Syria 
after the Arab Spring. This can be shown through the research question which is 
“why did Russia intervene in Syria after the Arab spring?” This research argues 
that Russia had felt threatened to the extent that it was dissatisfied by the US 
policies. Thus, Russia intervened in Syria to secure its interests and undermine 
the role of the US which ultimately would enhance its status. Therefore, the re-
search gap can be shown through two main elements which are; power politics 
that Russia always seeks in order to improve its status in the international system 
and the interventionist policies of the U.S. since the end of Cold War that led to 
the regime change which represented a threat on the stability of Russian regime. 
Hence, the significance of the research is to analyze and highlight how the Rus-
sian security was provoked by the US role in Syria which led Russia to challenge 
this status quo.  

1.2. Literature Review 

The main aim of Russia is to become an important player in the international 
system. This can be shown during the Cold War and its race with the United 
States for it to become the hegemonic power. Although Russia did not achieve its 
domination during the Cold War, it was working on achieving it. Syria was the 
opportunity that Russia took in order to achieve its influence in the Middle East 
and challenge the domination of the US. The Russian intervention in Syria can 
be explained through three factors which are; political, economic and, security.  

The political factors can be shown through different point of views. Mala-
shenko [2] argued that the Russian intervention in Syria was to revive the idea of 
the Soviet. The aim of Russia was to return back on the international system as a 
great power “Putin’s attempts to shore up Russian influence in the Middle East 
were motivated by a combination of nostalgia for the legacy of Soviet influence 
and strategic national interests” [2]. Also, Borshchevskaya (2013) [3] argued that 
Putin has always seeking to return Russia as a great power in order to have more 
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influence in the Middle East to counter the American influence in the region. 
Hence, the intervention in Syria represented the starting point for Russia to in-
crease its influence in the region through the strategic location of Syria. Dyner 
[4] argued that the Russian intervention in Syria strengthened the position of 
Russia as a negotiator in the future of Syria which can be shown through its in-
volvement in Astana process which resulted in electing committee under the 
supervision of the UN to work on establishing new Syrian constitution. Moreo-
ver, Polyakova [5] argued that the political instability in Russia which was ob-
vious by the protests in Ukraine led to the intervention in Syria. As a result of 
increasing tension between Russia and the U.S. because of the response of the 
U.S. to the Russian invasion in Ukraine and the Russian policies towards Cri-
mea, Russia was further encouraged to intervene in Syria. Wakim [6] argued that 
the Russian intervention in Syria was because of the Russian fear of waging a 
proxy war in Syria against it and its allies such as Iran and China by the U.S. and 
its European allies which threats its trade routes and its national security. Bec-
caro and Maass [7] stated that Russia took advantage of changing the balance of 
power in the Mediterranean in order to increase its military and political influ-
ence in the region through its intervention in Syria.  

On the other hand, the Russian intervention in Syria was criticized by some 
authors. Although Polyakova [5] argued that the Russian intervention was be-
cause of the political instability in Russian and its tension with the United States, 
Russia can be involved in a fog war as it is difficult for Russia to guarantee clean 
withdraw from Syria without leaving Assad at risk. Also, Zvyagelskaya [8] ar-
gued the cooperation of Russia with Iran will strengthen Iran which goes against 
the objectives of the Arab regimes.  

Regarding the economic factors, Saradzhyan [9] [10] stated that Russia inter-
vened in Syria in order to achieve its economic diversification by getting access 
to the Syrian markets. The access to the Syrian markets represents in maintain-
ing the relation between them in buying the Russian arms. [11] argued that the 
economic crisis that Russia had faced whether as a result of the drop of the oil 
prices internationally or because of the sanction that was imposed on it after the 
annexation of Crimea, represented a pressure on the Russian economy. As a re-
sult, Russia directed its trade to the Middle East generally and specifically to Sy-
ria. In addition, Szénási [12] argued that the Russian intervention in Syria was to 
secure its gas exports as Syria represents a mutual point for Russia and the U.S. 
in supplying gas to Europe. Furthermore, Borshchevskaya (2013) stated that the 
fall of the Libyan regime led to huge losses in the weapon contracts which made 
Russia afraid to repeat this again in Syria “From 2007 to 2010, the Russian arms 
sales to Syria reached $4.7 billion, more than twice the figure for the previous 
four years, according to the Congressional Research Service. More broadly, Rus-
sia is now the world’s second-largest arms exporter after the United States” [3]. 
Hill [13] argued that Russia was afraid of the fall of the Syrian regime as Syria 
represents access to the Russian naval base in Tartus. Thus, the Russian military 
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exports to Syria represent an important element in making the Syrian regime 
dependent on Russia which guarantees the Russian presence in Tartus. 

The Russian intervention was criticized as it made the Russian economic con-
ditions get worse. Nizameddin (2016) argued that the Russian intervention in 
Syria did not improve the Russian economy which can be shown through sanc-
tions that were imposed on Putin as a result of his foreign policy towards Syria 
“The daily cost for the military intervention in Syria is US$4 billion which 
represents a pressure on the Russian economy”. With Russia’s economy de-
clining in 2015 by about 3.8%, an inflation rate rising to 15% and wages com-
ing under pressure along with the ruble, which fell by 50% between 2014 and 
2015 [14]. 

Regarding the last factor which is related to security. Zvyagelskaya [8] stated 
that the core aim of Russia is to maintain the unity of Syria as the unity of Syria 
would secure the presence of Russia in the region especially its naval base in 
Tarsus. Moreover, Mohseni [15] argued that Russia intervened in Syria in order 
to protect its national security which represented in containing the threats that 
are imposed by the Islamic terrorist groups such as ISIS in Syria. Techau [16] 
argued Russia was afraid that the Islamic groups could reach its lands. Thus, 
fighting these Islamic groups is considered a way of protecting the domestic se-
curity of Russia.  

The literature review can be criticized in terms of not linking the three factors 
that led to the Russian intervention in Syria. It discussed each factor separately. 
The link among these factors represents a momentum for the transition process. 
Each factor plays a role in the process of transition. Regarding the political and 
security factors, it can be linked to the satisfaction of the states on the hegemon 
power. On the other hand, the economic factors play an essential role in the ac-
cumulation of resources which lead to challenge the dominant power. Hence, 
path the way for the transition.  

1.3. System Level of Analysis 

The system level of analysis can be used to discuss the Russian intervention in 
Syria by explaining how the authority of states is organized in the international 
system. The system level of analysis mainly includes how the international sys-
tem works and how states seek their survival as a result of the anarchic structure 
“With many sovereign states, with no system of law enforceable among them, 
with each state judging its grievances and ambition according to the dictates of 
its own reason or desire-conflict, sometimes leading to war, is bound to occur” 
[17]. The system level of analysis mainly focuses on the external restraints in 
foreign policy. These restraints can be divided based on the behavior of states 
which is related to the characteristics of the structural system, its norms, and its 
power relationships.  

This research focuses on the structural restraints which refer to the level of 
interactions among states. It includes two main elements; the organization of 
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authority in the international system and the scope of interactions among states 
in the international system. Regarding the organization of authority in the in-
ternational system which refers to the enforcement of rules by the structure of 
authority “The structure of authority for making and enforcing rules, for allo-
cating assets, and for conducting other authoritative tasks in a system can range 
from hierarchical (vertical) to anarchical (horizontal)” [18]. It describes the in-
ternational system as a state-centric which refers to the system as anarchic. Fur-
thermore, it shows how the distribution of power can affect the foreign policy of 
states. It divided the international system based on polarity as unipolar system 
which is the dominant power on the international system that controls and puts 
the rules of the game, bipolar which refers to the race between two states in or-
der to dominate the system and how each state tries to get rid of the other and 
the last was which is multipolar system refers to the distribution of power among 
states which leads to the balance of power. Regarding the scope of interaction, it 
refers to the interaction among states. This interaction can be through the eco-
nomic interdependence among states which makes each state tries to keep its re-
lation with other states in order to maintain the interdependence between them 
[18]. 

1.4. Theoretical Framework 

The Russian intervention in Syria can be explained through the power transition 
theory. Power transition theory argues that the international system is based on 
a hierarchy which is related to the satisfaction or dissatisfaction of states as a 
measure for the status quo. It classifies the international system in terms of hie-
rarchical power. The paper examines how power transition theory can be ap-
plied to the Russian foreign policy after the Arab Spring towards the Middle East 
generally and Syria specifically.  

Power transition theory was first defined by Organski in the 1950s. Organski 
described the international system as based on hierarchy. In his point of view, 
the result of the hierarchal nature of the international system leads to the emer-
gence of a dominant power which puts and controls the role of the game. He 
emphasized the importance of the satisfaction of the states about the dominant 
power as a tool to achieve stability and maintain the status quo of the interna-
tional system. He also emphasized the relation between hierarchy, status quo, 
and power in the international system [19]. 

The issue of the hierarchy of the international system lies in the distribution of 
power in the international system among states. Orgnski and Kugler classified 
the international system into the dominant nation, great power, middle power, 
and small power. For Orgnski and Kugler, the dominant power is the one that 
controls the rules of the game. The main aim for the dominant power is to 
maintain its domination and presence in the international system via achieving 
satisfaction for the rest of the states [20].  

Thus, the dominant power tries to achieve satisfaction which is the second 
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main assumption of power transition theory. According to Orgnski, if the great 
powers are not satisfied with the status quo, they must have the qualifications 
which are economic and military powers that help them to challenge the domi-
nant power and change the balance of power. Regarding the middle and small 
states, most of them are not satisfied with the dominant power but they do not 
have the power and the resources to challenge it. For Orgnski and Kugler, it is 
difficult to achieve satisfaction for all states even if the great powers are satisfied 
with the dominant power, the middle and small powers are not completely satis-
fied “Whenever the dissatisfied nations are weak, however, they cannot (in isola-
tion or by combining with each other) pose a threat to the dominant nation and 
the coalition supporting the international order” [20]. 

The dissatisfaction of great powers leads to wars as great powers want to have 
an effective place in the international system and want to control the rules of 
game “The fundamental problem that sets the whole system sliding almost irre-
trievably toward war is the differences in rates of growth among the great pow-
ers and, of particular importance, the differences in rates between the dominant 
nation and the challenger that permit the latter to overtake former in power” 
[21]. 

Power transition theory can be applied to the Russian intervention in Syria 
through its two main assumptions. The first assumption which refers to the hie-
rarchy of the international system and the degree of satisfaction or dissatisfac-
tion of states on the hegemonic power which can be applied to Russia by its dis-
satisfaction about the policies of the United States. As the US represents the he-
gemonic power, Russia wants to revive its presence on the international system 
as a great power through challenging the US. Regarding the second assumption 
which is related to the number of resources in order to challenge the hegemonic 
power. This can be applied to Russia by referring to its revenues and its eco-
nomic status in 2000s. It shows how the economic status of Russia was improved 
especially after the massive losses in the Cold War. This can illustrate why Russia 
became dissatisfied about the American policies after the Arab spring although 
there were confrontations between them in the 2000s, Russia did not challenge it 
during that time. Thus, the Arab spring was an opportunity for Russia to play 
the game of great power again after improving its economic status.  

1.5. Methodology 

This research will be based on deductive research as it focuses on specifying the 
theory which is the power transition theory, then applies it on the case which is 
the Russian intervention in Syria through collecting the data about it. The re-
search will conduct content analysis by referring to the speeches of president Pu-
tin and Bush before the Arab spring during the 2000s and after the Arab spring. 
This research uses secondary resources as it will analyze the data of other re-
searches and the existing date such as academic journals, books, and academic 
articles. The research will also refer to original resources such as reports.  
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1.6. The Division 

The research divides into four chapters. The first chapter discusses the literature 
review which includes the main factors of the Russian intervention in Syria 
which are political, economic and security factors. Furthermore, the chapter 
discusses the theoretical framework of power transition theory and how it can be 
applied to the Russian intervention in Syria. It includes two main assumptions. 
The first assumption is related to the hierarchy of the system and the degree of 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction of states about the hegemonic power. The second 
assumption discusses the number of resources in order to challenge the hege-
monic power. The second chapter will discuss the global patterns of interaction 
between Russia and the west and Russia and the U.S. before the Arab Spring in 
the context of power transition theory which represented in Russia–Belarus 
energy dispute, Russia-Ukraine gas dispute, South Ossetia war with Georgia, and 
the second Chechen war. The third chapter will discuss the presence of Russia 
on the regional level which represented in the Middle East after the Arab spring 
in Tunisia, Egypt, Libya, Bahrain, and Yemen, then apply the power transition 
theory on the Russian intervention in Syria. In addition, it discusses the power 
transition theory in the regional context and how the rising states can affect the 
process of the transition. The fourth chapter will include conclusion and sum-
mary of the research and the expectations for the future scenarios. 

2. Chapter Two  
2.1. The Global Pattern of Interactions between Russia and the  

United States and Russia and the West 

The aim of the Russian foreign policy is to achieve its hegemony on the interna-
tional system. This can be shown during the Cold War and how Russia chal-
lenged the United States in order to be a great power. Moreover, the Russian at-
tempts after the collapse of the Soviet Union to revive the Soviet power again. In 
the 2000s, the Russian role in the international environment was marginalized 
because of the domination of the US. This chapter argues that Russia did not in-
tervene in the Middle East before the Arab Spring because of its preoccupation 
with wars in western Europe in order to regain the Soviet doctrine in the region. 
This chapter will be divided into three sections. The first section discusses the 
Russian and American relations in the 2000s and the relations between Russia 
and the west. In addition, it discusses the effect of the Russian Wars on its rela-
tion with the west and the United States which can be shown through the war on 
Georgia and the second Chechen war. The second section discusses the eco-
nomic status of Russia in the 2000s and the effect of the economic crisis on Rus-
sia. In addition, it discusses the Russia–Belarus energy dispute and Rus-
sia-Ukraine gas dispute and how it affected the relationship between Russia and 
the US. It discusses the effect of the economic crisis on the Russian economy and 
on the America-Russian relations. The third section discusses the Russian for-
eign policy in the 2000s in the context of power transition theory.  
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2.2. Overview of the Russian Foreign Policy in the 2000s 

The Middle East played an important role in Russian foreign policy since the 
second world war. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, the importance of the 
Middle East declined as a priority for the Russian foreign policy because of the 
political and economic instability of Russia whether nationally or international-
ly. When Vladimir Putin came into power in 2000, his main aim was to return 
Russia as a great power on the international sphere “The Russian Federation has 
acted in several scenarios and, since 2000, with Vladimir Putin, its main objec-
tive has been to consolidate the status of the Russian Federation as a great pow-
er, in order to return to the glorious Soviet era. Maximizing power and the pur-
suit of internal security are essential because there is an international system in 
permanent anarchy” [22]. In order to achieve Putin’s foreign policy, he empha-
sized the importance of achieving national development to guarantee achieving 
long term foreign policy “foreign policy in the post-Soviet space is ultimately an 
extension of domestic policy, with both fundamentally directed at maintaining 
political stability” [23]. 

The main goal for achieving the Russian foreign policy includes two aspects 
which represented in increasing its influence, keep its prestige in the interna-
tional sphere and achieving its economic growth. In order to achieve the Russian 
prestige in the international environment, Russia tried to keep good relations 
with the United States and the western powers as a way to recognize the role of 
Russia in the international sphere especially after the collapse of the Soviet Un-
ion “Russia’s leaders seek recognition by major global actors—e.g., the United 
States, the EU, China, Japan, and India—that Russia is one of the major centers 
of power in an increasingly complex international environment. Russian deci-
sion makers do not want to relive the 1990s, when Russia, in its economic and 
political weakness, seemed to be a dependent of Western powers, one that fol-
lowed their lead” [24]. 

To be taken into consideration; the economic growth of Russia plays an im-
portant role in its foreign policy in order to achieve its influence in the interna-
tional system. The role of energy resources has directly affected the economic 
growth of Russia and its existence and influence as a hegemonic power; as it was 
the main provider for gas to Europe. This can be shown in August 2006 when 
Russia paid it debts to Paris Club despite the sanctions that were imposed on 
Russia. Russia took this step to reduce the obligations that are imposed by the 
west. As a result, in 2008 Russia restructured its fund into “A Reserve Fund de-
signed to bolster the federal budget as oil prices drop and a National Prosperity 
Fund for investments in public works, education, health care, and agriculture” 
[24]. 

2.3. The Russian-American Relations on 2000s 

Since Putin came to power, he was against American domination in order to 
achieve the supremacy of Russian at the international level. The Russian-United 
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States relations have witnessed a change based on their interests. At the begin-
ning of the rule of Putin, there was a hope for achieving cooperation between 
Russia and the United States. This can be shown post-September 11th. Putin de-
clared his condolences to George W. Bush and his sympathy to the American 
people. In addition, Putin supported any action would be taken by the US. This 
cooperation took the form of military cooperation or alliance. Putin provided a 
plan consists of five elements to Support the war on terror by the US: 

“He pledged that his Russian government would share intelligence with their 
American counterparts, open Russian airspace for flights providing humanita-
rian assistance, cooperate with Russia’s Central Asian allies to provide similar 
kinds of airspace access to American flights, participate in international search 
and rescue efforts, and increase direct assistance—humanitarian as well as mili-
tary assistance—to the Northern Alliance and the Rabbani government in Afg-
hanistan” [25].  

The Russian support to the presence of the American military in central Asia 
was to ensure the security of the Russian borders from the terrorist groups in 
Afghanistan. Moreover, it supported the sanctions that were imposed by the 
United Nations on the Taliban and it called for imposing sanctions on Pakistan 
as well because of its support to the Taliban. Russia did not want to lose its in-
fluence as the main producer for gas in central Asia “together, Russia, Iran, and 
the central Asian states hold more than half of the world gas reserves. Gas is not 
as mobile as oil and is destined for regional rather than the world market. Re-
garding a major role in central Asian gas production and export is a key issue for 
Russia’s energy industry” [26]. Furthermore, Russia wanted to increase its in-
vestments besides energy investments. Thus, it supports the idea of reviving the 
trade between Russia and central Asia as it was before the collapse of the Soviet 
Union.  

The shift in the relation between Putin and the US can be shown through the 
invasion of Iraq in 2003 by the US. However, there were some elements that led 
to worsen the relation between Russia and the US. In 2002, Russia declared its 
cooperation with Iran in the nuclear sector. This cooperation extended to in-
clude Iraq although it was refused by the American Ambassador Alexander 
Vershbow. In addition, signing the economic and trade deal between Russia and 
Iraq threatened the interest of the US in Iraq “with Russia and Iraq signing a $40 
billion economic and trade deal. As part of this deal, Iraq would expedite repay-
ment on its multi-billion-dollar debt to Russia. This move was seen as a direct 
challenge to America’s increasingly bellicose rhetoric toward Iraq” [27].  

After the war, Putin decided to take the side of the European power and he 
joined an alliance with France and Germany against the invasion of Iraq. The 
three states agreed on the negative impacts of the unipolarity of the international 
system which represented in the domination of the US. This was directly de-
clared by Putin during an interview in the French television: 

“The main thing is that France and Russia have common approaches to con-
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structing the future edifice of international security. As we believe here in Rus-
sia, and as the French President Chirac believes, the future edifice of world secu-
rity must be based on a multipolar world. This is the main thing that unites us. I 
am absolutely confident that the world will be predictable and stable only if it is 
multipolar” [27].  

Although the oppositions of the three states, US invaded Iraq which was de-
scribed by Putin as “unjustifiable and unnecessary war”. Moreover, Putin de-
scribed this war as a violation to the international law and the international se-
curity “If we allow international law to be replaced by might of the fist, accord-
ing to which the stronger side is always right, may do as it likes and is unlimited 
in its choice of means to accomplish its goal, then a key principle of internation-
al law, that of the sanctity of sovereignty of all states, comes into question” [27]. 

The invasion of Iraq and the opposition of Russia to the US was an indicator 
for a proxy war. This proxy war can be shown in the Caucasus region whether in 
the Southern Caucasus which includes the newly independent states such as 
Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan or the Northern Caucasus which include 
Chechnya “In the post-Soviet period, it has become one of the most volatile and 
potentially unstable regions in world politics. Fragile state structures, a series of 
unresolved or ‘frozen’ secessionist conflicts, and widespread poverty generate 
popular dissatisfaction and political instability” [28]. During this time, the im-
portance of this region was more than the Middle East as a way to control the 
reserves of the oil and gas and due to its strategic location for confronting ter-
rorism. Moreover, this region was used as a way for illegal trade and it witnessed 
Islamic radicalism “the Caucasus covers an important ‘fault line’ between Chris-
tian and Islamic civilization” [28]. Therefore, the importance of this region was 
equivalent to the importance of the Middle East nowadays as it was a place for 
coronation between the American and Russian interest which was called “new 
great game”. 

Although the Cold War has ended in 1991, the proxy war between the US and 
Russia did not end. The confrontations could be reduced but it did not end. The 
Russian Georgian war in 2008 is a great evidence to the statement above, as the 
US supported the Georgian regime of Saakashvili which was against the interests 
of Russia. The war started as a result of the declaration of Saakashvili to the in-
clusion of South Ossetia as part of Georgia. Georgia started the war by launching 
an attack over South Ossetia. Thus, Russia responded with counterattack via sea, 
air, and land to support the Russian peacekeeping forces in order to protect the 
Russian citizens and provide humanitarian aid [29].  

Regarding the stance of the United States, Bush supported the Georgian side 
and he emphasized the importance of respecting the sovereignty of Georgia 
“Georgia is a sovereign nation, and its territorial integrity must be respected. We 
have urged an immediate halt to the violence and a stand-down by all troops. 
We call for the end of the Russian bombings” [29]. The United States response 
towards Russia in Georgia represented in returning the Georgian troops from 
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Iraq to Georgia which made Putin accused the U.S. with its support to Georgia 
although Russia took these actions for protecting the Russian citizens and to 
maintain peace. United States asked Russia to withdraw from Georgia in order 
to save its relations with the U.S. and Europe. As what was declared by Bush 
administration officials that the U.S. aimed to maintain the cooperation between 
the U.S. and Russia against terrorism but the Russian-Georgian war will affect 
their relations [29].  

The American support to Georgia over Russia can be explained as a way to 
control the gas and oil pipelines which serve the Israeli market for arms sales 
“Georgia, which the US valued primarily for reasons of control over gas and oil 
pipelines to Azerbaijan and Central Asia, and which Israel supported as a market 
for arms sales and in hope of obtaining the use of air bases from which to attack 
Iran, has been shorn of its small autonomous enclaves” [30]. Therefore, Russia 
was against the US support to Georgia as it threats its energy resources to the 
west. Russia showed to the world that its attacks were to protect its boards from 
any threats. In addition, to show to the world that its attacks did not lead to ge-
nocides as what the US did in Iraq in order to control oil. 

On the other hand, the continuation of the hidden war between Russia and 
the US can be shown in the second Chechen war. The Chechen war started since 
1999 when the Chechen president declared Chechen as an independent state af-
ter the collapse of the Soviet Union. Russia imposed the war on Chechen in or-
der to avoid the separation of Chechen from Russia and to confront terrorism in 
Chechen which threats the Russian boards. In addition, it threats the Russian 
economy and democracy “It provides cover for the successors to the K.G.B. who 
are emboldened to harass Russian citizens. Most important, by soaking up Rus-
sia’s scarce resources, the war weakens the response to the nation’s socioeco-
nomic crisis, which is a much graver threat to long-term security than anything 
that has happened in or around Chechnya in the past few years” [31].  

The United States as a dominant power did not support Russia in the Chech-
nyan war as this war will increase the Russian influence in northern Caucus 
which threats the American geopolitics and its energy interests in the region. 
Hence, the Russian withdrawal or defeat in Chechen will serve the interests of 
the US which made the US supports the rebels in Chechen. The role of the US in 
the Chechnya war was different from Russia after the attacks of 9/11. Although 
Russia supported the US in the war against terror, the United States did not 
support Russia in its war against terrorism as the American support will serve 
the Russian interests [32]. The stance of US in Chechnya was different before 
and after the invasion of Iraq in 2003. The role of the US in this war revealed its 
covered foreign policy. It was described as:  

“The hypocrisy of U.S. foreign policy” because in this war Russia imitated the 
American intervention in other states which made American keep silent on the 
Russian actions. This can be shown through what Bush declared before 9/11 and 
the American intervention in Iraq as he stated “we could cut off IMF aid and 
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export/import loans to Russia until they heard the message loud and clear, and 
we should do that. It is going to be a very interesting issue to see how Russia 
merges… This guy, Putin, who is now the temporary president, has come to 
power as a result of Chechnya” [32].  

However, the speech of Bush has changed after 9/11. After Bush’s war on ter-
ror and his intervention in Iraq, his action changed. This can be shown through 
what Bush stated “our position in Chechnya is [that] we hope this can get solved 
peacefully, that this is an issue within Russia and that I can to encourage him for 
there to be peaceful resolution with the Chechen issue, the larger issue” [32]. The 
United States kept silent towards the Russian actions in Chechnya as the Russian 
intervention was the same as US interventions under the name of the war on 
terror. Therefore, US was afraid that any critiques to the Russian action or its vi-
olation to human rights in Chechen would be referred to the American actions 
“Russia’s use of fuel-air explosives—bombs that cause similar effects to those of 
nuclear weapons—to destroy Grozny received only muted criticism because the 
United States had used the same explosives during its military campaign in the 
1991 Persian Gulf War” [33]. Thus, US did not take direct action towards Russia. 
As if the United States had chosen to take a stronger stance on Chechnya, it 
would have called attention to its own past behavior [33].  

2.4. The Russian Relations with the European Union in the 2000s 

The Russian relation with Europe was different from its relation with the United 
States as both sides were trying to cooperate in order to face the external chal-
lenges. The collapse of the Soviet Union led to change in the geopolitical sphere 
as there were newly emerging states that were trying to achieve and protect its 
interests. This can be shown through the competition between Russia and Eu-
rope as each side was trying to increase its influence and expand its cooperation 
with these states: 

“The EU’s increasing geopolitical weight has taken concrete form through the 
development of its enlargement strategy and the launch of the Common Foreign 
and Security Policy (CFSP), followed by the Common Security and Defense Pol-
icy (CSDP). The European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) and, most recently, the 
Eastern Partnership (EaP) have been envisaged in the case of Eastern Europe as 
alternatives to the enlargement strategy, albeit this equivalency has not been of-
ficially stated” [34]. 

The main aim of Europe is to achieve security through the integration of the 
neighboring states. Therefore, Europe found eastern Europe as suitable for the 
integration especially these states are newly independent after the collapse of the 
Soviet Union which led to the competition between Russia and Europe on these 
states.  

The European policies of integration of the newly independent states can be 
shown in 2004 during the big enlargement of Europe and before the integration 
of Romania and Bulgaria to the European Union “The EaP (2009) came about as 
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a result of Russia’s August 2008 invasion of Georgia (most prominently), the gas 
disputes between Gazprom and Kiev (2006, 2009), the growing interest in energy 
supplies, and the persistence of the protracted conflicts in Transnistria, South 
Ossetia, Abkhazia, and Nagorno-Karabakh” [34]. The relations between Russia 
and the neighboring states represented in three phases. The first phase was in the 
late 1990s and early 2000s and it witnessed a high level of cooperation between 
Russia and the neighboring states as Putin worked on increasing the Russian in-
fluence to ensure the continuation of the economic and political relations be-
tween Russia and the states that were in the Soviet Union [34].  

Regarding the second phase which was in the mid-2000s. This phase has wit-
nessed the increasing political role of Russia towards its neighboring states as a 
result of the “color revelations”. In addition, it witnessed the increasing competi-
tion on the political and economic levels between Russia and the US and Russian 
and the European Union. This can be shown through the Georgian war and the 
stance the European Union took against Russia [34]. The third stage was during 
the last 2000s and is characterized by a long-term strategy through strengthening 
the Russian economy, military and its political relations with the regional states 
and the European states “This phase saw the development of a new cooperation 
and integration philosophy that was intended to boost rapprochement using 
more pragmatic mechanisms of mutual interest, especially in opening new mar-
kets and business opportunities” [34]. This shows how Russia was building its 
economy and military during the 2000s which made it qualified to intervene in 
the Middle East during the Arab spring. The Rethinking policy of Russia to-
wards the neighboring states can be described as nostalgia to the Soviet era 
1990s. In addition, Russia was trying to integrate itself in the international envi-
ronment as it perceived the actions of the EU and the US as an attempt to ex-
clude the Russian interests in the international environment. 

The reaction of the European Union towards Russia in the Georgian war di-
vided the EU states. Some of them supported Russia and others condemned it in 
order to contain the Russian integration in the region. There are states such as 
France and Germany which were neutral and perceived the position of Europe 
as supposed to be an honest broker. On the other hand, there are states which 
were against Russia such as Poland, Slovak, Britain, and Sweden which can be 
shown through what the Swedish prime minister stated regarding the Russian 
military “the gravest breach of the commitments of the Council of Europe” [35]. 
The geopolitical factor represents an important factor for European interests in 
the region as the EU aimed to establish an international energy market through 
the area of the black sea. Thus, the EU aimed to achieve stability in the region 
through portraying itself as a mediator. This can be shown through the peace 
agreement that was held by France as a mediator in the six-point agreement “In 
this six-point agreement it is mentioned that an ‘international mechanism’ should 
replace Russian peacekeeping forces in South Ossetia and Abkhazia” [36]. In ad-
dition, the EU appointed a minimum of 200 monitors for the implementation of 
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the plan. The EU has succeeded to achieve stability, however, regarding the as-
pect that is related to cooperation among parties and the security it failed be-
cause of the division inside the EU regarding the war. 

On the other hand, the reaction of the EU from Russia in the Chechnya war 
was different from Georgia as it took tougher actions because of the human 
rights violations that were adopted by Russia. The EU policies towards Russia 
represented in condemning the Russian human rights violations “In April 2000 
it sponsored a resolution to the UN Commission on Human Rights calling for 
an independent national commission of inquiry on Chechnya to be set up” [37]. 
The EU break its partnership with Russia and it imposed an economic pressure 
on Russia as a way to force Russia to respect the human rights which were de-
clared by the French foreign minister. Furthermore, the Scandinavian and Baltic 
states-imposed sanctions against Russia [38]. The EU used the accusations to 
Russia for violating human rights as a tool to gain leverage over Russia in the re-
gion especially the post-Soviet era due to the clash between the Orthodox geopo-
litics that was promoted by FSU and liberal democracy that was promoted by the 
EU and the US [39]. 

2.5. The Russian Economy in the 2000s 

The collapse of the Soviet Union did not only affect Russia economically. Russia 
was ranking the second place economically after the US during the Cold War. 
After the collapse of the Soviet, it was not included in the ten powerful econo-
mies in the world. However, the Russian economy recovered during Putin’s rule 
“Since the advent of Putin to power, growth rates have averaged 7 percent, it is 
higher than the world average of 5 percent and two to three times higher than 
those in the US and Europe. In 2005, the Russian GDP amounted to $763 billion. 
However, in purchasing power parity terms this figure was estimated at $1.56 
trillion in 2005 and $1.67 trillion in 2006” [40] Energy resources have played an 
important role in the economy of Russia “It is number one in natural gas re-
serves amounting to 32 percent of the world’s total. Its share of world oil re-
serves is estimated at 17 - 18 percent, of world palladium at 50 percent, of world 
nickel at 40 percent, of world iron ores at 30 percent and of world uranium at 
more than 10 percent” [40]. 

Putin’s economic policies aimed to achieve the economic growth on the in-
ternational and domestic levels especially after 1998 currency crisis “Economic 
growth and high world fuel prices helped the government to collect more tax 
revenues, so the government budget moved from a deficit to surplus, and gov-
ernment spending as a proportion of GDP increased since 1999” [41]. In addi-
tion, the increasing prices of the oil and gas in the international markets led to 
achieving high surplus in the foreign trade “which increased from less than $15 
billion right after the 1998 currency crisis to nearly $500 billion at the beginning 
of the 2008” [41]. Furthermore, the economic policies of Putin led to increase 
the national income “Russia had 53 billionaires in 2007 according to Forbes, a 
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statistic that propelled the country to the second/third place in the world after 
the US and Germany. In 2008, Forbes reported 87 billionaires in Russia, with a 
total wealth of roughly half a trillion dollars, making Russia only second to the 
US” [41]. The successful economic policies of Putin led to achieve stability which 
made citizens willing to elect Putin for another term. 

2.6. Russia–Belarus Energy Dispute 

The importance of gas to the Russian economy can be shown through Rus-
sia–Belarus energy dispute in 2004 and 2007. The dispute began when Putin de-
clared in one of his statements that the main reasons for the flourish of Belarus’ 
economy are its dependence on the Russian partnership not as what Lukashenka 
said based on Belarus itself. As a result, Lukashenka abandoned the ruble as a 
single currency with Russia which led to a price dispute between Russia and Be-
larus which made Gazprom stop the gas supply to Belarus [42]. The Russian 
control over gas presented a threat to the US and the EU especially on the EU as 
Russia represents the greatest gas reserves in the world. Hence, this will lead to 
increase the EU dependence on Russia which will give Russia a chance to control 
the prices of gas as there are no global prices for oil. In addition, it will give Rus-
sia more integration in the region [43]. 

2.7. The Gas Dispute between Russia and Ukraine 

The reasons for gas dispute between Russia and Ukraine are similar to Belarus 
and Russia gas dispute due to disagreements on the price of Russian gas to 
Ukraine and the tariffs of the transit to Europe “In late 2007, import prices for 
2008 gas supplies to Ukraine were set at $179.50/mcm, up from $130/mcm in 
2007; all imports were to be sold by RUE to Ukrgaz-Energy at the Ukrainian 
border. Transit tariffs were set at $1.70 per thousand cubic meters per hundred 
kilometers, up from $1.60/mcm/00km the previous year” [44]. As a result, Rus-
sia stopped its gas exports to Ukraine and the dispute escalated in 2009. The 
Russian dispute against Ukraine increased the fears of the EU towards Russia as 
it undermines the political and economic influence of the EU especially the 
energy supply. The response of the EU towards the dispute was not united. For 
instance, central Europe condemned the Russian violence in Ukraine such as 
Poland, Estonia, and Lithuania. On the other hand, the southern Europe re-
sponse was not effective as central Europe. It preferred returning the status quo 
due to its fear from central Europe “Initial responses from countries further 
south were much more subdued. They ranged from lukewarm condemnations of 
Russia’s actions by Bulgaria to a markedly distanced attitude toward the Euro-
Maidan protests in Romania, and from quiet pragmatism in Slovakia to vocal 
pro-Russian voices in the Czech Republic and Hungary” [45]. 

2.8. The Effect of the Economic Crisis in 2008 on Russia 

The economic growth that was achieved by Putin did not last because of the 
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economic crisis in 2008. The economic crisis affected the Russian companies 
such as Gazprom which plays an important role in the Russian economy “Even 
though it was not one of the companies that were hardest hit, nonetheless, with-
in just five months, Gazprom’s stock, which reached a high of 15.45 rubles on 
May 19, 2008, fell by more than 80 percent to a low of 2.9 rubles on October 24, 
2008. As for its capitalized value—the sum total of all Gazprom stock—that fell 
$250 billion, from $330 billion in late 2007 to $83 billion in October a year later” 
[46]. The economic crisis led to increase the rates of unemployment, decreasing 
wages and industrial productions. Moreover, decreasing the value of the ruble in 
foreign exchange rates “Both the fall in the ruble’s value and the fall in stock 
values were inevitable given the predominance of energy stocks in the Russian 
market and the large foreign borrowings of many of the major Russian firms” 
[47]. 

The effect of the economic crisis on the American-Russian relations can be 
shown through the American policies which aimed to cooperate with its Euro-
pean allies in order to undermine Russia from regaining its economic status in 
the international market “Working together, the nations of Europe could for-
mulate and implement effective and realistic free-market energy policies. The 
U.S. should also work with them to apply anti-monopoly legislation to Russian 
government-owned companies if Moscow continues to deny upstream access to 
Western companies” [48]. As the energy resources are the cornerstone for Rus-
sia’s economy, the US tried to gain the energy influence instead of Russia “The 
weakening of Russia’s energy, military, and financial clout has made it more dif-
ficult for Moscow to openly flout international norms or aggressively challenge 
U.S. hegemony” [49]. Although there was a challenge between the American and 
the Russian interests, each of them was trying to recover from the economic cri-
sis. Thus, in 2009 there was a rapprochement between Russia and the US in 
trade during the crisis as it was perceived from the Russian perspective as “The 
economic cooperation is the basis for the reset” [49]. In addition, both of them 
signed an arms control in 2010 which replaced the first Strategic Arms Reduc-
tion Treaty. This negotiation was important for the Russian side especially after 
the lack of their military capabilities. Furthermore, the Russian economic recov-
ery represented in the devaluation of the Russian currency and the tax reforms 
were included “like other resource-dependent countries, Russia’s normal meas-
ures of real effective exchange rates have basically returned to their pre-crisis le-
vels. And fluctuations around the equilibrium exchange rate—whatever that 
might be—are to be accepted in a hydrocarbon-dependent country with either a 
managed float or a pegged exchange rate” [50]. 

2.9. The International Environment in the Context of Power  
Transition Theory 

Power transition theory can be shown in the 2000s through the process of tran-
sition which was stable during the beginning of 2000s. This can be shown 
through Russian satisfaction with the American policies and its close relation-

https://doi.org/10.4236/oalib.1107976


N. Tarek 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/oalib.1107976 17 Open Access Library Journal 
 

ship with the US against terrorism. Russia was satisfied with the American poli-
cies in order to achieve its interests which represented in achieving the Russian 
security and protecting its border as Russia was exhausted after the Cold War. 
The beginning of the transition process started with the Russian dissatisfaction 
of US actions in Georgian and Chechnyan war. In addition, the EU actions that 
were against the Russian interests in Belarus and Ukraine gas disputes which 
represented in a race between them for gaining more influence in the region. 
The main aim for Russia was focused in the Eastern Europe instead the Middle 
East due to its fear from the expansion of the NATO and the missile defense 
system of the US. Although the US emphasized that its main aim of the missile 
system was not directed against Russia, Russia did not believe the American 
claims and accused it for undermining the missiles and the nuclear capabilities 
of Russia [51]. 

The factor that encourages Russia to challenge the US represented in the Rus-
sian accumulation of resources which represented in the flourish of the Russian 
economy due to Putin’s economic policies. Despite the economic crisis which 
affected the Russian economy, Russia succeeded to recover faster than most of 
the European states. The recovery of Russian economic in tandem with the Arab 
uprising. It was an opportunity for Russia to continue the transition process and 
challenge the US. Although Russia had a strong economy which could make it 
qualified to intervene in the Middle East during the 2000s, its main focus was on 
the Eastern Europe states as it wanted to regain its influence again after the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union. Thus, with the rising of the Arab uprising and the shift 
of the American interests more in the middle east, Russia shifted its focus to-
wards the Middle East and the Arab spring was the chance to revive its Soviet 
doctrine.  

To conclude, the 2000s represented the era of the Russian attempts in order to 
revive the Soviet Union. Thus, Russia directed its focus towards Eastern Europe 
as it included the states that were part of the Soviet Union which illustrate why 
did not Russia intervene in the Middle East in 2000s. The 2000s is considered a 
stage for preparing Russia to challenge the US in the Arab Spring and to achieve 
its influence.  

3. Chapter Three 
3.1. The Regional Presence of Russia in the Middle East during the  

Arab Spring 

The Arab spring represented an opportunity for Russia to achieve the transition 
through challenging the US hegemony in the Middle East. Thus, Russia tried to 
regain its ties with different states in the Middle East such as Egypt, Libya, and 
Iraq. In addition, improve its relations with its traditional allies such as Syria and 
Iran even it tried to gain ties with sub regions such as the gulf which has strong 
ties with the US. This chapter argues that Russia intervened in the Middle East 
during the Arab uprising in order to challenge the American presence in the re-
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gion which threatens its influence. This chapter is divided into three sections. 
The first section includes an overview of the Russian foreign policy towards the 
Middle East during the Arab Spring and the beginning of challenging US poli-
cies in the cases of Egypt, Tunisia, Yemen and Bahrain. The second section dis-
cusses how Russia challenged the US in the cases of Libya and Syria which were 
indicators for the transition. The third section discusses the Chinese-Russian re-
lations and its effect on the US hegemony. 

3.2. Overview of the Russian Foreign Policy in the Middle East  
during the Arab Spring 

At the beginning of the Arab Uprising, Russia perceived it as an attempt by the 
western power to destabilize the international system in order to enforce its val-
ues and its domination. Thus, Russia intervened in order to not being margina-
lized “Considering the Arab Spring as, at least partially, a U.S. and EU plot, the 
Russian government felt it had no choice but to become more deeply involved in 
the situation on the ground in order to balance the destabilization of the political 
situation in the Middle East by Western powers and to prevent repercussions in 
Eurasia” [52]. The Russian intervention in the Middle East focused on three as-
pects which are; security, economic and political aspects. Regarding the security 
aspect, Russia aimed to reduce the security threats which undermine its stability 
especially after the Arab uprising which led to the instability of the international 
system. Hence, it can affect the Russian stability. The economic aspect represented 
in securing the Russian energy resources that increase the Russian influence in 
the international system. The political aspect includes the fears of Russia from 
being isolated due to the policies of the US and the EU [52]. 

Besides these aspects, there were some elements that encouraged Russia to in-
tervene in the Middle East. The first element is protecting the Russian red lines 
in the region. The Russian intervention in the Middle East has to define its red 
lines in the region as it did not support the regime changes. The second element 
which is related to the idea of reviving the Soviet doctrine through increasing the 
Russian influence in the region “The Kremlin does not directly oppose Wash-
ington, but rather exploits the region’s pre-existing disappointment with the 
United States through practical moves, which contrast with Western behavior” 
[52]. Regarding the third element which refers to the economic efforts that Rus-
sia aims to achieve in the Middle East. Although this region shares a small pa-
rentage of the Russian investment, it has an important role in the Russian indus-
tries such as agriculture, military, and petrochemical industries “Israel and the 
UAE buy up to 16% of the precious stones and metals exported by Russia. The 
Middle East is the main destination for exports of Russian grain; by 2016, the 
largest buyers of Russian wheat, rye, and barley were Egypt, Israel, and Saudi 
Arabia, respectively” [52]. 

Furthermore, the Russian foreign policy in the Middle East during the Arab 
spring aimed to secure its energy resources whether for the supply or the de-
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mand. In order to achieve this strategy, Russia needs to increase its cooperation 
with the Middle East countries to achieve commercial and political influence of 
Russia in the region “Russia and MENA sit on 60% and 63% of the world’s 
proven oil and gas reserves, respectively, and produce half of the world’s oil and 
nearly 40% of its gas. Any cooperation between these two giant players will, 
therefore, have significant implications for global oil and gas markets” [53]. 
Moreover, Russia found a chance in the Arab uprising for regaining its status as 
a great power. In order to regain this status, Russia portrayed itself as a mediator 
in the conflicts which can be shown through its role in Syria and Libya “The fall 
back approach to dealing with conflict, harking back to their strategy throughout 
the Cold War, is for Russia to use its connections to both sides of the conflict to 
mediate” [54]. The role of Russia as a mediator in Libya would allow Russia to 
return as a great power in the Middle East “A Russian-mediated end to the war 
[in Libya] would have enshrined Moscow’s return to the Middle East as a major 
player and proven to the West that the Kremlin was indispensable in settling re-
gional conflicts” [54]. 

3.3. The Arab Uprising in Tunisia, Egypt, Yemen and Bahrain 

Although the Arab uprising threatened the Russian influence as it was afraid of 
increasing the influence of western power especially the United States. Russia 
perceived the Uprising as the color revolutions which were encouraged by the 
US in the Eastern Europe. Russia considered the Arab Spring as a chance to in-
crease its influence and regain the Soviet legacy [2]. Although at the beginning 
Russia was against the Arab spring, its stance changed later as it perceived the 
Arab Spring as a tool to change the balance of power for itself “Russia, thanks to 
its rising political profile as a world power in recent years, emerged as one of the 
major players that need to be taken into account in the design of the new Middle 
East. In this process, Russia has found an opportunity to rebuild her lost leverage 
in the Middle East and this has further strengthened her hand as a regional and 
world power” [55]. The Russian responses to the cases of the Arab uprising were 
varied based on its relation with these states whether having strong ties and co-
operation between them or not. In addition, the Russian interest in these states. 
The Russian doctrine towards the Arab Spring can be divided into three doc-
trines. The first doctrine represented in waiting strategy and not taking any rap-
id actions which explain why the Russian stance towards the uprising in Tunisia 
and Egypt was passive. The second belief refers to classifying the uprising as an 
internal issue. The last doctrine refers to preventing any international interven-
tions in order to avoid the escalations of the uprising. Hence, the instability in 
the region [55].  

The Russian stance towards the uprising in Tunisia, Egypt, Yemen, and Ba-
hrain was passive. Its role was described as a spectator due to the lack of the 
economic ties with these states and the lack of connection between their leaders. 
Regarding the cases of Egypt and Tunisia, the Russian role was muted as Russia 
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did not have strong tries with Tunisia or Egypt as they have strong relations with 
the US. Russia perceived the uprising in Tunisia as a lesson for the other gov-
ernments. On the other hand, in the case of Egypt, Russia emphasized the im-
portance of the peaceful transition “Russia and Egypt have no political contacts 
of any significance. Neither Moscow nor Cairo show any real desire to expand 
them, especially because there is no pressing economic reason to do so (Egypt’s 
trade with Russia represented just 0.3 - 0.4 percent of its total foreign trade in 
2008)” [2].  

The stance of Russia was not different from the west in the case of Bahrain. 
Russia perceived the uprising in Bahrain as an internal issue which has to be 
solved through dialogue. Although the uprising was by the Shia sects which are 
supported by Iran (which represented an important ally to Russia) according to 
the Saudi perspective, Russia did not support the uprising and it did not even 
object for solving the issue through violence. The Russian relations were norma-
lized with Bahrain as there is nothing happened in order to maintain stability in 
the Gulf region which represents an important region for the Russian oil. This 
can be shown through the visit of the Russian First Deputy Prime Minister Vik-
tor Zubkov in January 2012 to Bahrain “In order to discuss the possibility of es-
tablishing direct air service between Moscow and Manama as well as economic 
and cultural cooperation as if nothing untoward had ever taken place in Ba-
hrain” [56]. 

On the other hand, the case of Yemen was one of the cases that Russia did not 
want to be included in. It just called for peaceful solutions among the parties. 
The Russian unwillingness to intervene in Yemen was due to its fears from 
losses. In addition, it did not have strong ties with Yemen “The Kremlin perhaps 
took the view that it was risky to intervene in Yemen’s affairs because the situa-
tion there was so complicated and the extremists had a lot of influence; as one 
Russian newspaper put it, “it would be easy to get involved in Yemen, but the 
consequences would be serious” [2]. The previous cases show how the Russian 
stance was not different from the west as Russia did not have interests in these 
states as the race between it and the west was equal.  

3.4. Russian Challenge to the United States in Libya and Syria  

The Russian intervention in Syria and Libya emphasizes the assumption of the 
power transition theory which refers to the dissatisfaction of the states about the 
dominant power that leads to challenge it. The same regarding the Russian in-
tervention in Syria and Libya as a challenge for the US domination which 
represented a threat for the Russian interests. This shows how the policies that Rus-
sia adopted during the 2000s were to make it qualified to intervene for achieving 
the transition and the Arab spring was that opportunity:  

“Although Russia has worked painstakingly to rebuild its influence and standing 
in the region since the mid-2000s, its efforts only began to pay off meaningfully 
in the wake of the Arab Spring. This is when Russia’s resurgence in the region 
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became clearly evident, culminating with the first major combat deployment of 
the Russian armed forces in 2015 in a war theatre located far beyond the 
post-Soviet neighborhood” [53]. 

The Russian intervention in Libya was due to its economic interests in Libya 
which traced back to 2008 “In April 2008, Russia canceled Tripoli’s USD 4.5 bil-
lion debt, which had originated during the Soviet era. As a result, Russian com-
panies received Lucrative contracts” [57]. These contracts were estimated to be 
USD 10 billion. The Russian interests in Libya represented in the oil sector and 
as an importer for the Russian weapons. Moreover, the Libyan crisis questioned 
the principles for humanitarian intervention and the role of UN and NATO in 
managing the crisis which services the Russian interests as a great power. The 
uprisings in Libya were different from Tunisia and Egypt. The uprisings in Libya 
did not depend on the peaceful means and it included foreign intervention. Rus-
sia was against any intervention from the external forces as it would lead to the 
rise of Islamists which threat the Russian stability “Prime Minister Vladimir Pu-
tin warned that ‘external interference’ could lead to the rise of Islamists, and that 
their rise in North Africa could negatively affect other regions, including Rus-
sia’s North Caucasus” [56]. Russia was afraid that the intervention by the exter-
nal powers will lead to a political change in Russia. 

As a result of the violence in Libya, the 1973 resolution was applied by the UN 
security council in order to protect the civilians. Russia did not vote for the res-
olution. As Russia perceived the resolution as a way for intervening in the inter-
nal affairs which represents a disrespect for the Libyan sovereignty. Libya is con-
sidered a unique case in the Arab uprisings as Libya represents the starting point 
of the American and Russian challenge in the Middle East. Libya is considered 
an important ally for Russia, US and the European states in the energy resources 
especially the oil. On one hand, the importance of Libya to the European states 
represented in controlling the energy resources and achieving economic integra-
tion in order to achieve stability for the west. The European states had more in-
terests in the oil and gas in Libya than the US as “The European allies were get-
ting gas and oil from Libya through enormous contracts. How the Libyan crisis 
had affected European countries’ economic interests as evidenced by the in-
crease of oil prices to their highest levels since the global financial crisis of 
2008 due to Gaddafi’s plan to end Libya’s National Oil Corporation’s (NOP) 
contracts with Western oil groups including oil giant BP” [58]. Moreover, Libya 
represented an important region for the security of the European states as Libya 
is close to Europe geographically which allows the refugees to flow to Europe 
through it.  

On the other hand, the American interests in Libya represented in two as-
pects. The first aspect refers to supporting the uprisings in other Arab states as 
the US aimed to show them how it will be intolerant for any oppression against 
the uprising. The second aspect represented in the external pressure imposed on 
the US such as the Arab League, France, and Britain. The United States did not 
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want to be isolated. Furthermore, the US wanted to support its European allies 
as in case of losing control on the Libyan situation will affect the security and 
stability of its allies. Hence, it would affect the security of US “There was a con-
cern that if the situation went out of control in Libya, anxieties would spread 
across borders to the east and west of Egypt, thereby lots of refugees would go to 
Europe, which would become a tremendous threat to the allies” [58].  

As a result of the American challenge to the Russian interests in Libya, Russia 
decided to revenge from the US in Syria. Syria represents an important ally to 
Russia more than Libya. Thus, the Russian reactions towards the US policies in 
Syria were more assertive. Russia portrayed itself as a protector for Syria which 
made it non-hesitant to go in conflict with the US and the European states. It 
opposed the regime change in Syria as it represents a threat for the Russian in-
terests in Syria due to in strong ties with the regime which was stated by Mu-
socco times “Russian investment in Syria totaled USD 19.4 Billion in 2009” [57]. 
In addition, Syria plays an important role in the Russian energy and arms com-
panies as Syria represents the third important arms market for Russia. Regarding 
the Syrian importance for Russia in energy resources, it can be shown through 
the gas facilities that were built by Stroitansgaz near Homs and Tatneft which 
benefited the oil funding in Syria. 

Furthermore, the importance of Syria to Russia represented in the military 
aspect as Russia has a naval base in Tartus. This base will help Russia to enforce 
its influence in the region whether militarily or fighting against terrorism in the 
region. Moreover, Syria is important for the geopolitical interests of Russia. Syria 
provided political support for Russia in the war in Georgia and Chechnya. Rus-
sia uses Syria as a tool to counter the American influence in the region. Thus, the 
collapse of the Assad regime will lead to great losses for Russia economically and 
geopolitically [57]. Russia disagreed with any foreign intervention in Syria as it 
has learned from the Libyan case “Based solely on its diverse interest in Syria, 
Moscow would use its veto power in the UN security council in order to prevent 
military intervention or a weapons embargo against the Assad regime” [57].  

On the other hand, the US insists to intervene in Syria in order to limit the 
Russian influence in the region. The geopolitical interests of Russia in Syria 
started to challenge the American influence in Syria. The close Russian relations 
with different actors inside Syria such as Iran, Turkey, and Israel threatened the 
American influence in Syria “Russia’s involvement in Syria has given its rela-
tions with neighboring countries a new momentum. Despite divergent interests, 
Iran, Turkey, and Israel cooperate with Russia and acknowledge its leadership in 
Syria” [59]. Russia had strong ties with Turkey as it represents an important ex-
porter to the Russian oil and it is a partner with Russia in Turksteam gas pipe-
line which service the commercial and geopolitical interest of Russia. The Rus-
sian relation with Iran is based on the adversary that can be traced back to the 
historical hostility between them. Despite the hostility between Russia and Iran 
due to the close relation of Russia with Israel in Syria, their partnership is based 

https://doi.org/10.4236/oalib.1107976


N. Tarek 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/oalib.1107976 23 Open Access Library Journal 
 

on specific common interests as both of them supports the Assad’s regime “Such 
differences mean that the Russian-Iranian relationship should be seen as a tac-
tical alliance based on specific issues where interests converge, rather than a 
longer-term strategic partnership reflecting fundamental similarities in the two 
countries’ world views” [59].  

Regarding the relation between Russia and Israel, it represents one of the great 
threats to the US as Israel represents an important ally to the US. The Russian 
Israeli relation is not identical as each side perceives itself as a legitimate actor in 
Syria. However, Russia tried to gain a good relationship with Israel as Russia was 
afraid that Israel could prevent the Russia from achieving its influence in the 
Middle East. On the other hand, the main aim of Israel is to control the Golan 
Heights in Syria and the Russian presence in Syria could hinder the Israeli con-
trol over it. Thus, each side tried to gain a good relationship with the other side. 
Russia was trying to develop its ties with the major actors in Syria in order to 
reinforce its position to avoid any division among them “Having good relations 
with nearly all of the Middle East’s feuding actors—a feat the United States can-
not claim—Russia positions itself as the indispensable middleman” [60]. 

Increasing the Russian influence in Syria was supported by China, which was 
against the UN security council resolution which imposed sanctions on Assad’s 
regime which can be shown through what China-watcher Yun Sun stated, 
“While Beijing saw little to lose, it saw much to gain by vetoing the Syria resolu-
tion. China’s veto saved Moscow from international isolation…a favor that Rus-
sia now has to return” [57]. The important role that China played in Syria and 
its economic effort represents indicators for the transition. Russia and China had 
enough economic resources which encouraged them to challenge the US as a 
hegemonic power.  

3.5. The Russian-Chinese Relations in the Context of Power  
Transition Theory  

With the recent rise of China and its increasing role in the international system, 
the process of transition might end as a bipolar or multipolar. The rise of Russia 
and China changed the balance of power and challenged the US domination on 
the international system: 

“There is increasing convergence between Russia and China on several global 
issues. Moscow and Beijing openly coordinate positions on these issues, particu-
larly in the UN Security Council. They are also engaged in multilateral fora such 
as RIC, SCO, and BRICS, and see such an engagement as one way of streng-
thening a multipolar world in which they are key players as well as a platform to 
present an alternative viewpoint to the Western-dominated global discourse” 
[61].  

The United States became no longer the hegemonic power in terms of eco-
nomic, political or military aspects. The political relations between Russia and 
China characterized as being transitional which led to change the nature of 
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threats for both of them. The economic relations between Russia and China are 
in harmony “Economic relations are portrayed as the ‘new strategic basis’ for 
Sino-Russian relations. China is Russia’s biggest trading partner and the largest 
Asian investor in Russia. China sees Russia as a powerhouse of raw material and 
a growing market for its consumer goods” [61]. 

The close relationship between Russia and China led to the fear of the newly 
emerging states such as India which made it working on protecting its interests 
through different strategies such as increasing its relation with Russia in order to 
be balanced against China. Moreover, India developed its relationship with the 
US in order to balance any partnership between Russia and China. The rise of 
several powers at the same time in the international system can lead to two 
possible scenarios whether the cooperation among these states or increasing the 
conflict among them. This can be shown through the Russian-Chinese relations. 
On one hand, there is an economic and political partnership between Russia and 
China which keep their relation close. On the other hand, there is a lack in the 
military partnership between them as each side has fear from the other side re-
garding the unequal military power between them. However, the Russian fears 
from China represented in the unequal relations regarding the conventional 
forces “Russia knows that despite its superiority in terms of nuclear weapons, its 
conventional forces are no match to China’s military. China, on the other hand, 
fears being encircled and isolated if Russia joins the West” [61]. 

Recently, Russia focused on improving its military activities which can be 
shown through the Chinese military white paper in 2015 that includes the Chi-
nese military strategy. It shows the transformation of the Chinese defense men-
tality and the national security strategy of China. It emphasized that hegemony 
is not the objective “China will unswervingly follow the path of peaceful devel-
opment, pursue an independent foreign policy of peace and a national defense 
policy that is defensive in nature, oppose hegemonism and power politics in all 
forms, and will never seek hegemony or expansion” [62].  

Although China emphasized the stance for not being the hegemon power, its 
military actions show its intention for being a great power. This can be shown 
through the Chinese military deployment in Djibouti in order to protect its 
commercial and military interests “China also used its soft military naval pres-
ence overseas, specifically in the Middle East, to protect its expanding commer-
cial interests and as a platform for military diplomacy. In May 2015, Chinese and 
Russian naval vessels held joint naval exercises in the Mediterranean, the first in 
European waters in the Black Sea and the Mediterranean and the farthest-ever 
from China’s home waters” (Chaziza, 2018, p. 14). Furthermore, China tried to 
increase its influence economically in the Middle East. This can be shown 
through the belt and road indicative in 2013. It was launched as a result of the 
shift of US policies towards Asia due to the rising influence of Russia and China 
in the Middle East which undermine the US policies in the Middle East [63]. 
Losing Syria is one of the most important indicators of the transition as it shows 
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the loss of the US influence in the region and the Russian gain in the Middle 
East. As a result, Trump declared lose to Syria and he withdraw from Syria. 
Trump Justified his withdrawal as the American intervention in Syria costed the 
US losses in the number of soldiers. Moreover, Trump denied the role of the 
Arabs and the Kurdish in fighting against the Islamic state instead he related it 
to the role of the US only [64]. 

The context of power transition theory on the regional level in the Middle 
East shows that the transition is still in the making. The transition shows that the 
unipolar system is no longer existing as there are rising powers which challenged 
the American hegemony in the region. This shows that Russia is not the only 
power that seeks to achieve its influence in the international system which 
means that the transition may end with being bipolar or multipolar. The recent 
military deployment of China shows that Russia will not be the only dominant 
power. In addition, the rise of BRICS which indicates that the international sys-
tem may be classified as a multipolar system. Whether the international system 
becomes bipolar or multipolar Russia succeeded in challenging the US hegemo-
ny. After Trump came to power and with his aggressive policies that he took 
against some Arab States which made them dissatisfied about the US as a hege-
mon power. He put restrictions on travelers from five countries that the majority 
of them are Muslims. In addition, his decision to move the American embassy to 
Jerusalem “In addition, a perceived US retreat from global leadership creates 
more room for Russia to expand. Russia’s growing influence in the region, 
therefore, reflects US weakness as much as its own strength” [59]. 

To conclude, Russia intervened in the Middle East after the Arab Spring as a 
result of increasing the involvement of the US in the region which undermines 
the Russian interests especially in Syria. Syria played an important role in the 
process of the power transition as it led to undermine the interests of the US in 
the region and changed the balance of power.  

4. Chapter Four: Conclusions 

The Russian-American relations have been always in conflicts. Even after the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, the hostilities between them can be reduced but it 
did not end. As each side tries to gain more power and influence in the interna-
tional system. The main aim of the Russian foreign policy is to regain the Soviet 
doctrine. The issue of reviving the Soviet doctrine can be discussed in the con-
text of the power transition theory whether on the global or regional level due to 
different factors such as economic, political and military that encourage for the 
transition. The power transition theory emphasizes about two main assumptions 
in order to achieve the transition. The first assumption refers to the degree of the 
satisfaction of the states on the hegemon power. The second assumption empha-
sizes the importance of the states for having resources in order to challenge the 
dominant power. When there is a dissatisfaction on the hegemon power and the 
states have enough resources, which make them qualified to challenge the he-
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gemon power, the states can be able to reach transition.  
The same can be applied to the Russian-American relations since the 2000s 

which shows how the process of transition began. During the 2000s when Presi-
dent Putin came to power, his main focus was to return the Russian influence in 
the international system. The relation between Russia and the US at the begin-
ning of the 2000s was close as Russia supported the US actions towards terror-
ism in order to secure its borders. The shift in their relation started after the in-
vasion of Iraq by the US which presented as an indicator for challenging the US 
domination. As Russia perceived the invasion of Iraq as a disrespect for the Iraqi 
sovereignty and it believed that it would lead to the instability if the international 
system. Thus, Russia cooperated with the western power as it perceived the mul-
tipolar system will achieve stability. 

The stance of the western power was divided regarding the issue of Georgian 
war. Regarding the stance of the US supported Georgia against Russia. As the US 
wanted to weaken the gas and oil pipelines of Russia in the action of the Euro-
pean Union, some states supported Russia and others were against it, however, 
they all have agreed on achieving stability in the region in order to establish an 
international energy market. On the other hand, the war in Chechnya was not 
supported by the US as the US perceived any support for Russia in the war will 
lead to increase the Russian influence in the region. The reaction of the EU to-
wards Russia in Chechnya war was more aggressive than in the Georgian war as 
it accused Russia with committing a human rights violation. These two wars 
were an indicator of the Russian challenge to the US in the Middle East. 

One of the most important indicators in the process of transition is the accu-
mulation of resources. This can be shown through the Russian economic growth 
that was adopted by Putin on the domestic and international levels before the 
economic crisis. The energy resources represented an essential element in par-
ticipating in the Russian economic growth. In addition, it threatened the Amer-
ican domination in the region as it gave Russia more influence. This can be 
shown through the gas dispute between Russia and Belarus and between Russia 
and Ukraine. The US was afraid of losing its European allies that have a close re-
lationship with Russia in gas and oil cooperation. The economic crisis in 2008 
affected the Russian economy and represented a chance for the US to weaken the 
Russian influence. Moreover, the economic crisis prevented Russia from inter-
vening in the Middle East as the economy and the accumulation of resources 
represent important factors in the transition process. 

Regarding the reaction of Russia towards the Arab uprisings, in the beginning, 
Russia was against the Arab. Russia perceived the Arab uprising as an attempt 
from the western powers to weaken the Russian influence. In addition, it threats 
the gas and oil reverses in the Middle East. Thus, stayed silent in the uprisings 
that were in Tunisia, Egypt, Yemen, and Bahrain. Russia was against the regime 
change as it would lead to instability in the region. Furthermore, these states do 
not have strong ties with Russia. The Russian reaction towards the uprisings Tu-
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nisia and Egypt represented in calling for a peaceful transition. In the case of 
Bahrain, it perceived the Uprisings as an internal matter. Regarding the case of 
Yemen, Russia never had a desire to intervene in Yemen as it would lead to mas-
sive losses to Russia.  

On the other hand, the stance of Russia towards the uprisings in Libya and 
Syria was different due to their importance to Russia. Russia has strong ties with 
Libya, especially in the economic relation. As a result of the escalation of the sit-
uation in Libya, the security council declared 1973 declaration which was not 
approved by Russia as it threats the Russian interests in Libya and will lead to 
instability of the region. The case of Libya represents an important part in the 
process of the transition, as Russia lost a lot of its interests in Libya because of 
the US. Thus, Russia did not give the US a chance to repeat the scenario of the 
Russian failure in Libya in Syria especially Syria represents the most important 
ally to Russia in the Middle East. Syria has strong ties with Russia in different 
aspects military, economic, political and security aspects. Thus, the failure of the 
Russian influence in Syria means the failure of the Russian influence in the re-
gion. The Russian presence in Syria represents a massive threat to the US due to 
the Russian relations with the different actors in Russia such as Israel, Iran, and 
Turkey.  

The process of transition still in the making especially with the rising of newly 
emerging states such as China, India and BRICS which changed the balance of 
power and challenged the domination of the US. However, there is no specific 
point that can be described as the transition, it is a gradual process which can 
take years. There are two expected scenarios of the Russian relation with newly 
emerging states, whether Russia cooperates with the other emerging states and 
the international system will be multipolar or Russia will return to the era of the 
Cold War and there will be a confrontation between it and China, which will end 
with the failure of one of them. Hence, one of them will rise as a dominant pow-
er. One of the most important indicators that show the current transition of 
power can be shown through tracking back to the US influence after the invasion 
of Iraq and how the US was the hegemon power that cannot be challenged. By 
looking nowadays to the influence of US in the Middle East, it is not the same as 
it was in 2000s or even at the beginning of the Arab Spring until Russia emerged 
as a key actor in the uprisings in Libya and Syria. As a result, US shifted its poli-
cies to the Eastern Asia as it founded its role in the Middle East became no long-
er effective. In addition, Russia worked on formulating allies with the states in 
the Middle East which can be shown through the case of Syria and the coopera-
tion of Russia with different states such as the of case Israel and Iran. Russia also 
tried to gain the support of the Gulf states such as in the case of the uprising in 
Bahrain and the stance of Russia in supporting the king. As a result of the 
American Cold War mentality that US insisted to follow, Russia and China did 
not want to be excluded from the international system which made them to 
challenge the US policies in the Middle East. This can be shown through the po-

https://doi.org/10.4236/oalib.1107976


N. Tarek 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/oalib.1107976 28 Open Access Library Journal 
 

litical, economic and military role that Russia and China played in the Middle 
East which led to change the balance of power. Hence, led to the power transi-
tion in the international system. Accordingly, affecting the power transition in 
the international system. 
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