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Abstract: The Cold War era was a period in which ideological division was the defining feature of international
relations, with states aligning themselves into two opposing blocs. The Soviet Union, as the founding power
and ideological centre of the Eastern Bloc, built its foreign policy upon this ideological foundation; it conducted
its relations within this framework, both in the Middle East in general and with Israel in particular. With the
dissolution of the Soviet Union, the bipolar structure—the concrete manifestation of ideological division—also
came to an end. As the legal successor of the Soviet Union, the Russian Federation has diverged fundamentally
from the previous era in terms of the policies it has pursued. In this new era, where East-West tensions retained
a certain degree of influence, a pragmatic foreign policy based on realpolitik gained prominence; Russia's
relations with Israel have also been shaped within this framework. The primary aim of this study is to examine
the structural transformation in the Russian Federation's policy towards Israel following the dissolution of the
Soviet Union and to demonstrate how Moscow has shifted from the ideological approach of the Cold War era
to a pragmatic, interest-driven diplomatic approach. Despite the presence of over one and a half million people
of Russian origin living in Israel and strong social ties such as the anti-Nazi sentiment inherited from the
Second World War, Russia pursues a balanced policy. Russia's ability to simultaneously maintain security
coordination with Israel whilst sustaining strategic relations with the Arab world and regional actors is
explained through the realpolitik perspective, which forms the theoretical core of this study. Based on a
comprehensive literature review conducted using qualitative analysis methods, the study first examines
realpolitik, the conceptual foundation of Russia's foreign policy towards Israel. It then briefly addresses
relations with Israel during the Soviet era; the main section of the study examines the relations that developed
in the post-Soviet period from a realpolitik perspective.
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genelinde oldugu gibi Israil 6zelinde de iliskilerini séz konusu gergeve iginde yiiriitmiistiir. Sovyetler Birligi'nin
dagilmasiyla birlikte ideolojik bdliinmenin somut yansimasi olan iki kutuplu yapi da ortadan kalkmustir.
Hukuki halef sifatiyla Rusya Federasyonu, izledigi politikalar bakimindan 6nceki donemden koklii bicimde
ayrismistir. Dogu-Bat1 geriliminin belirli 6l¢lide etkisini korudugu bu yeni donemde realpolitige dayali
pragmatist bir dis politika agirlik kazanmis; Rusya'nmn Israil ile iliskileri de bu anlayis gercevesinde
sekillenmistir. Bu ¢caligmanin temel amaci, Sovyetler Birligi'nin dagilmasinin ardindan Rusya Federasyonu'nun
Israil politikasinda yasanan yapisal doniisiimii incelemek ve Moskova'nin Soguk Savas déneminin ideolojik
yaklagimini terk ederek pragmatik, ¢ikar odakl: bir diplomasi anlayisina nasil gegis yaptigini ortaya koymaktir.
Israil'de yasayan bir buguk milyonu askin Rus kékenli niifus ve Ikinci Diinya Savasi'ndan miras kalan Nazi
karsitligr gibi giiglii toplumsal baglarin varligina karsin Rusya'nin dengeli bir politika izledigi goriilmektedir.
Rusya'nin ayni1 anda hem Israil ile giivenlik koordinasyonu yiiriitmesi hem de Arap diinyas1 ve bdlgesel
aktorlerle stratejik iligkilerini siirdiirebilmesi, ¢aligmanin kuramsal ¢ekirdegini olusturan realpolitik perspektif
aracilifiyla agiklanmaktadir. Nitel analiz yontemiyle gerceklestirilen kapsamli bir literatiir taramasina dayanan
calismada oncelikle Rusya'nin Israil'e yonelik dis politikasinin kavramsal temeli olan realpolitik ele
alinmaktadir. Ardindan Sovyetler Birligi donemindeki israil iliskilerine kisaca yer verilmekte; calismanin esas
boliimiinde ise Post-Sovyet donemde gelisen iligkiler realpolitik perspektiften incelenmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Uluslararasi iliskiler, Rusya, Israil, Realpolitik, Orta Dogu.
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Structured Abstract:

This study analyses the structural and pragmatic transformation in the Russian Federation’s policy
towards Israel following the dissolution of the Soviet Union. In the international system defined by ideological
divisions during the Cold War, relations between the USSR and Israel followed an ideological trajectory as a
result of their positions in opposing blocs. However, with the dissolution of the USSR, the Russian Federation,
as its legal successor, has adopted a pragmatic approach centred on realpolitik in its foreign policy.

The primary objective of this study is to demonstrate how Moscow has transitioned from the Cold
War-era model of ideological polarisation in bilateral relations to a pragmatic diplomacy that prioritises
national interests and regional balances. The study is based on two key hypotheses: Firstly, that the Russian
Federation constructs its relations with Israel not on the basis of ideological antagonisms, but on pragmatic and
rational interests; and secondly, that the security relationship established by Russia with Israel does not hinder
Moscow’s strategic partnerships with the Arab world and regional rivals, but is instead utilised as an instrument
of a “balance of power policy”.

>

Realpolitik, used as an explanatory concept in this study, is an approach that denotes “realistic policy’
or “pragmatic politics”, signifying that states act in foreign policy not on the basis of ideals but in accordance
with the balance of power, national interests and prevailing conditions. Whilst realism provides a theoretical
framework, realpolitik offers practical recommendations on how state behaviour should be shaped. In the
realpolitik perspective, normativity is not considered binding; a realistic assessment of current conditions is
paramount.

The USSR’s policy towards Israel followed a complex trajectory from its inception; it became the first
state to recognise Israel de jure on 18 May 1948. Behind this support lay ideological and strategic reasons, such
as breaking British influence in the region, limiting US influence, and the expectation of a socialist-leaning
Jewish state. However, Israel’s alignment with the Western bloc, contrary to expectations, led to a rapid
deterioration in relations. Diplomatic ties were severed in 1953, and during the 1956 Suez Crisis and the 1967
Six-Day War, the USSR sided with the Arab states. The close ties established with the Palestine Liberation
Organisation in the 1970s deepened the USSR’s ideological stance. The normalisation process that began
during the Gorbachev era culminated in the re-establishment of diplomatic relations in October 1991.

With the dissolution of the USSR, Russia began to pursue a foreign policy that was pro-Western,
pragmatic and focused on economic interests. During this period, Israel was no longer viewed as a “cornerstone
of imperialism”; rather, it was perceived as a country with which cooperation should be developed. There were
strong motivations for both sides in the improvement of relations: for Russia, Israel was an important trading
partner, and Israelis of Soviet origin served as a natural bridge between the two countries. For Israel, Jews
emigrating from Russia represented a significant source of population.

With Vladimir Putin’s rise to power in 2000, Russian foreign policy adopted a more centralised and
pragmatic structure. Russia began to pursue a delicate balancing act in the Middle East, maintaining relations
with both Israel and Muslim countries. In 2005, Putin became the first Russian leader to visit Israel. In 2006,
Russia adopted a stance diverging from the West by establishing diplomatic relations with Hamas. The early
2010s marked a peak in bilateral relations: Russia purchased unmanned aerial vehicle technology from Israel
and cancelled the sale of S-300s to Iran under pressure from the US and Israel. Putin’s second visit to Israel in
2012 symbolised the pinnacle of this rapprochement.

Russia’s direct intervention in the Syrian civil war in September 2015 led to the two countries’ armies
being present on the same battlefield. The resulting risk was managed through a “deconfliction mechanism”
established between the two countries. Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 left Israel facing a
difficult dilemma. Whilst its Western allies condemned Russia and imposed sanctions, Israel pursued a cautious
policy of neutrality, refraining from imposing sanctions on Russia or sending military aid to Ukraine. The
primary reason for this was that it was able to maintain its operational freedom in Syria thanks to the
coordination mechanism established with Russia. Following the Hamas attacks on 7 October 2023, Russia’s
pro-Palestinian stance ushered in a new period of chill in bilateral relations. Although the hosting of Hamas
and Iranian officials in Moscow in October 2023, alongside Russia’s use of harsh language criticising Israel in
UN votes, strained relations, it did not sever them entirely. Cooperation in the energy sector, in particular,
retained its importance. The study concludes that Russia-Israel relations have evolved from the ideological
opposition of the Soviet era to a realpolitik approach centred on national interests today. The fact that Russia
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maintains security coordination with Israel at the highest level whilst simultaneously sustaining strategic
partnerships with Israel’s regional rivals — Iran and Syria (during the Assad era) — demonstrates that Russian
foreign policy has shed ideological sentimentality and is focused on rational interests.

Keywords: International Relations, Russia, Israel, Realpolitik, Middle East.
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Résumé Structuré:

Cette étude analyse la transformation structurelle et pragmatique de la politique de la Fédération de
Russie a I’égard d’Israél a la suite de la dissolution de I’Union soviétique. Dans le systéme international marqué
par les clivages idéologiques de la Guerre froide, les relations entre I’'URSS et Israél suivaient une trajectoire
idéologique découlant de leur appartenance a des blocs opposés. Cependant, avec la dissolution de ’'URSS, la
Fédération de Russie, en tant que successeur 1égal de celle-ci, a adopté une approche pragmatique axée sur la
realpolitik dans sa politique étrangere.

L’objectif principal de cette étude est de montrer comment Moscou est passée du modele de
polarisation idéologique des relations bilatérales, propre a 1’époque de la Guerre froide, & une diplomatie
pragmatique qui privilégie les intéréts nationaux et les équilibres régionaux. Cette étude repose sur deux
hypothéses clés : premiérement, que la Fédération de Russie construit ses relations avec Israél non pas sur la
base d’antagonismes idéologiques, mais sur des intéréts pragmatiques et rationnels ; et deuxiémement, que les
relations de sécurité établies par la Russie avec Israél n’entravent pas les partenariats stratégiques de Moscou
avec le monde arabe et ses rivaux régionaux, mais sont au contraire utilisées comme un instrument d’une «
politique d’équilibre des pouvoirs ».

La « Realpolitik », utilisée comme concept explicatif dans cette étude, est une approche qui désigne
une « politique réaliste » ou une « politique pragmatique », signifiant que les Etats agissent en matiére de
politique étrangére non pas sur la base d’idéaux, mais en fonction de I’équilibre des pouvoirs, des intéréts
nationaux et des conditions du moment. Alors que le réalisme fournit un cadre théorique, la « Realpolitik »
propose des recommandations pratiques sur la maniére dont le comportement des Etats devrait étre fagonné.
Dans la perspective de la realpolitik, la normativité n’est pas considérée comme contraignante ; une évaluation
réaliste des conditions actuelles est primordiale.

La politique de ’'URSS a I’égard d’Israél a suivi une trajectoire complexe dés sa création ; elle fut le
premier Etat a reconnaitre Israél de jure le 18 mai 1948. Derriére ce soutien se cachaient des raisons
idéologiques et stratégiques, telles que la volonté de briser ’influence britannique dans la région, de limiter
I’influence américaine et I’espoir de voir émerger un Etat juif & tendance socialiste. Cependant, le ralliement
d’Israél au bloc occidental, contrairement aux attentes, a entrainé une détérioration rapide des relations. Les
relations diplomatiques ont été rompues en 1953, et lors de la crise de Suez de 1956 et de la guerre des Six
Jours de 1967, I’URSS s’est rangée du coté des Etats arabes. Les liens étroits établis avec 1’Organisation de
libération de la Palestine dans les années 1970 ont renforcé la position idéologique de I’'URSS. Le processus
de normalisation entamé sous 1’ére Gorbatchev a abouti au rétablissement des relations diplomatiques en
octobre 1991.

Avec la dissolution de I’URSS, la Russie a commencé a mener une politique étrangére pro-
occidentale, pragmatique et axée sur les intéréts économiques. Au cours de cette période, Israél n’était plus
considéré comme une « pierre angulaire de I’impérialisme » ; il était au contraire pergu comme un pays avec
lequel il fallait développer une coopération. Les deux parties avaient de solides motivations pour améliorer
leurs relations : pour la Russie, Israél était un partenaire commercial important, et les Israéliens d’origine
soviétique constituaient un pont naturel entre les deux pays. Pour Israél, les Juifs émigrant de Russie
représentaient une source significative de population.

Avec I’arrivée au pouvoir de Vladimir Poutine en 2000, la politique étrangére russe a adopté une
structure plus centralisée et pragmatique. La Russie s’est alors engagée dans un délicat exercice d’équilibre au
Moyen-Orient, entretenant des relations tant avec Israél qu’avec les pays musulmans. En 2005, Poutine est
devenu le premier dirigeant russe a se rendre en Israél. En 2006, la Russie a adopté une position divergeant de
celle de 1I’Occident en établissant des relations diplomatiques avec le Hamas. Le début des années 2010 a
marqué un apogée dans les relations bilatérales : la Russie a acheté a Isra€l de la technologie de drones et a
annulé la vente de S-300 & I’Iran sous la pression des Etats-Unis et d’Israél. La deuxiéme visite de Poutine en
Israél en 2012 a symbolisé le point culminant de ce rapprochement.

L’intervention directe de la Russie dans la guerre civile syrienne en septembre 2015 a conduit les
armées des deux pays a se retrouver sur le méme champ de bataille. Le risque qui en a découlé a été géré grace
a un « mécanisme de déconfliction » mis en place entre les deux pays. L’invasion de 1I’Ukraine par la Russie
en février 2022 a placé Israél face a un dilemme difficile. Alors que ses alliés occidentaux condamnaient la
Russie et imposaient des sanctions, Israél a mené une politique prudente de neutralité, s’abstenant d’imposer
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des sanctions a la Russie ou d’envoyer une aide militaire a I’Ukraine. La raison principale en était qu’il pouvait
ainsi préserver sa liberté d’action en Syrie grace au mécanisme de coordination mis en place avec la Russie. A
la suite des attaques du Hamas du 7 octobre 2023, la position pro-palestinienne de la Russie a marqué le début
d’une nouvelle période de refroidissement dans les relations bilatérales. Bien que 1’accueil de responsables du
Hamas et de I’Iran 2 Moscou en octobre 2023, ainsi que les propos virulents de la Russie critiquant Israél lors
des votes a ’ONU, aient tendu les relations, cela ne les a pas rompues pour autant. La coopération dans le
secteur énergétique, en particulier, a conservé toute son importance. L’étude conclut que les relations russo-
israéliennes sont passées de 1’opposition idéologique de 1’ére soviétique a une approche de realpolitik centrée
aujourd’hui sur les intéréts nationaux. Le fait que la Russie maintienne une coordination en matiére de sécurité
avec Israél au plus haut niveau tout en entretenant simultanément des partenariats stratégiques avec les rivaux
régionaux d’Israél — I’Iran et la Syrie (a I’époque d’Assad) — démontre que la politique étrangére russe s’est
affranchie de toute sentimentalité idéologique et se concentre sur des intéréts rationnels.

Mots-clés: Relations internationales, Russie, Israél, Realpolitik, Moyen-Orient.

Resumen Estructurado:

Este estudio analiza la transformacion estructural y pragmatica de la politica de la Federacion Rusa
hacia Israel tras la disolucion de la Unién Soviética. En el sistema internacional definido por las divisiones
ideolédgicas durante la Guerra Fria, las relaciones entre la URSS e Israel siguieron una trayectoria ideologica
como consecuencia de sus posiciones en bloques opuestos. Sin embargo, con la disolucion de la URSS, la
Federacion Rusa, como su sucesora legal, ha adoptado un enfoque pragmatico centrado en la realpolitik en su
politica exterior.

El objetivo principal de este estudio es demostrar como Moscu ha pasado del modelo de polarizacion
ideoldgica en las relaciones bilaterales, propio de la era de la Guerra Fria, a una diplomacia pragmatica que da
prioridad a los intereses nacionales y a los equilibrios regionales. El estudio se basa en dos hipdtesis clave: en
primer lugar, que la Federacion Rusa construye sus relaciones con Israel no sobre la base de antagonismos
ideolégicos, sino de intereses pragmaticos y racionales; y, en segundo lugar, que la relacion de seguridad
establecida por Rusia con Israel no obstaculiza las alianzas estratégicas de Mosctu con el mundo arabe y sus
rivales regionales, sino que, por el contrario, se utiliza como instrumento de una «politica de equilibrio de
poder».

La «Realpolitik», utilizada como concepto explicativo en este estudio, es un enfoque que denota
«politica realistay o «politica pragmatica», lo que significa que los Estados act@ian en politica exterior no
basandose en ideales, sino de acuerdo con el equilibrio de poder, los intereses nacionales y las condiciones
imperantes. Mientras que el realismo proporciona un marco teérico, la «Realpolitik» ofrece recomendaciones
practicas sobre como debe configurarse el comportamiento de los Estados. Desde la perspectiva de la
realpolitik, la normatividad no se considera vinculante; lo primordial es una evaluacion realista de las
condiciones actuales.

La politica de la URSS hacia Israel sigui6 una trayectoria compleja desde sus inicios; se convirtié en
el primer Estado en reconocer a Israel de jure el 18 de mayo de 1948. Detras de este apoyo se escondian razones
ideologicas y estratégicas, como romper la influencia britanica en la region, limitar la influencia estadounidense
y la expectativa de un Estado judio de tendencia socialista. Sin embargo, la alineacion de Israel con el bloque
occidental, contrariamente a lo esperado, provocod un rapido deterioro de las relaciones. Las relaciones
diplomaticas se rompieron en 1953 y, durante la crisis de Suez de 1956 y la Guerra de los Seis Dias de 1967,
la URSS se aline6 con los Estados arabes. Los estrechos vinculos establecidos con la Organizacion para la
Liberacion de Palestina en la década de 1970 reforzaron la postura ideologica de la URSS. El proceso de
normalizacién que comenzo6 durante la era de Gorbachov culmind con el restablecimiento de las relaciones
diplomaticas en octubre de 1991.

Con la disolucion de la URSS, Rusia comenzo6 a aplicar una politica exterior prooccidental, pragmatica
y centrada en los intereses econémicos. Durante este periodo, Israel ya no se consideraba una «piedra angular
del imperialismo», sino que se percibia como un pais con el que debia desarrollarse la cooperacion. Ambas
partes tenian fuertes motivos para mejorar las relaciones: para Rusia, Israel era un importante socio comercial,
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y los israelies de origen soviético servian de puente natural entre ambos paises. Para Israel, los judios que
emigraban de Rusia representaban una importante fuente de poblacion.

Con la llegada al poder de Vladimir Putin en 2000, la politica exterior rusa adoptd una estructura mas
centralizada y pragmatica. Rusia comenz6 a llevar a cabo un delicado ejercicio de equilibrio en Oriente Medio,
manteniendo relaciones tanto con Israel como con los paises musulmanes. En 2005, Putin se convirtié en el
primer lider ruso en visitar Israel. En 2006, Rusia adopt6 una postura divergente de la de Occidente al establecer
relaciones diplomaticas con Hamas. A principios de la década de 2010 se alcanzd un punto algido en las
relaciones bilaterales: Rusia adquirié tecnologia de vehiculos aéreos no tripulados de Israel y cancel6 la venta
de misiles S-300 a Iran bajo la presion de EE. UU. e Israel. La segunda visita de Putin a Israel en 2012 simbolizo
el punto algido de este acercamiento.

La intervencion directa de Rusia en la guerra civil siria en septiembre de 2015 llevo a que los ejércitos
de ambos paises se encontraran en el mismo campo de batalla. El riesgo resultante se gestioné mediante un
«mecanismo de prevencion de conflictos» establecido entre ambos paises. La invasion de Ucrania por parte de
Rusia en febrero de 2022 dej6 a Israel ante un dificil dilema. Mientras sus aliados occidentales condenaban a
Rusia e imponian sanciones, Israel siguid una politica cautelosa de neutralidad, absteniéndose de imponer
sanciones a Rusia o de enviar ayuda militar a Ucrania. La razén principal fue que pudo mantener su libertad
de accion en Siria gracias al mecanismo de coordinacion establecido con Rusia. Tras los ataques de Hamas del
7 de octubre de 2023, la postura pro-palestina de Rusia marcé el inicio de un nuevo periodo de enfriamiento
en las relaciones bilaterales. Aunque la acogida de responsables de Hamas e Iran en Moscu en octubre de 2023,
junto con el uso por parte de Rusia de un lenguaje duro en sus criticas a Israel en las votaciones de la ONU,
tenso las relaciones, no las rompid por completo. La cooperacion en el sector energético, en particular, conservo
su importancia. El estudio concluye que las relaciones entre Rusia e Israel han evolucionado desde la oposicion
ideoldgica de la era soviética hasta un enfoque de realpolitik centrado en los intereses nacionales en la
actualidad. El hecho de que Rusia mantenga la coordinacion en materia de seguridad con Israel al mas alto
nivel, al tiempo que mantiene alianzas estratégicas con los rivales regionales de Israel —Iran y Siria (durante
la era de Assad)—, demuestra que la politica exterior rusa ha dejado atrés el sentimentalismo ideoldgico y se
centra en los intereses racionales.

Palabras clave: Relaciones internacionales, Rusia, Israel, Realpolitik, Oriente Medio.
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CrpykrypupoBanHoe Pe3iome:

B nmanHOM uccne0BaHUN aHATM3UPYIOTCS CTPYKTYPHBIE U TIparMaTHYeCKUe N3MEHEHUS B TIOJTUTHKE
Poccuiickoit @eaepanuu B otHomeHun M3pawns mocne pacmaga Coserckoro Coroza. B MexayHapoHOM
CUCTEMe, OTIPEIEISIBIICHCS HIC0JIOTUYECKUMHU MTPOTUBOCTOSHUSMU B IIEPUO/]T «XOJIOJHON BOWHBI», OTHOIICHHUS
Mmexay CCCP u M3pannem pa3BUBANKCH 110 HAEOIOTHIECKOIN TPAaeKTOPUH BCIECACTBHE MX MPUHAICHKHOCTH K
npoTtuBocTosmuM O10kaM. OqHako nocite pacnaga CCCP Poccuiickas denepanms, Kak ero npaBornpeeMHIK,
mepennia K MparMaTi4eckoMy MOJXOIy, OCHOBAHHOMY Ha TIPUHIIMIIAX «PEANTbHOW TOJIHTHKHY, B CBOCH
BHEIIHEH IOJINTHKE.

OcHOBHas 11eJIb JAHHOTO HCCIIeI0BaHMS — MPOAEMOHCTPUPOBaTh, Kak MOCKBa Iepernia 0T MOAEIN
M/ICOJIOTUYECKOH TOJIIPU3AIMY B JIBYCTOPOHHHUX OTHOIICHUSX, XapaKTEPHOH JUIs 3TIOXH XOJIOAHONW BOWHBI, K
MparMaTU4HON JMIUIOMATHH, B KOTOPOH NPHUOPUTET OTAAETCS HAIIMOHAIBHBIM HHTEpECaM M PETHOHAIBHOMY
6amancy cui. lccnenoBaHHEe OCHOBAaHO Ha JBYX KIIOYEBBIX THIIOTE3aX: BO-TEPBBIX, 4TO Poccuiickas
dbeﬂepauml BBICTpPAanBacT CBOUW OTHOWLICHUA C I/IspanneM HC HAa OCHOBC HNACOJOTHYCCKUX HpOTHBOpeqHﬁ, a
HUCXOJd W3 HIparMaTU4C€CKUX MW pPaluOHAIIBHBIX HWHTCPECOB, W, BO-BTOPBLIX, YTO OTHOLICHUA B c<’pepe
Oe3omacHOCTH, ycTaHOBICHHBIE Poccmeii ¢ M3pamnem, He NMPEmsATCTBYIOT CTPAaTETHUYECKOMY MapTHEPCTBY
MocCkBHI ¢ apa6CKI/IM MHUPOM U PETUOHAJIBHBIMH COIICPHHUKAMH, a, HAIIPOTUB, HUCIIOJB3YIOTCA B Ka4YC€CTBC
MHCTPYMEHTA «IIOJINTHKU OaJlaHCca CHID».

«PGEU'IHOJ'II/ITI/IKa», HCIIOJIb3yEeMasl B JaHHOM HUCCJICIOBAHUHN B Ka4CCTBC 00BSICHUTEILHOTO IIOHATUA,
MMpeACTaBJIACT coboit Ioaxond, 0603Ha‘laIOIIII/II71 «PCATMCTUYCCKYIO TOJIUTHUKY» HWIW «OPparMaTuv4eCcKyro
MOJIUTUKY», HOI[pa3yM€BaIOIlIPII71, YTO rocyaapcraa ﬂeﬁCTByIOT BO BHEIIIHEH IOJIMTUKE HE HA OCHOBE nacajios,
a B COOTBETCTBHUH C 0aJlaHCOM CHJI, HAIIMOHAJIbHBIMU UHTECPECCAMU U CIIOKUBIIUMUCH YCIIOBUAMU. B To BpeEMA
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Kak peamu3sM o0O0ecleunBacT TEOPETUUECKYI0 OCHOBY, «PEAIMONMTHKA» IPEAjiaracT INPaKTHYECKHE
PEKOMEHAAINH OTHOCUTENBHO TOTO, KaK JOJDKHO (OpPMHUPOBATHCS MOBEACHHE rocyaapctBa. C TOUKH 3pEHUS
«PEATMOIUTHKI» HOPMATHBHOCTh HE CUYHTACTCS O0O0SA3aTEIbHOH; IIEPBOCTETIEHHOE 3HAYEHHE WMEET
peaTNCTHIHAS OIICHKA TEKYIIUX yCIOBHH.

[omuruka CCCP B otHOMIeHNH M3pamis ¢ caMoro Havajia pa3BUBajach IO CIOKHOH TpaeKTopun; 18
Mas 1948 roga CCCP cranm mepBBIM ToCyIapCTBOM, MpHU3HABIIMM M3pamms ne-fope. 3a 3ToH MoamepKKoit
CTOSUTM MJICOJIOTUYECKHE U CTpAaTerMYecKue NPUYUHBL, TaKHE KaK CJIIOM OPUTAHCKOTO BIIMSHUS B PErHOHE,
orpannuenue BiusHus CLIA w oXunaHue TOSBIEHHS €BPEHCKOro TroCyJapcTBa € COLMAIHCTHYECKOM
opuentanueid. OqHako npucoequHeHue M3pawnst x 3amagHoMy OJOKY, BOIPEKH OXHMIAHUSIM, MPUBEIO K
CTPEMUTEIBHOMY YXY/IIICHNIO OTHOIIEHUH. [IMIuioMaTHyeckue OTHOLEHUS ObLUTH pa3opBaHbl B 1953 rony, a
Bo Bpemsi Cysnkoro kpusuca 1956 rona u lllectuaneBHoit BoiHbl 1967 roga CCCP Bctan Ha CTOpOHY
apabckux rocynapct. TecHble cBs3H, ycTaHOBIEHHBIE ¢ Opranu3anueii ocBoboxaenus [lanectunst B 1970-x
rojax, ykpenwin uneonorndeckyto mosunuio CCCP. Ilponecc HOpManu3anuy OTHOIICHHUH, HAYaBIIHAHCS B
snoxy ['opbauéna, 3aBepIIMIICS BOCCTAHOBICHHEM AUIIOMAaTHISCKUX OTHOIICHHUH B OKkTs0pe 1991 rona.

C pacnagom CCCP Poccust crana mpoBOAUTH Npo3anagHyro, IparMaTUYHYI0 U OPUEHTUPOBAHHYIO HA
9KOHOMHYECKHE MHTEPECH BHEUIHIO MONUTHKY. B atoT mepuon M3pamnb mepectan BOCIPHHUMATHCS Kak
«KpacyToJbHBI KaMEHb HMIICpHANN3Ma»; HAIPOTHB, €ro CTAIM paccMaTpuBaTh KaK CTpPaHy, C KOTOPOH
CJIeTyeT pa3BUBATh COTPYIHHUYECTBO. Y 00X CTOPOH OBUIM BECKHE MOTHBBI JUIS YIy4IICHHS OTHOIICHWH:
qna Poccun M3pawne ObIT BaKHBIM TOPTOBBIM IIAPTHEPOM, A H3PAMJIBTSIHE COBETCKOTO IMPOMCXOMXKIACHHS
CITy>KIJIM €CTECTBEHHBIM MOCTOM MEX[Ty IByMs cTpaHamu. [l M3panmst espeu, smurpuposasime u3 Poccun,
MPE/ICTABISLIN CO00 3HAUNTEIbHBIH HCTOYHUK MTOTIOJTHEHUSI HACEICHHUS.

C nmpuxonoM k Biactu Branummupa ITytuna B 2000 roxgy BHemHsas nosnuTtuka Poccun mproGperna
OoJyiee NEHTPAIM30BAHHBIM M TparMaTHYHbIA Xapaktep. Poccus Hadana NMpoBOAMTH AEIMKATHBIA OanaHc
uHTepecoB Ha bmmkHem BocToke, mopnaepikuBas OTHOLIEHMA Kak ¢ M3paumiem, Tak U ¢ MyCyJIbMaHCKHMU
crpanaMu. B 2005 roay IlyTuH ctam nepBbIM pOCCHUMCKUM JHAEPOM, noceTuBmnM M3pauns. B 2006 roxy
Poccus 3aHs1a mo3unuio, pacxodsIryrocs ¢ Mo3ulMel 3anana, yCTaHOBUB AMIIIOMAaTHYECKHE OTHOLIEHHUS C
XAMAC. Hagamo 2010-x rogoB 03HaMEHOBAJIO MUK B JBYCTOPOHHUX OTHOIICHUsX: Poccus mpmoOpena y
Wzpanns TexHONOTMH OECHMIOTHBIX JIETATEIBbHBIX anmapaToB M OTMEHWIA Ipojaxy kommuiekcoB C-300
Upany nox naBnenuem CIHIA u Uzpawns. Bropoit Busut Ilytuna B Uspauns B 2012 rogy cran cUMBOJIOM
KyJIBMHHALIUU 3TOTO CONIKEHUS.

[Ipsimoe BMemraTenbscTBO Poccun B cupuiickyro rpaskIaHCKYI0 BOHY B ceHTs10pe 2015 roma mpuseno
K TOMY, YTO apMHH O0EHX CTpaH OKa3ajhch Ha OJHOM MoJie 00s. Bo3HUKIINK B pe3ynbTaTe pUCK YAAIOCh
c/iepXKaTh OJarofaps «MEXaHu3My MpPEeAOTBPALICHUsT KOH(QIUKTOB», CO3JaHHOMY MEXAY ABYMS CTpaHAMHU.
Bropyxenue Poccuu B Ykpauny B deBpane 2022 roaa nocraBuiio M3pausipb nepes ClnoxHOH auieMMoii. B to
BpeMs Kak €ro 3amajHble COIO3HUKH ocyAuian Poccrio M BBeNM CaHKIMH, M3panis MpOBOIMI OCTOPOKHYIO
MOJIMTUKY HEHTpaJHuTeTa, BO3AEPKUBASACH OT BBEAEHMS CAHKIWI NMpoTWB Poccnu mim okazaHWs BOESHHOM
nomomy YkpauHe. ['nmaBHOW mnpudmHOH 3TOro OBLIO TO, YTO Oylarojgapsi MEXaHHW3MY KOOPAWMHALUH,
HanakeHHOMY ¢ Poccueii, 3pannb cMOr coXpaHWTh CBOIO omepaTuBHYyI0 cBobomy B Cupuu. Ilocne arak
XAMAC 7 oxtsa6ps 2023 ronma mponasieCTHHCKas To3uus Poccun o3HaMeHOBaIa Hayallo HOBOTO TMEpHoJia
OXJTXJICHUS B JBYCTOPOHHHX OTHOMICHUsX. XOTS mpueM B Mockse B okTs0pe 2023 roma mpeacraBUTeNeH
XAMAC u Hpana, a Taxke ucroib3oBanue Poccuell pe3kux (OpMyIHMpoBOK B KpuTHKe M3pawis npu
ronocoBanny B OOH mpuBenn K HanpspDKEHHOCTH B OTHOIIEHHSIX, OHM HE OBUTH IOJHOCTBIO pa3opBaHbl. B
YaCTHOCTH, COTPYAHHYECTBO B IHEPTETHUECKOM CEKTOPE COXPAaHMJIO CBOIO BaXKHOCTh. B mccriemoBaHMM
JIenaeTcs BBIBOJ, UYTO POCCHHCKO-M3PAMIBCKHE OTHOILICHHS 5SBONIONMOHHPOBANINA OT HICOIOTHIECKOTO
MIPOTHBOCTOSTHUSI COBETCKON STIOXH K COBPEMEHHOMY MOJIXO/TY «PealbHOM NOJIUTHKIY, OPUEHTHPOBAaHHOMY Ha
HaIlMOHAJIbHBIE MHTEpechl. ToT ¢akT, uro Poccus monmepxuBaeT KOOpAUHALMIO B cdepe Oe30MacHOCTH ¢
W3paunem Ha caMOM BBICOKOM YPOBHE, OJHOBPEMEHHO COXpaHsSS CTPAaTErn4eckoe MapTHEPCTBO C
perruoHanbHBIME conepHuKaMu M3panist — Upanom n Cupueii (B anoxy Acaza) — CBHIETEIBCTBYET O TOM,
YTO POCCHICKAasi BHEIIHSSI TOJIMTHKA M30aBHIIaCh OT MJICOJIOTHUECKOH CEHTUMEHTAIbHOCTH M COCPEA0TOUCHA
Ha pallMOHATIbHBIX UHTEpECaX.

KuloueBble ciioBa: MexayHapoAHble OTHOIIeHUs, Poccus, M3pauns, «peannoautux», binxHuit
BocTtoxk.
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Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Bu galisma, Sovyetler Birligi’nin dagilmasinin ardindan Rusya Federasyonu’nun Israil’e ydnelik
politikasinda yasanan yapisal ve pragmatik doniisiimii analiz etmektedir. Soguk Savag déneminde ideolojik
béliinmelerin belirleyici oldugu uluslararas: sistemde, SSCB ile Israil arasindaki iliskiler, iki iilkenin zit
bloklardaki konumlarmin bir sonucu olarak ideolojik bir gidisat izlemisti. Ancak SSCB’nin dagilmasiyla
birlikte, onun hukuki halefi olan Rusya Federasyonu, dis politikasinda realpolitik odakli pragmatik bir yaklagim
benimsemistir.

Bu calismanin temel amaci, Moskova’nin ikili iligskilerde Soguk Savas donemine ait ideolojik
kutuplagma modelinden, ulusal ¢ikarlar1 ve bolgesel dengeleri 6n planda tutan pragmatik bir diplomasiye nasil
gecis yaptigini  ortaya koymaktir. Calisma, iki temel hipoteze dayanmaktadir: Birincisi, Rusya
Federasyonu’nun Israil ile iliskilerini ideolojik ¢atigmalar temelinde degil, pragmatik ve rasyonel ¢ikarlar
temelinde kurdugu; ikincisi ise, Rusya’nin Israil ile kurdugu giivenlik iliskisinin, Moskova’nin Arap diinyas1
ve bolgesel rakipleriyle olan stratejik ortakliklarini engellemedigi, aksine bir “gii¢ dengesi politikas1” araci
olarak kullanildigidir.

Bu ¢alismada agiklayici bir kavram olarak kullanilan realpolitik, “gergekgi politika” veya “pragmatik
siyaset” anlamina gelen bir yaklasimdir; bu, devletlerin dis politikada ideallere dayali olarak degil, glic dengesi,
ulusal ¢ikarlar ve mevcut kosullara uygun olarak hareket ettiklerini ifade eder. Gergekgilik teorik bir ¢erceve
saglarken, realpolitik devletin davraniginin nasil sekillendirilmesi gerektigine dair pratik Oneriler sunar.
Realpolitik perspektifinde normativite baglayict kabul edilmez; mevcut kosullarin gercekei bir sekilde
degerlendirilmesi dnceliklidir.

SSCB’nin Israil’e yonelik politikasi, baglangicindan itibaren karmasik bir seyir izlemistir; SSCB, 18
May1s 1948°de Israil’i hukuken taniyan ilk devlet olmustur. Bu destegin arkasinda, bolgedeki Ingiliz etkisini
kirmak, ABD’nin etkisini sinirlamak ve sosyalist egilimli bir Yahudi devleti beklentisi gibi ideolojik ve
stratejik nedenler yatmaktaydi. Ancak Israil’in beklentilerin aksine Bat1 bloguna yakinlasmasi, iliskilerin hizla
bozulmasina yol agti. Diplomatik iligkiler 1953°te kesildi ve 1956 Siiveys Krizi ile 1967 Alt1 Giin Savasi
strasinda SSCB, Arap devletlerinin yaninda yer aldi. 1970’lerde Filistin Kurtulus Orgiitii ile kurulan yakmn
baglar, SSCB’nin ideolojik durusunu daha da pekistirdi. Gorbagov doneminde baslayan normallesme siireci,
Ekim 1991°de diplomatik iliskilerin yeniden kurulmasiyla sonuclandi.
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SSCB’nin dagilmasiyla birlikte Rusya, Bat1 yanlisi, pragmatik ve ekonomik ¢ikarlara odaklanan bir
dis politika izlemeye basladi. Bu dénemde Israil artik emperyalizmin bir “temel tas1” olarak gériilmiiyordu;
aksine, is birliginin gelistirilmesi gereken bir iilke olarak algilantyordu. iliskilerin iyilestirilmesinde her iki
taraf icin de giiclii nedenler vardi: Rusya icin Israil 5nemli bir ticaret ortagiydi ve Sovyet kokenli Israilliler iki
iilke arasinda dogal bir koprii gorevi goriiyordu. Israil icin ise Rusya’dan go¢ eden Yahudiler 5nemli bir niifus
kaynag olusturuyordu.

2000 yilinda Vladimir Putin’in iktidara gelmesiyle birlikte, Rusya’nin dis politikas1 daha merkezi ve
pragmatik bir yapiya kavustu. Rusya hem Israil hem de Miisliiman iilkelerle iliskilerini siirdiirerek Orta
Dogu’da hassas bir denge politikasi izlemeye basladi. 2005 yilinda Putin, Israil’i ziyaret eden ilk Rus lider
oldu. 2006 yilinda Rusya, Hamas ile diplomatik iligkiler kurarak Bati’dan farkli bir tutum benimsedi.
2010’larin basy, ikili iliskilerin zirveye ulastig1 bir dénem oldu: Rusya, Israil’den insansiz hava araci teknolojisi
satin aldi1 ve ABD ile Israil’in baskisi altinda iran’a S-300 satisin1 iptal etti. Putin’in 2012°deki ikinci Israil
ziyareti, bu yakinlasmanin doruk noktasini simgeledi.

Eyliil 2015°te Rusya’nin Suriye i¢ savasina dogrudan miidahalesi, iki iilkenin ordularinin ayni savas
alaninda yer almasina yol agti. Bunun sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan risk, iki iilke arasinda kurulan bir “¢atismay1
onleme mekanizmas1” araciligryla yonetildi. Rusya’nin Subat 2022°de Ukrayna’y: isgali, Israil’i zor bir
ikilemle kars1 karsiya birakti. Batil miittefikleri Rusya’y1 kiayip yaptirimlar uygularken, Israil temkinli bir
tarafsizlik politikasi izledi; Rusya’ya yaptirim uygulamaktan veya Ukrayna’ya askeri yardim gondermekten
kagindi. Bunun baslica nedeni, Rusya ile kurulan koordinasyon mekanizmasi sayesinde Suriye’deki
operasyonel Ozgiirliigiinii koruyabilmesiydi. 7 Ekim 2023’te Hamas’in diizenledigi saldirilarin ardindan,
Rusya’nin Filistin yanlist tutumu ikili iligkilerde yeni bir sogukluk donemini baslatti. Ekim 2023’te
Moskova’da Hamas ve Iranli yetkililere ev sahipligi yapilmasi ve Rusya’nin BM oylamalarinda Israil’i
elestiren sert bir dil kullanmas, iliskileri gerginlestirse de tamamen koparmadi. Ozellikle enerji sektoriindeki
is birligi dnemini korudu. Calisma, Rusya-Israil iliskilerinin Sovyet dénemindeki ideolojik karsithktan
giiniimiizde ulusal cikarlar merkezli bir realpolitik yaklasima dogru evrimlestigi sonucuna varmaktadir.
Rusya’nin Israil ile en iist diizeyde giivenlik koordinasyonunu siirdiiriirken, ayn1 zamanda Israil’in bolgesel
rakipleri olan Iran ve Suriye (Esad doneminde) ile stratejik ortakliklarini da devam ettirmesi, Rus dis
politikasinin ideolojik duygusalliktan siyrildigini ve rasyonel ¢ikarlara odaklandigini géstermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Uluslararas: iliskiler, Rusya, Israil, Realpolitik, Orta Dogu.
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Introduction

The transformation in the international system following the end of the Cold War reshaped
the balance of power between states and profoundly affected traditional alliance relations
(Huntington, 2015: 173). One striking example of this transformation was observed in relations
between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR)/Russia and Israel, which had historically
been part of opposing blocs. Following the Second World War, the USSR—which had openly
supported the establishment of a Jewish state and was one of the first countries to recognise Israel’s
founding in 1948— (Livne, 2013: 59) soon adopted a hardline stance towards that state, highlighting
the complex nature of relations between the two countries from an early stage. The primary reason
for this hardline stance was not so much the internal factors of the two states as the close ties between
the US and Israel during the Cold War (Caliskan, 2020: 697). Although US-Israeli ties continued in
the post-Cold War era, the ideological stance in Russia-Israel relations has given way to a pragmatic
approach and a multi-dimensional policy of balance.!

Despite the economic, military and demographic contraction it experienced in the post-
Soviet era, Russia has prioritised security considerations in its foreign policy and has utilised regional
cooperation mechanisms such as the Commonwealth of Independent States, the Shanghai
Cooperation Organisation and the Collective Security Treaty Organisation as part of this strategy
(Demirel, 2019). From the early 2000s onwards, developments in international relations led to
significant changes in Russia’s approach to and implementation of foreign policy. In this context,
Vladimir Putin’s assumption of office as President of the Russian Federation in 2000 marked the
beginning of a new era in Russian foreign policy, with Russia adopting a political course reflecting
its aspiration to become an active actor in the international system, inheriting the legacy of the Soviet
Union.

The development of Russia—Israel relations is not limited solely to bilateral diplomatic ties.
These bilateral relations must also be understood through the prism of regional power rivalries (Bijan,
2020), ethno-religious factors, diaspora policies (Livne, 2013) and shifting priorities within the
energy-security equation. From Moscow’s perspective, Israel is a strategic partner that enables it to
build a sphere of influence in the Middle East without entering into direct conflict with the West
(Giineylioglu, 2023). On the other hand, since the early 2000s, Russia has pursued a policy of

! There is an extensive body of literature on Israel, Palestine, and Gaza. For a selection of relevant studies, see: Erdem
2025; Agdemir, 2015a, 2015b; Altinsoy, 2025; Bahar, 2024; Bas, 2019; Batmaz, 2008; Canak, 2015; Col, 2025; Dasdemir,
2017; Demir, S. 2011; Demir, I. 2025; Demircan & Bircan, 2025; Doganay, 2015; Erkan, 2017; Erkmen, 2020; Giidiil,
2018; Giinaydin, 2015; Giingdr, 2019; Giiven, 2018; Giizel, 2020; Has, 2015; Ince, 2018; Kashiem, 2020; Kas, 2025;
Kavut, 2025; Kayhan, 2018; Kizilboga Ozaslan, 2015; Kizilseker, 2024; Kog, 2025; Koyuncu, 2015; Kéroglu, 2018; Kurt,
2016; Kurt & Akgedik, 2024; Sahin, 2021.
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rapprochement with anti-US and anti-Israeli groups, aimed at limiting the influence of the US and
Israel in the region. Underlying this approach is a desire to avoid direct conflict with the West.
Furthermore, whilst Russia maintains close cooperation with Iran, it has not severed its ties with
Israel and continues to cooperate in areas such as foreign policy, energy and the defence industry
(Giineylioglu, 2023).

For Israel, Russia is an actor with whom “deconfliction” must be achieved, particularly in
the contexts of the Syrian crisis, the Iranian threat and the war in Ukraine. Russia’s military presence
in the Syrian civil war is of particular importance to Israel’s security interests. Furthermore, during
the Syrian civil war, Israel was compelled to expand its relations with Russia due to the influence of
Iran and Hezbollah in Syria (Bijan, 2020: 91).

The primary aim of this study is to analyse the structural and pragmatic transformation in the
Russian Federation’s policy towards Israel following the collapse of the Soviet Union. The study
aims to demonstrate how Moscow moved away from the Cold War-era model of ideological
alignment in bilateral relations towards a pragmatic diplomacy centred on realpolitik, prioritising
national interests and regional balances.

Russia’s ability to simultaneously maintain security coordination with Israel whilst
sustaining strategic relations with parties in the region in conflict with Israel constitutes a unique
example of diplomatic flexibility worthy of examination within the literature of international
relations. This study seeks to explain these complex relations through a realpolitik framework.

A comprehensive review of the Turkish-language literature reveals that there are numerous
studies addressing Russia—Israel relations. However, in the literature, Russia—Israel relations are
generally examined through the prism of periodic crises such as the Syrian Civil War or military
cooperation. The originality of this study lies in its theoretical analysis of these relations within a
broad historical perspective spanning from the Cold War to the present day, focusing on the transition
from ideology to realpolitik. In particular, the study distinguishes itself from similar works in the
literature by analysing how soft power elements — such as the Russian-origin population in Israel
and a shared historical consciousness (anti-Nazism) — are blended with a realpolitik foreign policy
centred on hard power.

Whilst the study briefly addresses Soviet-Israeli relations to provide a historical backdrop, it
focuses primarily on the post-Soviet period following 1991. Russia’s diplomatic, social and security-
based relations with Israel; the strategic balances established with regional actors; and the realpolitik
conceptual framework constitute the scope of the study.

Based on a comprehensive literature review using qualitative research methods, the study
examines academic publications and current foreign policy data through secondary data analysis.
The transformation of these relations has been assessed using an explanatory and analytical approach,
employing a realpolitik perspective that reflects the applied dimension of realism theory. The study
is built upon two main hypotheses. According to the first, unlike the Soviet Union, the Russian
Federation structures its relations with Israel not on the basis of ideological antagonisms, but on the
basis of pragmatic and rational interests. According to the second hypothesis, the security
relationship Russia has established with Israel does not hinder Moscow’s strategic partnerships with
the Arab world and regional rivals; on the contrary, it is utilised as an instrument of a “policy of
balance”.

Conceptual Framework: Realpolitik Foreign Policy

Realpolitik can, literally, be translated as “realistic politics” or “pragmatic politics”. The
concept refers to states acting in foreign policy in accordance with the balance of power, national
interests and prevailing conditions, rather than ideals. This approach offers a policy framework in
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which national interests take precedence and practicality is paramount, referring to states developing
flexible and pragmatic strategies to achieve their objectives (Mohammed, 2023).

Although the term “realpolitik” was first used in the 19th century by the German thinker
Ludwig von Rochau, the origins of Realpolitik practices date back to antiquity (Sancak, 2025). The
three great founders of classical realism in the ancient world (Sun Tzu, Thucydides, Titus Livius)
and the three great theorists of post-Renaissance Europe (Machiavelli, Hobbes, Richelieu) can be
regarded as the first guiding figures of Realpolitik practices through their writings (Castro, 2015).

Rochau’s works, which introduced the term “realpolitik” into the literature, argue—as
exemplified by the cases of Prussia and Austria—that the balance of power must be maintained and
national interests prioritised. As emphasised in Andrey Vladimirovich Shabaga’s article, Rochau’s
understanding of Realpolitik was subsequently developed by realist thinkers such as Hans
Morgenthau and Henry Kissinger, and has become one of the cornerstones of modern international
relations theory (I1labara, 2015: 29).

Although the concepts of realism and Realpolitik are sometimes used interchangeably, there
are theoretical and practical differences between them, alongside their similarities. Shabaga’s work
clearly highlights the distinction between the theoretical foundations of realism and the practical
aspects of realpolitik. According to Shabaga, whilst realism, as a theory, seeks to explain the
behaviour of states, realpolitik offers practical recommendations on how such behaviour should be
shaped. In this context, it can be argued that realism, as a theory of international relations, is
complemented by realpolitik, which constitutes the process of applying this theory. As seen
particularly in the examples of Prussia and Austria, realpolitik affords even weaker actors the
opportunity to achieve the best possible outcome by adapting to prevailing conditions (Illabara,
2015). Offering a similar explanation, Mohammed argues that the most important feature of
realpolitik is flexibility and adaptability; this enables states to adapt rapidly to changing conditions
(Mohammed, 2023).

When a synthesis of these various definitions is made, realpolitik can be viewed as a
pragmatic approach to foreign policy based on the preservation of the state and the primacy of
national interests, in which power is used as the fundamental tool. In this approach, normativity is
not regarded as binding; instead, a realistic assessment of existing conditions is taken as the basis.
Although realpolitik is criticised by some as an immoral approach based on the notion that ‘might
makes right’ and the oppression of the weak, its advocates argue that, due to the dangerous nature of
international politics, states are obliged to prioritise their own interests and that this necessity cannot
be constrained by moral concerns. In short, Realpolitik can be defined as a policy based on
pragmatism that does not place undue emphasis on ideological or moral values (Sancak, 2025).

Realpolitik continues to exert its influence in international relations today. The principles of
Realpolitik prevail in the foreign policies of many countries of varying sizes and from different
regions (Mohammed, 2023). In contemporary applications of realpolitik, states take into account not
only military power but also economic capacity, diplomatic skills and social resources (Illabara,
2015). This demonstrates that realpolitik, in the modern sense, is based on a multidimensional
understanding of power.

Russia—Israel Relations: From the Beginning to the Present Day

Russia—Israel relations, which date back to the founding of Israel, have evolved in parallel
with the transformation of the international system over the nearly eighty years since then. These
relations have fluctuated over time between ideological opposition and pragmatic rapprochement,
following a complex trajectory ranging from the polarised environment of the Cold War to the search
for a flexible balance within a multipolar system.
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The Soviet Era: Recognition, Distancing and Ideological Breakaway

As the Second World War drew to a close, the establishment of a new world order in the
post-war period was the most important topic of discussion amongst the Allied Powers. In this
context, whilst a new political structure was taking shape in the Middle East, the USSR would support
either the nationalist Arab movements or Zionism, which aimed to establish a Jewish state in
Palestine. However, even by the time the war had ended, the USSR’s policy on Palestine had not yet
been clarified, and a “wait-and-see” approach was still being pursued (Rucker, n.d.).

Until the declaration of the State of Israel, the USSR consistently viewed the proposals put
forward by the US and Britain with suspicion and advocated that a solution should be reached through
the United Nations. It was first announced in March 1947 that “the USSR envisaged not the
establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine, but the creation of a single, independent, democratic
Palestine in which the peoples living there would enjoy equal national and democratic rights”.
However, shortly afterwards, on 28 April 1947, a speech delivered by Andrei Gromyko, the USSR’s
Permanent Representative to the United Nations Security Council and Deputy Minister of Foreign
Affairs, at a Special Session of the UN General Assembly revealed a significant shift in the USSR’s
policy. The USSR now proposed the establishment of a binational state in Palestine, but only if the
first solution proved unworkable due to the Jewish-Arab conflict, in which case it would support the
partition of Palestine (Rucker, n.d.: 16-17).

By the end of the year, the USSR had become an advocate of the idea of partitioning Palestine
and of Zionist positions. On 29 November 1947, Resolution 181, proposing the partition of Palestine
to establish both a Jewish State and an Arab State, was put to the vote in the UN General Assembly.
The USSR not only supported the plan but also secured “yes” votes from Belarus, Ukraine, Poland
and Czechoslovakia. Consequently, the resolution was adopted with 33 votes in favour, 13 against
and 10 abstentions. At a time when the Cold War was escalating, the Western world led by the US
and the Eastern Bloc led by the USSR had reached a compromise on the acceptance of the Zionist
project ‘thanks to a temporary convergence of their interests’ (Rucker, n.d.: 19-20).

The support provided by the USSR to Israel during the establishment process can be
understood in the context of the bipolar structure of the era and Israel’s internal dynamics. Palestinian
territories were under the control of imperialist Britain, and in this context, the establishment of the
State of Israel was seen from the Soviet perspective as having an anti-imperialist character. As the
establishment of Israel would weaken British influence in the region, within the logic of a zero-sum
game in a bipolar structure, a loss for the Western Bloc meant a gain for the Eastern Bloc (Golan,
1990: 36-42).

On the other hand, the existence of influential labour organisations such as the Histadrut
during the founding process, and the kibbutzim—which represented collective forms of production
and living—were interpreted by the USSR as structures akin to socialist practices. In this context, it
was thought that the state to be established might adopt a position close to that of the socialist bloc.
The combination of internal and external factors was decisive in the USSR’s decision to support
Israel during its founding process on ideological grounds (Golan, 1990: 36—42).

Today, whilst it is widely believed that the United States was the first to recognise the State
of Israel when its establishment was proclaimed on 14 May 1948, this recognition was de facto. The
first state to recognise the State of Israel de jure, however, was the USSR, the other superpower of
the time, on 18 May. A few months later, embassies were opened reciprocally between Tel Aviv and
Moscow. The USSR’s embassy in Tel Aviv opened on 10 August 1948, whilst Israel’s embassy in
Moscow opened on 6 September 1948 (Govrin, 1998). By recognising Israel, the USSR backed its
diplomatic support on the ground through arms sales channelled via other Eastern Bloc countries.
According to Abba Eban, Israel’s first UN ambassador, without this support from the USSR, Israel
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could not have succeeded “either diplomatically or militarily” (Kramer, 2017). Bailey (2014: 6) also
argues that the establishment of Israel would not have been possible without Soviet support.

The USSR’s policy towards the State of Israel underwent a rapid change following its
establishment. It soon became apparent that Israel would not, as had been hoped, align closely with
socialist values, but would instead turn towards the West. This situation became a major cause of a
rift in USSR-Israel relations (Livne, 2021). According to Govrin (1998: 6—7), the USSR had been
hostile to Zionism from the outset but had supported the establishment of Israel in order to drive the
British out of Palestine. It withdrew its temporary support once Israel’s pro-Western stance and its
lack of concern for Jews in the USSR became apparent.

The first strains in relations began to emerge in 1950. Israeli Prime Minister David Ben-
Gurion spoke critically at a meeting, stating that Jews in the USSR were deprived of certain cultural
rights and were not permitted to emigrate to Israel. In fact, this was only the beginning. On 3 July
1950, Israel condemned North Korea’s attack on South Korea. The war in Korea deepened the
ideological divide between the two states. During this period, which saw some positive developments
in trade, the trial of a group of Jewish doctors—who would later be found innocent—on charges of
attempting to poison Stalin became a new point of tension in relations. In a speech to the Knesset,
Israeli Foreign Minister Sharett accused the USSR of “officially adopting a policy of malicious
hatred towards Jews”. On 9 February 1953, a bomb was thrown at the Soviet Embassy in Tel Aviv,
injuring three staff members. The Isracli government expressed its regret over the incident and
pledged to apprehend the perpetrators and bring them to justice; however, on 13 February 1953, the
USSR notified the Israeli government of its decision to sever diplomatic relations with Israel (Govrin,
1998: XXX-XXXV). Shortly afterwards, however, Stalin’s death brought about changes not only in
the USSR’s domestic policy but also in its foreign policy.

Prime Minister Malenkov’s statement that “the USSR was prepared to strengthen peace with
‘all countries’ and to respect the rights of all nations, and that it wished to move away from the
atmosphere of the ‘Cold War’” had a positive impact on USSR—Israel relations. The USSR decided
to re-establish diplomatic relations following Israel’s acceptance of a series of demands, including a
commitment that ‘Israel would not enter into any military alliance or agreement against the USSR’,
and mutual ambassadors were appointed in December 1953 (Govrin, 1998: 28-31).

The thaw in relations did not last long. Throughout the Cold War, the USSR’s Middle East
policy had been characterised by a distinct ideological orientation. By supporting Arab socialism and
anti-imperialist movements, the USSR had sought to establish an ideological front against Western
influence in the region (Bekcan, 2019). As a reflection of this, the USSR’s alignment with Egypt
during the 1956 Suez Crisis, whilst Israel acted in concert with Western imperialists, France and the
United Kingdom, was the result of a choice of sides that would continue in subsequent periods.

In the 1967 Arab—Israeli War (the Six-Day War), the same actors aligned themselves on the
same side. On 10 June 1967, the USSR severed diplomatic relations once again to protest Israel’s
attacks on Syria (Klinghofter, 1990). Erenler (2013) notes: “Moscow’s efforts to capitalise on the
existence of anti-imperialist, nationalist, semi-socialist Arab regimes strengthened its influence in
the region. The cautious Soviet policy of avoiding involvement in the Arab-Israeli conflict came to
an end with the Six-Day War.” Although this was Erenler’s assessment, given the military support
provided to Israel during its founding period, the USSR had in fact been involved in this conflict
from the very beginning. However, there was one key difference: the support provided to Israel was
limited to the founding phase, and in subsequent conflicts, the USSR supported the Arab states
against Israel—which it viewed as imperialism’s representative in the region—in order to counter
Western influence (Ermishina, 2020).

In particular, the close ties established with the Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO)
during the 1970s further deepened the USSR’s ideological stance. Following the 1973 war, the
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USSR’s search for new allies in the Middle East coincided with the PLO’s growing role as a new
actor in the region; Moscow recognised the PLO as a national liberation movement and adopted a
staunchly anti-Israeli stance (Nosenko et al., 2017: 15, 17). Herf (2014: 129) assessed this hardline
stance as amounting to an almost undeclared war waged by the USSR and its allies against Israel
from the mid-1960s to the mid-1980s. With Gorbachev’s rise to power in the USSR, a process of
restructuring began. During this period, the previous mindset—which viewed ideology as a tool for
conflict—began to give way to the idea of pragmatic cooperation. As a reflection of this, significant
steps were taken towards the normalisation of USSR—Israel relations through secret talks between
the two countries’ ambassadors in France, which began in July 1985. The talks continued openly and
at a higher level. Mutual consulates were opened in 1987, whilst diplomatic relations were re-
established in October 1991. Cultural and economic ties developed, and Jews living within the
borders of the USSR were permitted to emigrate to Israel (Kazan, 2004: 205-206).

Table 1. Analytical Table of Russia—Israel Relations during the Soviet Era (1947-1991)

Basic Key Developments Ideological Realpolitik
Period Orientation Framework Element
Pragmatic De iure recoenition Anti-imperialism, Strategic
1947-1953  support and militi SUDDO ﬂg > breaking Western positioning against
recognition 1y supp influence British influence
1953-1967 Ideological rift The 1953 split, siding Viewing Israel as The  quest for
with Egypt during the pro-Western and an influence in the
1956 Suez Crisis, and instrument of Middle East through
the split during the imperialism Arab regimes
1967 War
Vehement. anti- Alliance with the PLO Reco’gmslng the Efforts to keep the
Israel sentiment PLO’s struggle as iy
(1970s), support for the . Arab world within
1967-1985 . legitimate and .
Arabs during the Yom . its sphere of
. acknowledging .
Kippur War L. . influence
Zionism as racism
1985-1991 The beginning of Secret talks (1985), A  softening of A  strategy for
normalisation consulates (1987), the ideological rigidity; normalising

(Glasnost/Perest
roika)

re-establishment of
diplomatic  relations
(October 1991)

the pursuit of a
multifaceted foreign
policy

relations with the
West

As can be seen in Table 1, the USSR’s policy towards Israel did not appear inconsistent
throughout this period; on the contrary, it underwent a systematic transformation as two distinct
ideological justifications came into play in succession. Whilst the anti-imperialist framework paved
the way for support for Israel during the period 1947—-1953, this framework subsequently worked in
the opposite direction following Israel’s alignment with the Western alliance, transforming into fierce
opposition. During the period spanning from 1967 to 1985, ideological rigidity reached its peak; the
partnership with the PLO and the support provided to Arab states created a climate of conflict
described by Herf (2014: 129) using the metaphor of an ‘undeclared war’. The Glasnost—Perestroika
era marked the beginning of the dissolution of this rigidity.

The Post-Soviet Normalisation Period (1991-1999)

With the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, the bipolar international system came to an
end, and the Russian Federation became the successor to the USSR, one of the two superpowers.
Particularly in the early years of the post-Soviet era, Russian foreign policy followed a course quite
different from its traditional orientations. During this period, when Boris Yeltsin was President,
Russia began to pursue a foreign policy that was aligned with the Western world in many areas. The
foreign policy approach of the time was free from ideological leanings, generally pragmatic and, in
particular, focused on economic interests. However, this spring-like atmosphere with the Western
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world lasted for about a year, and with the appointment of Viktor Chernomyrdin as Prime Minister
in December 1992, Russia began to pursue an increasingly right-wing/nationalist policy. Seeking to
overcome domestic instability, Russia prioritised in its foreign policy the ‘near abroad’ — referring to
the territory of the former USSR — and, in connection with this, the “Russian world”, comprising
regions inhabited by ethnic Russians (Wittke, 2018). In early 1994, Foreign Minister Andrey
Kozyrev’s reference to Russia’s “special interests” in the former Soviet republics signalled a shift
away from the ideological tendencies of Russian foreign policy and towards a new realpolitik
orientation.

For Russia, the Middle East and, consequently, the Arab—Israeli conflict had lost some of the
significance they held during the Soviet era. Moscow was now a far cry from its former power and
was prioritising its foreign policy towards its “near abroad”, primarily the former Soviet republics.
In this context, Israel was no longer viewed as a “cornerstone” of imperialism against which an anti-
imperialist Arab alliance needed to be formed. Indeed, Isracl had become a state with which Russia
was particularly keen to establish good relations. The signing of a memorandum of understanding by
Israeli Foreign Minister Shimon Peres and Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev—which
envisaged the development of relations between the two countries, including the enhancement of
cooperation in political, legal, economic and cultural spheres—was a concrete reflection of this
policy approach.

This rapprochement was made possible by Russia’s shift in its policy towards Israel away
from ideological baggage towards a purely pragmatic and rational, interest-driven realpolitik
framework. From Russia’s perspective, Israel was its second most important trading partner in the
Middle East after Turkey. The approximately 750,000 Israelis of Soviet origin served as a bridge
between the two countries. In addition, during this period of improving relations with the US, Israel
represented a link to the US for Russia.

Establishing good relations was also in Israel’s interests. For Israel, Jews emigrating from
Russia constituted a significant source of population. Moreover, there were a significant number of
scientists and engineers among these immigrants. Foreign trade was also a good reason for Israel to
maintain warm relations. Other reasons were related to Israel’s security. Israel hoped to prevent its
neighbouring enemies from acquiring weapons from Russia—including nuclear weapons—and to
ensure that Russia would exert pressure on states such as Syria, which were unwilling to reach an
agreement with Israel, to come to the negotiating table (Freedman, 1998: 142).

Under Yeltsin’s leadership, Russia sought to appear more active in the US-led Arab-Israeli
peace process of the mid-1990s, both to enhance its international standing and to appease domestic
opposition that criticised Russia’s foreign policy for being aligned with the West. Following the
massacre carried out by a Jewish extremist at the Ibrahimi Mosque in February 1994, Moscow
contacted leaders of the PLO and Israel to propose the resumption of peace talks. In doing so, Yeltsin
sought to demonstrate that Russia remained a significant power in world politics (Freedman, 1998).

The following year, diplomatic and military cooperation between the two countries
intensified through reciprocal high-level visits, and trade increased. Although Russia’s decision to
sell a nuclear reactor to Iran caused a minor setback, relations did not break down. However, the rise
of the Communists in the elections held at the end of 1995 shifted Yeltsin towards a more
conservative line. In line with this domestic political shift, Yevgeny Primakov — who, despite being
of Jewish origin, was known for his pro-Arab stance on Arab-Israeli relations — was appointed
Minister for Foreign Affairs. The expulsion of a Russian diplomat on espionage charges in February
1996 was followed in April by the revocation of the Jewish Agency’s accreditation on the grounds
that it was conducting covert activities. The Jewish Agency was of considerable importance to Israel,
given its role in organising the emigration of Russian Jews to Israel. During the same period, Israel’s
“Operation Grapes of Wrath” in Lebanon was strongly condemned by Russia. Following Primakov’s
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failed initiative, the US’s success in securing a ceasefire by sidelining Russia led to Russia losing
influence in the region. The fact that the bilateral relations, which had been viewed as highly
problematic, began to improve after the elections held in July suggested that the negative steps taken
by Russia up to that point had been the result of domestic political concerns (Freedman, 1998: 158—
163).

Although a fire at a Jewish studies centre in Moscow and a bomb attack on Marina Roscha,
one of the city’s major synagogues, during the summer following Yeltsin’s victory in the 1996
election caused concern amongst the Jewish community in Russia, developments in the months that
followed marked the beginning of a new period of détente in relations. The fact that the Yisrael
Ba’Aliyah party, supported by Jewish immigrants from Russia, won seven seats in the Israeli
elections held in May of the same year also had a positive impact on relations. On 17 October, the
Jewish Agency was granted a licence to operate. During this period, positive steps were taken,
particularly in the fields of technology and trade. On 20 June 1997, an agreement was signed on the
joint production of early-warning aircraft, and discussions were held regarding the modernisation of
certain Russian fighter aircraft by Israel. Thus, bilateral relations reached the level of military
cooperation (Freedman, 1998: 158-163).

Russia was also seeking to re-establish its influence in the Middle East through diplomatic
initiatives. On the one hand, Palestinian leader Arafat and several Arab statesmen, and on the other,
Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, were all received in Moscow during the same year.
Russian Foreign Minister Primakov also visited Israel in April 1996 and October 1997. However,
despite these reciprocal visits, it would not be accurate to say that relations were good. Whilst
Yeltsin’s pledge during Arafat’s visit to support the Palestinians — “including the right to self-
determination, provided it does not harm Israel’s legitimate interests” — did not pose a problem in
relations with Israel, the issue of Russia’s transfer of nuclear technology to Iran and arms sales, which
came to the fore during Netanyahu’s visit, remained a sticking point in relations, as it had previously.
Meanwhile, regarding a UN General Assembly resolution criticising Israel, Russia abstained on the
grounds that the resolution’s excessively harsh language could hinder the peace process in the Middle
East (Freedman, 1998). Following his meeting with Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak in Moscow,
Yeltsin claimed on 23 September that Israel was responsible for the failure of the Middle East peace
talks ‘due to its unconstructive stance’ (Yeltsin Blames Israel for Middle East Crisis, 1997).

Table 2. An Analytical Overview of Russia—Israel Relations during the Post-Soviet Normalisation
Period (1991-1999)

Sub- Foreign Policy Realpolitik Tools Pragmatic Points of Tension
period Orientation Motivations

The Pro-Western, Technological Trade, a bridge to Support for Iran’s

Yeltsin economy- cooperation, mediation the diaspora nuclear reactor

Era (1991- focused initiatives programme,

1999) inconsistencies
during the Primakov
era

Looking specifically at the Yeltsin era, whilst it would not be accurate to describe Russia—
Israel relations as “bad”, it did not seem particularly plausible to characterise them as “good” either.
Although both sides had the necessary motivation to improve relations, internal political pressures—
particularly on the Russian side—prevented such an improvement.

The First 15 Years of the Putin Era: Pragmatic Rapprochement and Security Dialogue
(2000-2014)

Vladimir Putin’s accession to the presidency of Russia in 2000 marked the beginning of a
more centralised foreign policy-making process in Russia. During this process, Russia’s foreign
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policy was founded on the ideal of re-establishing Moscow as the dominant power, primarily within
the geographical area where it had been influential during the Soviet era (Dogan and Yalginkaya,
2023: 208). Strengthening the economy and, to that end, attracting investment from the Western
world were also among the pragmatic foreign policy objectives for achieving this ideal (Deniz, 2014:
568). In the first foreign policy concept document drawn up in June 2000 following his election as
President, Putin emphasised the particular importance he attached to security and economic relations
with the members of the Commonwealth of Independent States. It was striking that, whilst Israel was
not mentioned at all in the same document, the Middle East as a whole was given only very brief
coverage. The statement in the document that “In this context, Russia’s priority will be to re-establish
and strengthen its position in this region [the Middle East]—which is so rich and important in terms
of our interests—particularly its economic position” (The Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian
Federation, 2000: 8-9) can be interpreted as a clear indication of Russia’s pragmatic approach to the
region.

During this period, Russia, in a sense, pursued a policy in the Middle East similar to its Cold
War-era approach, countering Western influence. It developed relations across a broad spectrum,
ranging from actors such as Algeria, Libya, Egypt, Jordan and Palestine—with whom good relations
had been established earlier, even before the Soviet era allies like Syria—to Saudi Arabia and the
smaller Gulf states, with whom serious relations were established almost for the first time. Russia
was maintaining its relations with Israel and the Muslim countries of the Middle East by striking a
delicate balance. This delicate balance was described in the Sevodnya newspaper, with reference to
the Caucasus, where Russia was engaged in active conflict at the time: “Russia is in a very delicate
position. On the one hand, our people make up a quarter of Israel’s population, and the violence in
the Middle East is being instigated by the same people who are fuelling violence in the North
Caucasus... On the other hand, if Moscow were to adopt an openly pro-Israeli stance, it would offend
the millions of Muslims in Russia and the countless ‘friends of the Palestinians’ amongst the political
elite” (Sychova, 2000: 2).

Whilst Russia became an observer member of the Organisation of the Islamic Conference
(later the Organisation of Islamic Cooperation) in 2005, Putin became the first Russian President to
visit Israel that same year. This visit was met with scepticism by both Arabs and Israelis. Israeli
officials believed that the primary aim of this visit was not so much a desire to strengthen relations
with Israel as it was to bolster Russia’s position in the Middle East. The Arabs, too, viewed the visit
with similar scepticism, interpreting it as a move to usurp the US’s role in Middle Eastern peace talks
(Cederwell, 2005). Although Putin’s wearing of a kippa — a Jewish religious head covering — during
this visit received extensive coverage in the Russian press, the visit is remembered more for its
symbolic significance. During this visit, Putin did not accept any of Israel’s demands regarding the
cessation of arms sales to Syria or the support provided to Iran’s nuclear programme (Krichevsky,
2005).

The following year, following its victory in the parliamentary elections, Russia established
diplomatic relations with Hamas. During his visit to Madrid on 9 February 2006, Putin stated:
“Today, we must acknowledge that Hamas has come to power in the Palestinian Authority as a result
of democratic and legitimate elections, and the choice of the Palestinian people must be respected.”
(OBomonus poccutickux B3rsnoB Ha Xamac [The Evolution of Russian Views on Hamas], 2006),
thereby setting out Russia’s official position on the matter. However, unlike during the Soviet era,
the developing relations with actors in the Middle East were not military in nature but, as outlined in
the foreign policy concept, were economic and political (Kaczmarski, 2011).

It was notable that Russia adopted a stance contrary to that of Western countries, particularly
regarding Hamas. The good relations maintained with Iran were also indicative of a similar stance.
The message delivered by Putin in the concluding section of his speech at the 2007 Munich Security
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Conference—that “Russia would assume a more active role in world affairs” (Putin in Tarihe Gegen
Konusmasi, 2025) —also elucidated the foreign policy approach being pursued.

The year 2006 was one in which relations between Russia and Israel saw, on the one hand,
an intensification of diplomatic ties through visits by high-ranking Israeli officials (President
Viadimir Putin Met with Israeli First Deputy Prime Minister and Foreign Minister Tzipi Livni, 2006;
Viadimir Putin Met with Israeli Vice Premier Shimon Peres, 2006) and, on the other hand, the
emergence of disagreements. During the 2006 Lebanon War, the weapons seized by the Israeli army
from Hezbollah forces included Russian-made anti-tank weapons (Kirchner, 2006). Although there
was no evidence that Russia had supplied weapons directly to Hezbollah, indirect shipments via Syria
and Iran raised questions about Moscow’s role in the region. One of the items on the agenda during
Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert’s visit to Moscow in October — a visit that was not particularly
warmly received (Keinon, 2006) — was these weapons. Israel’s demands included that Russia exert
pressure on Iran to halt its nuclear programme and that the transfer of Russian arms to Hezbollah be
controlled (Sofer, 2006).

High-level visits from Israel to Russia continued in the years that followed. Although the
Israelis were unable to secure firm commitments from Russia, subsequent talks were conducted in a
more cordial atmosphere. Russia viewed itself as a superpower and refused to accept a role as merely
the passenger in the car driven by the US. The Russians had their own agenda, which centred on
neutrality in the Middle East (Sofer, 2007).

Israel’s efforts to develop relations were not in vain. As a result of these efforts, the early
2010s marked a peak in bilateral relations. Through a series of agreements concluded in 2010, Russia
purchased unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) from Israel, as well as know-how for their production.
In doing so, Russia took a significant step towards addressing its shortcomings in a weapons sector
where it was relatively behind (Turan, 2024: 53). It is conceivable that the shortcomings felt in this
area during the 2008 war in Georgia played a role in the decision to conclude an agreement with
Israel, a country with a significant global standing in UAV technology ((Russia, Israel Sign Military
Cooperation Deal, 2010).

A development in Russia—Iran relations—a key element in bilateral ties—also served to
corroborate the improvement observed in relations between Moscow and Tel Aviv during this period.
Under an agreement between Russia and Iran, Russia was to supply Iran with S-300 air defence
systems. However, following intense reactions from the US and Israel, Russia cancelled this sales
agreement on 7 November 2010, in accordance with the UN Security Council’s fourth package of
sanctions against Iran (Rusya, Iran’in S-300’lerini Imha Etti, 2013).

Vladimir Putin’s visit to Israel on 25 June 2012 marked the symbolic high point of the
warming of bilateral relations. In his remarks following his meeting with Israeli Prime Minister
Netanyahu, Putin emphasised the cooperation that had taken place and was planned in the
commercial and technological fields. Although he stated, “Of course, we also discussed the situation
in Syria and Iran’s nuclear programme in detail”’, he provided no further details on this matter
(Meeting with Prime Minister of Israel Binyamin Netanyahu, 2012).

Russia’s response to Israel’s launch of a new offensive against Gaza in 2014 — officially
known as Operation Protective Edge — was extremely measured. Russia refrained from direct
involvement in the conflict and, by carefully weighing its few official statements, sought to position
itself as a neutral mediator. The Moscow administration appeared willing to assume a mediating role
by holding both public and private meetings with representatives of both Israel and Hamas, but these
efforts did not yield any concrete results on the ground. Russia’s measured and low-profile approach
towards Israel during this operation represented a departure from Moscow’s traditional policies. This
situation was linked both to the sensitivity of relations in the region and to Russia’s strategic
calculations in the context of its global competition with the West. During the Ukraine crisis, which
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began in February 2014, the Western world adopted a strongly anti-Russian stance and accused
Russia of expansionism akin to that of Nazi Germany (Dilek, 2015). In this context, the reasons
behind Russia’s measured stance towards Israel were, on the one hand, Israel’s neutral position,
which refrained from criticising Russia, and, on the other hand, the fact that the conflict in Ukraine
was increasing international pressure, whilst Moscow viewed the Gaza crisis as a potential
opportunity to divert global attention away from Ukraine (Magen & Bagno — Moldavsky, 2014).

In essence, the foreign policy dilemma regarding Israel and its adversaries constitutes the
most sensitive aspect of Russia’s Middle East policy. The economic, technological and political
support provided to Arab countries and Iran naturally causes concern for Israel; however, this support
is entirely natural for Russia, which is striving to pursue an independent foreign policy. What is at
stake here is not hostility towards Israel or sympathy for the Arab/Islamic world, but Russia’s own
interests. During the Putin era, too, the search for balance in foreign policy towards the countries of
the region has come to the fore (Dogan and Yalcinkaya, 2023: 211). Unlike during the Soviet era,
this foreign policy is pragmatic rather than ideological and is conducted with an approach that rejects
permanent friendships or enmities (Giineylioglu, 2023). Pragmatism allows for the simultaneous
presence of both elements of cooperation and conflict in relations with Israel. Russia’s policies
towards Iran and Palestine, along with its links to organisations such as Hamas and Hezbollah,
represent the conflict dimension of its relations with Israel; whilst security-focused initiatives, driven
in particular by the influence of the Russian diaspora in Israel, constitute the cooperation dimension
(Turan, 2024).

Table 3. An Analytical Overview of Russia—Israel Relations During the First 15 Years of the Putin
Era (2000-2014)

Sub- Foreign Policy Realpolitik Tools Pragmatic Points of Tension
period Orientation Motivations
Putin I-II  Multifaceted Recognition of Hamas Energy trade, arms The decision to sell
(2000- balance (2006), observer status exports,  regional S-300s to Iran, and
2008) in the Organisation of influence Hezbollah’s access
Islamic  Cooperation, to  Russian-made
Putin’s visit to Israel weapons
(2005)
Putin ITI Security Purchase of drones Technology transfer Taking sides in the
(2008— Partnership from Israel (2010), to the Russian Syrian civil war
2014) Summit cancellation of the sale armed forces,

of S-300s to Iran deepening
(2010), Putin’s second economic
visit to Israel (2012) cooperation

As shown in Table 3, whilst the instruments of foreign policy changed during the transition
from the Yeltsin era to the Putin era, its pragmatic core remained constant. The most distinctive
feature of the Putin era was the management of the multifaceted balance of power in the Middle East
through a more systematic and centralised structure. His visit to Israel in 2005 and Russia’s observer
membership of the Organisation of Islamic Cooperation in the same year were symbolic of this.
Following Hamas’s rise to power in 2006, Moscow’s decision to grant diplomatic recognition must
have been the result of a desire to distance itself from the West and a calculation based on realpolitik.
This step demonstrates that Russia was able to act without making ideological judgements, both to
counterbalance Western influence and to strengthen its role as a mediator amongst the various actors
in the Middle East (Kaczmarski, 2011).
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A New Era and Security: A Policy of Balance in the Syria—Ukraine—Palestine Triangle
(2015-2025)

The civil war that began in Syria in 2011 served as a significant test for Russia—Israel
relations. Syria was important to Russia for several reasons. Firstly, Russia’s presence in Syria was
necessary to further Moscow’s traditional policy in the region, which was to limit US influence.
Furthermore, Syria had been Russia’s most important ally in the Middle East since the 1990s, and it
was also home to Russia’s only military base in the region. In this context, the support provided to
Syria served as a message to Russia’s other allies regarding its reliability. The conflict environment
in Syria functioned as a real combat experience for the Russian military. Furthermore, this
environment also served as a kind of trade fair for Russian arms manufacturers, enabling them to
showcase their products to the world in a real combat setting (Kertcher & Course, 2024).

The reasons outlined above highlighted the rationale behind Russia’s Syria policy; however,
whilst Russia, alongside Iran and the Shia groups it supported, was among Assad’s strongest backers,
Israel was on the anti-Assad side (Kertcher & Course, 2024). This situation added a new element to
the volatile nature of Russia—Israel relations. Or, at the very least, it expanded the Syrian dimension
that was already present in those relations.

The year 2015 marked a new turning point in Russia—Israel relations. Moscow’s direct
intervention in the Syrian civil war meant that the armed forces of both countries were operating in
the same theatre. This was because Israel had occupied the Syrian Golan Heights following the 1967
war, known as the Six-Day War, and had unilaterally annexed the region in 1981. Russia’s launch of
military operations on Syrian territory in September 2015 raised the risk of a serious potential conflict
between Russia and Israel. Netanyahu travelled immediately to Moscow, where he and Putin agreed
on a mechanism to prevent possible misunderstandings. Consequently, a coordination system known
as the “deconfliction mechanism” was established to eliminate the possibility of a clash. Thanks to
this mechanism, Russia and Israel were able to conduct their operations in Syrian airspace without
coming into conflict (Deveci, 2018; Tsvetkova, 2015; Williams, 2022).

Some analysts interpreted Israel’s silence regarding the deployment of Russian-made S-300
systems to Iran in 2016 (Okbi & Hashavua, 2016) —a move Israel had opposed for many years—as
an indication of the close relations Tel Aviv had developed with Moscow. The fact that Netanyahu
had met with Putin far more frequently than with US President Obama since 2015 appeared to be a
significant departure from traditional Israeli foreign policy. In these analyses, Netanyahu was
accused of criticising the US nuclear deal with Iran whilst turning a blind eye to Russia’s support for
the same agreement and its arms exports to Iran. Israel’s efforts to strengthen its ties with Russia
carried the risk of weakening its ties with the US, a situation that could prove dangerous for Israel’s
security in the long term (Melman, 2016).

Despite this positive atmosphere and the conflict-prevention mechanisms put in place, it
cannot be said that relations were entirely problem-free. In March 2018, an attack on a Hezbollah
convoy in Syria and the interception of a Syrian S-200 missile by Israeli air defence systems led to
the Israeli ambassador being summoned to the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs to face a protest
(Bijan, 2020: 95). Similarly, in September of the same year, when Syrian air defence systems
accidentally shot down a Russian aircraft, Russia held Israel responsible for the error, claiming that
Israeli aircraft flying in the area had used the downed aircraft as a shield (Deveci, 2018). However,
generally speaking, Moscow maintained the pragmatic nature of the relationship by remaining silent
on Israel’s limited attacks on targets in Syria, particularly those linked to Iran.

According to Netanyahu, who visited Moscow in September 2019, relations between the two
countries were at their best.
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Relations between Russia and Israel have never been this close. On the one hand, this is
only natural. As you yourself said, there are over a million Russian-speaking people in
Israel. [...] Security coordination between us is always important, but it is particularly
important at the moment, because last month saw a very significant increase in the number
of attempts by Iran to launch attacks on Israel from Syrian territory, as well as attempts
to deploy precision-guided missiles against us. From our perspective, this is an
unacceptable threat and we are taking action; therefore, we must also ensure that our
coordination prevents any friction (PM Netanyahu Meets with Russian President
Viladimir Putin in Sochi, 2019).

A survey on Russia’s global image, which found that the level of sympathy towards Russia
in Israel reached an all-time high of 45 per cent in 2019, also served to corroborate Netanyahu’s
remarks (Fagan et al., 2023: 18). The fact that Netanyahu and Putin met 15 times and held nearly 50
telephone conversations between 2015 and 2021 (Kertcher & Course, 2024) can also be seen as
evidence pointing in the same direction. Following this period, however, the two leaders did not meet
at all. This may be partly due to the impact of the Covid pandemic. However, their failure to meet
after the pandemic had subsided must be attributed to other factors. Firstly, the Russian — Ukraine
War, which began in 2014, escalating into a full-scale invasion on 24 February 2022; subsequently,
the ‘Al-Agsa Flood’ operation carried out by Hamas on 7 October 2023; and finally, the fall of the
Assad regime on 8 December 2024—were significant events occurring in quick succession that
seriously affected bilateral relations. To these must be added the mutual attacks taking place between
Israel and Iran. Although these developments have had a negative impact on relations, no serious
breakdown has occurred. Indeed, Naftali Bennett, who assumed the premiership for a one-year term
in the summer of 2021, referred to Putin as “a true friend of the Jewish people” following a meeting
with him in October of the same year (Kertcher & Course, 2024). During his brief tenure as Prime
Minister, Bennett held numerous telephone conversations with Putin (News about Selected Person.
Benett, Naftali, n.d.).

Although there have been no face-to-face meetings between Netanyahu—who returned to
the premiership on 9 December 2022 following the brief tenures of Naftali Bennett and Yair Lapid—
and Putin over the past three years, the fact that they have held nine telephone conversations—most
of which took place in 2025— (News about Selected Person. Benjamin Netanyahu, n.d.) indicates
that relations have cooled somewhat but have not broken down.

Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 once again highlighted the delicate balance
in Russia—Israel relations. Whilst many international organisations and states, notably the United
Nations and NATO, reacted strongly to the military operation launched by Russia, Israel refrained
from openly condemning Russia at the start of the war. Israeli President Isaac Herzog merely stated
that he was “saddened” by the situation in Ukraine and that “Israel supports Ukraine’s territorial
integrity”. Foreign Minister Yair Lapid, meanwhile, made a statement at a press conference, saying,
“Russia’s attack on Ukraine is a major assault on the world order. Israel stands ready to assist the
Ukrainian people” (Diinyadan Rusya’ya Kinama, 2022). Although it subsequently joined the
majority of the international community in its response, it made considerable efforts to maintain its
image as a neutral actor. Israel’s divergence from the Western world on this issue was also evident
in more concrete steps. Whilst major Western countries provided significant military support to
Ukraine—and despite Ukraine’s explicit request to that effect—Israel’s support remained limited to
humanitarian aid. Furthermore, Israel did not join the economic sanctions against Russia, alongside
countries such as China, India, Iran and the United Arab Emirates (Amir, 2022: 18; Diinyadan
Rusya’ya Kinama, 2022).

The war in Ukraine also presented an opportunity for Israel to attract the Jewish populations
in both Ukraine and Russia to Israel. Indeed, the escalation of the situation in Ukraine into a full-
scale invasion in 2022 initially served as a factor increasing the emigration of the Jewish populations
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from Russia and Ukraine to Israel (El Mavy & Shuval, 2025). This was a result consistent with
Israel’s general immigration policy. On the other hand, although the focus was on Ukraine, Israel’s
cautious approach was primarily driven by security concerns regarding Syria. Russia’s active
involvement in Syria since 2015, coupled with the US’s relatively passive intervention, had
effectively made Israel’s security dependent on Moscow. Alongside this dependence, general factors
such as the pro-Russian leanings of migrants from Russia and economic considerations were forcing
Israel to strike a delicate balance between not damaging its relations with Russia and preserving its
ties with its Western allies. The Israeli government was striving to maintain this balance in this
delicate environment and, for this reason, undertook concrete mediation initiatives, such as the
proposal to hold peace talks between Russia and Ukraine in Jerusalem. These efforts aimed not only
to contribute to peace but also to position Israel as a reliable and impartial international actor (Amir,
2022: 18). Freedman (2023: 508) argues that, in addition to these, two concerns were at play. The
first was Moscow’s warning that, should Israel send weapons to Ukraine, the Jewish Agency in
Russia would be closed down and Jewish immigration to Israel would be blocked. The second was
the possibility that Russia might hinder Israel’s operations in Syria by supplying aircraft and air
defence systems to that country. Thanks to the deconfliction mechanism established between Russia
and Israel, Israel was able to carry out operations in Syria, particularly against the Iran-backed
Hezbollah.

The latest incident to strain the delicate balance of bilateral relations was the Hamas attack
on 7 October 2023. Following the attacks, whilst messages of solidarity with Israel came particularly
from the Western world, Russia issued only a statement saying, “There is no need to reiterate that
we have always called for restraint” (Hamas-Israil Savasi: Diinya Liderleri Ne Dedi?, 2023). This
was entirely consistent with the general framework of Russia’s Middle East policy. Subsequent
statements by Russia and the Russian media’s coverage of the issue followed the same pattern (Suudi
Arabistan, Iran, Rusya, Cin ve Hindistan Medyas, Hamas-Israil Savasim Nasil Yorumladi?, 2023).

On 26 October, whilst Hamas representative Musa Abu Marzouq was visiting Moscow,
Iranian Deputy Foreign Minister Ali Bagheri Kani also met with Russian Deputy Foreign Minister
Mikhail Galuzin in Moscow on the same date (IIpencraButenru XAMAC HaxomaTcs C BUSHTOM B
Mockee [Hamas representatives are visiting Moscow], 2023). Russia issued a statement regarding
the talks, stating: “Our unwavering stance in favour of implementing the well-known decisions of
the international community—including the relevant resolutions of the UN Security Council and
General Assembly envisaging the establishment of a sovereign Palestinian state within the 1967
borders, with East Jerusalem as its capital, co-existing in peace and security alongside Isracl—was
reaffirmed.” (B Mockse c IlpencraBurenem XAMAC OO6cymunm DBakyanuto PoccussH u
OcBoboxnenne 3anoxankoB [Discussions Held in Moscow with a Hamas Representative on the
Evacuation of Russians and the Release of Hostages], 2023). Although the statement included the
phrase “coexisting with Israel in peace and security”, these visits, taking place during such a sensitive
period, indicated the existence of a strained situation in Russia’s relations with Israel.

In the period that followed, Russia generally pursued a pro-Palestinian policy on this issue.
Russia’s perspective on the matter was also evident in its rhetoric during discussions and votes at the
United Nations. For example, during the discussions on the draft resolution submitted by the US to
the UN Security Council on 22 March 2024, the Russian representative’s use of phrases such as
“Israel, whose crimes are never mentioned” and “the ruthless cleansing operation in the southern
Gaza Strip” were examples of this rhetoric. The phrase “Israel’s inhumane operation against the
Palestinians”, used by the Russians in the following day’s vote, took this rhetoric a step further. The
fact that the Israeli representative, speaking after the vote, did not make any direct accusations against
Russia can be seen as a reflection of Israel’s efforts to mend relations (Birlesmis Milletler Giivenlik
Konseyi 9584. oturum gegici tutanagi, 2022).
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In fact, Russia had used similar rhetoric years earlier, on 15 October 1994, when condemning
Hamas’s activities: “We are outraged by the inhumane crime committed by Islamic fanatics who
killed a young Israeli soldier held hostage by the Palestinian organisation Hamas. Those responsible
for this atrocity must be punished to the fullest extent of the law.” Following the suicide attack carried
out by Hamas in Beersheba in August 2024, the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs issued a
statement declaring: “Moscow strongly condemns this new barbaric attack by extremists.” However,
Russia has never officially recognised Hamas as a terrorist organisation (OBOJIOIHSI POCCUHCKHAX
B3rs10B Ha Xamac [The Evolution of Russian Views on Hamas], 2006).

Another key factor in relations between Russia and Israel that should not be overlooked is
the oil trade. However, it is not easy to find reliable and comprehensive data on this subject.
Nevertheless, it is estimated that in the early 2020s, Russia, alongside Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan,
was one of Israel’s most important oil suppliers. Russia’s oil is mostly transported via the same
pipeline as Kazakh oil to the port of Novorossiysk on the Black Sea, and from there by tanker to
Israel. Although the exact volume of this oil is unknown, it is estimated that prior to Russia’s invasion
of Ukrainian territory in 2022, Azerbaijan and Russia together met 70 per cent of Israel’s crude oil
requirements (Feiler & Lim, 2014: 26), with Russia’s share alone estimated at between 15 and 30
per cent (Rettig, 2026: 8).

With the start of the invasion of Ukraine, the embargo imposed by the Western world on
Russia also hindered Russia’s oil exports. Although Israel initially did not wish to join this boycott,
it eventually did so as a result of mounting pressure. However, as noted above, since Kazakh and
Russian oil use the same pipeline, it is unclear whether Israel has actually ceased purchasing crude
oil from Russia. Although the share of Kazakh oil in Israel’s imports appears to have increased, in
reality the origin of this oil may not be Kazakhstan (Rettig, 2026: 11).

According to a November 2025 report by Oilchange International, a total of 5,362,251 tonnes
of crude oil was shipped from Russia to Israel via 55 tankers between 1 November 2023 and 1
October 2025. However, whilst only one of these tankers was listed as carrying Russian oil, the
remainder were transporting Kazakh oil. When it comes to refined petroleum products, Russia
accounted for approximately 45 per cent of Israel’s total imports with 1,468,396 tonnes, making it
the largest supplier in this sector (Behind the Barrel: An Update on the Origins of Israel’s Fuel
Supply, 2025).

Following the start of Israel’s attacks on Gaza, Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan accounted for
around 50-60 per cent of Israel’s oil imports. Whilst Russia did not export crude oil, it continued to
export petroleum products used to increase the yield of petrol and diesel at refineries. Russia’s share
of refined petroleum product imports stood at 28 per cent in 2024, ranking second behind the US
(Behind the Barrel: New Insights into the Countries and Companies Behind Israel’s Fuel Supply
Data Analysis Background, 2024; Lee, 2023).
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Table 4. Analytical Overview of Russia—Israel Relations Since 2015 (2015-2025)

Russia’s Policy Israel’s Response and A Realpolitik
The decisive the Outcome Explanation of the
event Situation
Russia’s To protect the Assad A deconfliction Both sides aim to
intervention in regime through direct mechanism has been maintain their
Syria (September ~ military support established; talks operational capabilities
2015) between Netanyahu and in Syria; this is not a
Putin have intensified Zero-sum game
Russia’s invasion A large-scale invasion, Israel distanced itself Dependence on
of Ukraine despite the West’s tough somewhat from the coordination with Syria,
(February 2022) sanctions West, refrained from energy trade  links
issuing an  explicit (refined petroleum
condemnation, and did products) and
not join in the sanctions  coordination with Syria
The Hamas attack  Pro-Palestinian rhetoric; It refrained from directly have effectively
(7 October 2023)  language criticising targeting Russia in UN stabilised the
and the Gaza War Israel in UN votes; the votes; Moscow’s relationship
hosting of Hamas and dominance in the oil
Iranian  officials in sector continued
Moscow
The collapse of A significant weakening The coordination Whilst the decline in
the Assad regime  of Russia’s military mechanism established Russia’s regional
(December 2024)  presence and influence via Syria has become influence has given
in Syria uncertain; the search for Israel greater freedom of
a new balance has manoeuvre, it  has

become imperative

undermined Moscow’s

bargaining power

When considering Russia—Israel relations as a whole over the period 2015-2025, it can be
concluded that this was a period in which cooperation and competition were intertwined, and in
which a multifaceted network of relations became most evident.

Discussion and Conclusion

A review of the history of Russia’s relations with Israel reveals that two distinct policies have
prevailed. In the first period, up until the collapse of the USSR, relations were conducted on an
ideological basis, reflecting the bipolar structure of the era. In the post-Soviet period, however,
relations with Israel have evolved into a realpolitik approach centred on national interests.

On the Soviet side, during the establishment of the State of Israel, there was an expectation
that the newly formed state would possess an anti-imperialist character in opposition to British
hegemony. The Russians viewed the Zionist Jews there as a progressive and anti-imperialist force,
in contrast to the feudal and reactionary Arab regimes, which they regarded as puppets of British
imperialism. Similarly, the existence of the Histadrut—a significant workers’ organisation—and the
kibbutzim, which were likened to Soviet-style kolkhozes, gave rise to the hope that Israel might
become an ally of the socialist bloc. However, once it became clear that the State of Israel was a pro-
Western state, the USSR also began to establish political relations with the country in line with the
ideological stance of the era.

In the post-Soviet era, however, the ideological approach gave way to a realpolitik approach
centred on interests. This transformation should be interpreted as the product of an objective
necessity rather than a theoretical choice: economic contraction, military weakening and structural
changes in the international system left Russia with no option but to abandon its ideological stance.
During this period, Russia pursued a general policy of balance between the Arab states and Israel;
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although it experienced occasional problems with both sides, no serious rupture occurred. Russia’s
ability to simultaneously maintain its strategic partnership with Iran, its relations with the Arab world
and its security coordination with Israel is the most striking evidence of the adaptability that
realpolitik affords its actors.

The concept of realpolitik, upon which this study is based, provides the explanatory
framework for this transformation in Russia’s policy towards Israel. Whilst maintaining security
coordination with Israel at the highest level, Russia is also able to sustain its strategic partnerships
with Israel’s regional rivals, namely Iran and Syria (during the Assad era). This capacity for
simultaneous dialogue demonstrates that Russian foreign policy has now been stripped of ideological
sentimentality and is focused on rational interests. Rather than viewing the contradictions between
regional actors as obstacles, Moscow is expanding its room for manoeuvre by assuming the
indispensable role of mediator amidst these contradictions.

In fact, there are historical and social factors that facilitate Russia’s establishment of close
relations with Israel. A shared historical narrative built upon anti-Nazi sentiment—a legacy of the
Second World War—and the population of over one and a half million people of Russian origin
living in Israel enable the forging of strong ties between the two societies. However, whilst Russia
views these elements as a useful soft power tool in its relations with Israel, it also pursues a policy
of general balance by not neglecting the countries in the region that stand opposed to Israel. The
Middle East is a highly dynamic region. Developments in this region affect both regional and global
power balances. The massacres carried out by Israel in Gaza following 7 October, the overthrow of
the Assad regime in Syria, and the war that began with the US and Israeli attacks on Iran on 28
February are reshaping power relations in the region. These developments will also pose a major test
for Russia-Israel relations, which are said to have evolved from an ideological foundation to a
realpolitik approach. In particular, the attacks against Iran will reveal whether Russia can continue
to pursue its policy of maintaining a balance of power in the region.
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Giris

Soguk Savas’in sona ermesiyle birlikte uluslararasi sistemde yasanan doniisiim, devletler
arasindaki giic dengelerini yeniden sekillendirmis ve geleneksel ittifak iligkilerini derin bigimde
etkilemistir (Huntington, 2015: 173). Bu doniisiimiin dikkat ¢ekici drneklerinden biri, tarihsel olarak
karsit bloklarda yer alan Sovyet Sosyalist Cumhuriyetler Birligi (SSCB) / Rusya ile Israil arasindaki
iliskilerde gdzlenmistir. ikinci Diinya Savasi’nin ardindan, bir Yahudi devletinin kurulmasini agik
bir sekilde destekleyen ve 1948’de Israil’in kurulusunu ilk taniyan iilkelerden biri olan SSCB’nin
(Livne, 2013: 59), uzun zaman ge¢cmeden bu devlete karsi sert bir tutum benimsemesi, iki iilke
arasindaki iliskilerin karmasik dogasini erken donemde ortaya koymustur. Bu sert tutumun temel
sebebi iki devletin i¢ etkenlerinden ziyade Soguk Savas doneminde ABD-Israil iliskilerindeki
yakinlikt: (Caliskan, 2020: 697). Soguk Savas sonrasi dénemde her ne kadar ABD-israil yakinlig
devam etse de Rusya-israil iliskilerindeki ideolojik tutum, yerini pragmatik bir anlayisa ve ¢ok
boyutlu bir denge politikasina birakmustir.

Rusya, SSCB sonrasi donemde yasadigi ekonomik, askeri ve demografik kiiciilmeye
ragmen, dis politikasinda giivenlik faktoriinii 6n plana ¢ikarmis ve Bagimsiz Devletler Toplulugu,
Sanghay Isbirligi Orgiiti ve Kolektif Giivenlik Antlasmasi Orgiitii gibi bolgesel is birligi
mekanizmalarin1 bu stratejinin bir parcasi olarak kullanmistir (Demirel, 2019). 2000°1i yillarin
basindan itibaren, uluslararasi iligskilerde yasanan gelismeler Rusya’nin dis politika anlayisinda ve
uygulamalarinda 6nemli degisikliklere yol agmistir. Bu baglamda, Vladimir Putin’in 2000 yilinda
Rusya Federasyonu Devlet Baskani olarak goreve baglamasi, Rus dis politikasinda yeni bir donemin
baslangict olmus, Rusya uluslararasi sistemde SSCB’nin mirasinm iistlenen etkin bir aktdr olma
arzusunu yansitan bir politik ¢izgi izlemeye baslamistir.

Rusya—Israil iligkilerinin gelisimi, yalnizca ikili diplomatik iliskilerle siirli degildir. Ikili
iligskiler ayn1 zamanda bolgesel gii¢ rekabeti (Bijan, 2020), etno-dinsel faktorler, diaspora politikalar
(Livne, 2013) ve enerji-giivenlik denkleminde degisen Oncelikler iizerinden okunmalidir. Moskova
acisindan Israil, Orta Dogu’da Bati ile dogrudan gatismadan etki alam insa edebilmeyi saglayacak
stratejik bir ortaktir (Giineylioglu, 2023). Diger taraftan Rusya 2000’1i yillarin bagindan itibaren
ABD ve Israil’in bolgedeki giiciinii sinirlayacak sekilde ABD ve Israil karsiti gruplarla yakinlagma
siyaseti izlemektedir. Bu yaklasimin temelinde Bati ile dogrudan catismadan kagimma arzusu
yatmaktadir. Ayrica Rusya, Iran ile yakin is birligi siirdiirmesine ragmen, Israil’le iliskilerini de

2 [srail, Filistin ve Gazze hakkinda oldukea kabarik bir literatiir mevcuttur. Bir kismu icin bk. Erdem, 2025; Agdemir, 2015a,
2015b; Altinsoy, 2025; Bahar, 2024; Bas, 2019; Batmaz, 2008; Canak, 2015; Col, 2025; Dasdemir, 2017; Demir, 2011,
2025; Demircan & Bircan, 2025; Doganay, 2015; Erkan, 2017; Erkmen, 2020; Giidil, 2018; Giinaydin, 2015; Giingér,
2019; Giiven, 2018; Giizel, 2020; Has, 2015; ince, 2018; Kashiem, 2020; Kas, 2025; Kavut, 2025; Kayhan, 2018; Kizilboga
Ozaslan, 2015; Kizilseker, 2024; Kog, 2025; Koyuncu, 2015; Kéroglu, 2018; Kurt, 2016; Kurt & Akgedik, 2024; Sahin,
2021.
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koparmamakta ve dis politika, enerji ve savunma sanayi gibi alanlarda is birligini devam
ettirmektedir (Giineylioglu, 2023).

Israil icin Rusya, 6zellikle Suriye krizi, Iran tehdidi ve Ukrayna savasi1 baglamlarinda “alan
paylasim1” yapilmasi gereken bir aktordiir. Suriye i¢ savasinda Rusya’min askeri varlig: Israil’in
giivenlik ¢ikarlar1 agisindan 6zel bir dneme sahiptir. Ayrica Israil, Suriye’deki i¢ savas déneminde
[ran ve Hizbullah’in Suriye’deki etkileri nedeniyle Rusya ile iliskilerini genisletmek zorunda
kalmistir (Bijan, 2020: 91).

Bu c¢alismanin temel amaci, Sovyetler Birligi’'nin dagilmasinin ardindan Rusya
Federasyonu’nun Israil politikasinda meydana gelen yapisal ve pragmatik doniisiimii analiz etmektir.
Calisma, Moskova’nin ikili iliskilerde Soguk Savas donemindeki ideolojik kamplasma modelini terk
ederek, ulusal cikarlar1 ve bolgesel dengeleri Onceleyen realpolitik eksenli, pragmatik bir
diplomasiye nasil gecis yaptigini ortaya koymay1 hedeflemektedir.

Rusya’nin ayn1 anda hem Israil ile giivenlik koordinasyonu saglayabilmesi hem de bélgede
Israil ile catisan taraflarla stratejik iliskilerini siirdiirebilmesi, uluslararasi iliskiler literatiirii
acisindan incelenmesi gereken 6zgiin bir diplomatik esneklik drnegi teskil etmektedir. Bu ¢alisma,
s0z konusu karmasik iligkileri realpolitik bir anlayisla agiklamaya c¢alismaktadir.

Tiirk¢e kaynaklarda genis bir literatiir taramasi yapildiginda Rusya — Israil iliskilerini ele
alan bircok calisma bulundugu goriilmektedir. Ancak Rusya-Israil iliskileri literatiirde genellikle
Suriye I¢ Savasi veya askeri is birligi gibi dénemsel krizler iizerinden ele alinmaktadir. Bu ¢alismanin
0zglnliigi, iliskileri Soguk Savas’tan gilinlimiize uzanan genis bir tarihsel perspektifte, ideolojiden
realpolitige gegis iizerinden teorik bir zeminde ele aliyor olmasidir. Ozellikle Israil’deki Rus kokenli
niifus ve ortak tarih bilinci (Nazi karsitlig) gibi yumusak gii¢ unsurlarinin, sert gii¢ odakli realpolitik
bir dis politika ile nasil harmanlandigini analiz etmesi c¢aligmayi literatiirdeki benzerlerinden
ayirmaktadir.

Calisma, Sovyetler Birligi-israil iliskilerini tarihsel bir arka plan sunmak amaciyla kisaca ele
almakla birlikte, esas olarak 1991 sonrasi Post-Sovyet donemine odaklanmaktadir. Rusya’nin Israil
ile olan diplomatik, toplumsal ve giivenlik temelli iligkileri; bolgesel aktorlerle kurulan stratejik
dengeler ve realpolitik kavramsal ¢ergeve ¢calismanin sinirlarini olugturmaktadir.

Nitel aragtirma yontemi ile kapsamli bir literatiir taramasina dayanan ¢aligmada, akademik
yaynlar ve giincel dis politika verileri ikincil veri analizi yoluyla incelenmistir. liskilerin doniisiimii,
realizm kuraminin uygulama yoniinii yansitan realpolitik perspektif kullanilarak aciklayici ve
analitik bir yaklagimla degerlendirilmistir.

Caligma temel iki hipotez lizerine kurulmustur. Birincisine gore Rusya Federasyonu,
Sovyetler Birligi’nin aksine srail ile iliskilerini ideolojik karsithklar {izerinden degil, pragmatik ve
rasyonel ¢ikarlar iizerinden kurgulamaktadir. Ikincisine gére ise Rusya’mn Israil ile kurdugu
giivenlik iligkisi, Moskova’nin Arap diinyas1 ve bolgesel rakiplerle yiiriittiigli stratejik ortakliklara
engel teskil etmemekte; aksine bir "denge politikas1" araci olarak kullanilmaktadir.

Kavramsal Cerceve: Realpolitik Dis Politika

Realpolitik, kelime anlamu itibariyle “ger¢ekei politika” veya “pragmatik siyaset” olarak
cevrilebilir. Kavram, devletlerin dig politikada ideallerden ziyade gii¢ dengesi, ulusal ¢ikarlar ve
mevcut kosullar dogrultusunda hareket etmesini ifade eder. Bu yaklasim, devletlerin hedeflerine
ulagmak icin esnek ve pragmatik stratejiler gelistirmesine atifta bulunan, ulusal ¢ikarlarin 6n planda
tutuldugu, pratikligin esas alindigi bir politika ¢ercevesi sunar (Mohammed, 2023).

Realpolitik bir terim olarak ilk kez 19. yiizyllda Alman diisiiniir Ludwig von Rochau
tarafindan kullanilmis olsa da realpolitik uygulamalarin kdkenleri antik doneme kadar gider (Sancak,
2025). Klasik realizmin antik diinyadaki ti¢ biiyiik kurucusu (Sun Tzu, Thucydides, Titus Livius) ve
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Ronesans sonrast Avrupa’daki {i¢ biiyiik teorisyeni (Machiavelli, Hobbes, Richelieu) yazdiklari
eserlerle realpolitik uygulamalarin da ilk yonlendiricileri olarak kabul edilebilir (Castro, 2015).

Realpolitik terimini literatiire kazandiran Rochau’nun ¢alismalari, Prusya ve Avusturya
orneklerinde oldugu gibi, gii¢ dengesinin korunmasi ve ulusal ¢ikarlarin 6ncelenmesi gerektigini
savunur. Andrey Vladimirovich Shabaga’nin makalesinde de vurgulandigi iizere, Rochau’nun
Realpolitik anlayisi, daha sonra Hans Morgenthau ve Henry Kissinger gibi realist diisiiniirler
tarafindan gelistirilmis ve modern uluslararas: iligkiler teorisinin temel taslarindan biri haline
gelmigtir (I1labara, 2015: 29).

Realizm ve realpolitik kavramlar1 zaman zaman birbirinin yerine kullanilsa da aralarinda
benzerliklerin yani sira teorik ve pratik farklar bulunmaktadir. Shabaga’nin calismasinda realizmin
teorik temelleri ile realpolitigin pratik yoOnleri arasindaki ayrim agik¢a ortaya konmaktadir.
Shabaga’ya gore, realizm bir teori olarak devletlerin davraniglarini agiklamaya calisirken; realpolitik
ise bu davraniglarin nasil sekillenecegine dair pratik oneriler sunar. Bu baglamda, bir uluslararasi
iliskiler teorisi olan realizmin, bu teorinin uygulama siireci olan realpolitikle tamamlandig1
soylenebilir. Ozellikle Prusya ve Avusturya drneklerinde goriildiigii gibi, realpolitik zayif olan
aktorlere bile mevcut kosullara uyum saglayarak en iyi sonucu elde etme imkani tanir (Illabara,
2015). Benzer bir agiklama sunan Mohammed de realpolitigin en 6énemli 6zelliginin esneklik ve
uyarlanabilirlik oldugunu; bu sayede devletlerin degisen kosullara hizla adapte olabildigini ileri siirer
(Mohammed, 2023).

Farkli tanimlamalarin bir sentezi yapildiginda realpolitik, devletin korunmasi ve ulusal
¢ikarlarin 6nceligi lizerine kurulu, giliciin temel ara¢ olarak kullanildig1 pragmatik bir dis politika
yaklagimi olarak goriilebilir. Bu yaklasimda normatiflik baglayici kabul edilmez; bunun yerine
mevcut sartlarin gercekei degerlendirilmesi esas alinir. Realpolitik kimileri tarafindan ahlaksiz,
“glicliinliin hakli oldugu” ve zayifi ezmeye dayali bir yaklasim olmakla elestirilse de onun
savunuculari uluslararasi politikanin tehlikeli dogasi nedeniyle devletlerin 6ncelikle kendi ¢ikarlarim
gozetmek zorunda oldugunu ve bu zorunlulugun ahlaki kaygilarla sinirlanamayacagini savunurlar.
Kisaca realpolitik, ideolojik ya da ahlaki degerlere fazla 6nem vermeyen, pragmatizme dayali bir
politika olarak tanimlanabilir (Sancak, 2025).

Realpolitik giiniimiizde de uluslararasi iligkilerde etkisini siirdiirmektedir. Farkl1 biiytikliikte,
farkli cografyalardan pek ¢ok iilkenin dis politikasinda realpolitik ilkeler hakimdir (Mohammed,
2023). Realpolitigin cagdas uygulamalarinda devletler yalnizca askeri gii¢ degil; ekonomik kapasite,
diplomatik yetenekler ve toplumsal kaynaklar1 da dikkate almaktadir (Illabara, 2015). Bu durum,
modern anlamda realpolitigin ¢ok boyutlu bir gii¢ anlayigina dayandigini gostermektedir.

Baslangictan Bugiine Rusya-israil iliskileri

Israil’in kurulus dénemine uzanan Rusya—Israil iliskileri giiniimiize kadar gecen seksen yila
yakin zaman diliminde uluslararasi sistemin doniisiimiiyle paralel bigimde evrim gegirmistir. Bu
iligkiler, donemsel olarak ideolojik karsitlik ve pragmatik yakinlagma ekseninde dalgalanmis; Soguk
Savag donemindeki kutuplagsma ortamindan ¢ok kutuplu sistemin esnek denge arayisina kadar uzanan
karmasik bir seyir izlemistir.

Sovyet Donemi: Tamima, Uzaklasma ve Ideolojik Kopus

Ikinci Diinya Savasi sona yaklagirken savas sonrasinda yeni bir diinya diizeninin kurulmasi
Miittefik Devletler arasindaki goriismelerin en 6nemli basgligiydi. Bu baglamda Orta Dogu’da yeni
bir siyasi yapi sekillenirken SSCB ya milliyetci Arap ulusal hareketlerini ya da Filistin’de bir Yahudi
devleti kurmay1 amaglayan Siyonizm’i destekleyecekti. Ancak savas sona erdiginde bile SSCB’nin
Filistin politikasi netlesmemisti ve hala bekle-gor politikasi takip ediliyordu (Rucker, n.d.).
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SSCB, Israil Devleti’nin ilanina kadar gegen siirede ABD ve Britanya tarafinda getirilen
¢Oziim Onerilerine her zaman silipheyle yaklasti1 ve ¢ozlimiin BM vasitasi ile olmasi tezini savundu.
[k kez Mart 1947°de “SSCB’nin Filistin’de bir Yahudi devletinin kurulmasim degil, orada yasayan
halklarin esit ulusal ve demokratik haklardan yararlanmasini saglayan tek bir bagimsiz demokratik
Filistin’in kurulmasini 6ngordiigii” agiklandi. Ancak kisa bir siire sonra, 28 Nisan 1947°de SSCB’nin
Birlesmis Milletler Giivenlik Konseyi'ndeki daimi temsilcisi ve Digisleri Bakan Yardimcisi Andrey
Gromiko’nun BM Genel Kurulu’nun Ozel Oturumu’nda yaptig1 konusma SSCB’nin politikasinda
ciddi bir kirilmay1 ortaya koydu. SSCB artik Filistin’de iki uluslu bir devletin kurulmasini ancak
Yahudi-Arap anlasmazhigi sebebiyle ilk ¢Oziimiin uygulanamaz olmasi durumunda Filistin’in
boliinmesini dneriyordu (Rucker, n.d.: 16-17).

Y1l sonuna dogru SSCB artik Filistin’in boliinmesi fikrinin ve Siyonist tezlerin bir
savunucusu haline gelmisti. BM Genel Kurulu’nda 29 Kasim 1947°de Filistin’in bdliinerek hem bir
Yahudi Devleti hem de bir Arap Devleti kurulmasini 6neren 181 sayili karar oylandi. SSCB plam
desteklemekle kalmadi, Beyaz Rusya, Ukrayna, Polonya ve Cekoslovakya’nin da evet oyu
kullanmasini sagladi. Bu sayede karar 33 lehte, 13 aleyhte ve 10 ¢ekimser oyla kabul edildi. Soguk
Savag’in tirmandig1 bir dsnemde ABD o6nderligindeki Bat1 diinyasi ile SSCB 6nderligindeki Dogu
Bloku Siyonist projenin kabul edilmesinde, “gecici olarak ¢ikarlarinin Ortiigmesi sayesinde”
uzlagmist1 (Rucker, n.d.: 19-20).

Kurulus siirecinde SSCB’nin Israil’e verdigi destegi donemin iki kutuplu yapisi ve Israil’in
i¢ dinamikleri iizerinden okumak miimkiindiir. Filistin topraklari emperyalist Ingiltere’nin kontrolii
altinda bulunuyordu ve bu baglamda Israil devletinin kurulmasi Sovyet bakis acisina gore
antiemperyalist bir karakter tasiyordu. israil’in kurulmasi bolgedeki Ingiliz etkisini zayiflatacagi igin
sifir toplamli oyun mantigi igerisinde iki kutuplu bir yapida Bati Blogunun kaybi Dogu Blogunun
kazanci anlamina geliyordu (Golan, 1990: 36-42).

Ote yandan kurulus siirecinde Histadrut gibi etkili isci orgiitlenmelerinin varligi, kolektif
iiretim ve yasam bigimlerini temsil eden Kibbutzlar, SSCB tarafindan sosyalist pratiklere yakin
yapilar olarak yorumlanmistir. Bu baglamda kurulacak devletin sosyalist bloga yakin bir pozisyon
alabilecegi diisiiniilmiistiir. I¢ ve dis faktorlerin birlesimi, SSCB’nin Israil’i kurulus siirecinde
ideolojik gerekgelerle destekleme kararinda belirleyici olmustur (Golan, 1990: 36-42).

Giiniimiizde, 14 May1s 1948°de israil Devleti’nin kurulusu ilan edildiginde bu devleti ilk
tantyanin ABD oldugu yaygin bir inanis olsa da bu tamima de facto idi. Israil Devleti’ni de jure
taniyan ilk devlet ise 18 Mayis’ta dénemin diger siiper giicii SSCB olmustu. Birkac ay sonra Tel
Aviv ve Moskova arasinda karsilikli olarak elgilikler agildi. SSCB’nin Tel Aviv Elgiligi 10 Agustos
1948°de, Israil’in Moskova’daki elgiligi 6 Eyliil 1948’de acildi (Govrin, 1998). SSCB Israil’i
taniyarak verdigi diplomatik destegi sahada da diger Dogu Bloku {ilkeleri iizerinden yaptig1 silah
satis1 ile desteklemisti. Israil’in ilk BM biiyiikelcisi Abba Eban’a gore, SSCB’nin bu destegi
olmasayd Israil “ne diplomatik ne de askeri olarak” basaril1 olabilirdi (Kramer, 2017). Bailey’e
(2014: 6) gore de Sovyet destegi olmaksizin Israil’in kurulmasi miimkiin olamazdi.

SSCB’nin Israil Devleti’ne yonelik politikasi kurulus sonrasinda hizli bir degisim gosterdi.
Israil’in iimit edildigi gibi sosyalist degerlere yakin olmayacag:, yoniiniin Bati’ya doniik oldugu kisa
siirede ortaya cikti. Bu durum SSCB — Israil iliskilerinde 6nemli bir kirilma sebebi oldu (Livne,
2021). Govrin’e (1998: 6-7) gore SSCB basindan beri Siyonizm’e diismandi ancak Ingilizleri
Filistin’den ¢ikarmak icin Israil’in kurulusuna destek vermisti. Israil’in Bat1 yanlis1 tutumunun ve
SSCB’deki Yahudilere kars1 olan ilgisinin ortaya ¢ikmasi ile verdigi gegici destegi geri gekti.

Miskilerdeki ilk piiriizler 1950°de ortaya ¢ikmaya basladi. israil Bagbakani David Ben Gurion
bir toplantida SSCB’deki Yahudilerin bazi kiiltiirel haklardan yoksun oldugunu ve Israil’e
goemelerine izin verilmedigini elestirel bir dille ifade etti. Aslinda bu heniiz baslangicti. Israil, 3
Temmuz 1950°de Kuzey Kore’nin Giiney Kore’ye yonelik saldirisin1 kinadi. Kore’deki savas iki
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devlet arasinda ideolojik ayrimi derinlestirdi. Ticari bazi olumlu gelismelerin yasandigi bu donemde,
sonradan sugsuz olduklarina hiikkmedilecek olan, bir grup Yahudi doktorun Stalin’i zehirlemeye
calistiklart iddiasi ile yargilanmalari iliskilerde yeni bir gerilim noktasi oldu. israil Disisleri Bakani
Sharett Knesset’te yaptig1 konugsmada SSCB’yi “resmi olarak Yahudilere karsi kotii niyetli nefret
politikas1 benimsemekle” sucladi. 9 Subat 1953°te Tel Aviv’deki Sovyet Elgiligine ii¢ ¢alisanin
yaralanmasina sebep olan bir bomba atildi. Israil yonetimi olaydan iiziintii duydugunu belirtip
suclular1 yakalaylp mahkemeye c¢ikaracagi soziinii verdi ama 13 Subat 1953’te SSCB, Israil
hiikiimetine Israil ile diplomatik iliskilerini kesme kararini bildirdi (Govrin, 1998: XXX-XXXV).
Ancak kisa bir siire sonra Stalin’in 6liimii SSCB i¢ politikasinda oldugu gibi dis politikasinda da
degisiklikleri beraberinde getirdi. Bagbakan Malenkov’un “SSCB’nin ‘tiim iilkelerle’ barist
giiclendirmeye ve tiim tilkelerin haklarina saygi gostermeye hazir oldugunu vurgulamasi ve ‘Soguk
Savas’ atmosferinden uzaklasmak istedigini belirtmesi” SSCB — Israil iliskilerine de olumlu yansid.
SSCB, iglerinde “Israil’in SSCB’ye kars1 askeri ittifak veya anlasma yapmamas:1” taahhiidiiniin
oldugu bir dizi talebin Israil tarafindan kabul edilmesi iizerine diplomatik iliskileri yeniden kurma
karar1 ald1 ve Aralik 1953°te karsilikli elgiler atandi (Govrin, 1998: 28-31).

Mliskilerdeki yumusama uzun siirmedi. Soguk Savas boyunca SSCB’nin Orta Dogu politikasi
belirgin bir ideolojik yoOnelime sahip olmustu. SSCB, Arap sosyalizmini ve anti-emperyalist
hareketleri destekleyerek, bolgedeki Bati etkisine karsi ideolojik bir hat olusturmaya calismisti
(Bekcan, 2019). Bunun bir yansimasi olarak 1956 Siiveys Krizi’nde SSCB’nin Misir’in yaninda yer
almasi, buna karsin Israil’in Batili emperyalistler, Fransa ve Ingiltere ile birlikte hareket etmesi
sonraki donemlerde de devam edecek bir taraf se¢iminin sonucuydu.

1967°deki Arap — Israil Savasi’nda (Alt: Giin Savast) da ayni aktorler ayni tarafta yer aldilar.
10 Haziran 1967°de SSCB, Israil’in Suriye’ye yonelik saldirilarmi protesto etmek igin diplomatik
iliskileri yeniden kesti (Klinghoffer, 1990). Erenler (2013), “Moskova’nin anti-emperyalist,
milliyetci, yari-sosyalist Arap rejimlerinin mevcudiyetinden faydalanma c¢abalari, bolgedeki
niifuzunu pekistirdi. Arap-Israil ¢atismasina miidahil olmaktan kaginan temkinli Sovyet politikast,
Alt1 Giin Savast ile sona erdi” degerlendirmesinde bulunsa da Israil’in kurulus doneminde sagladig
silah destegi dikkate alindiginda SSCB bu catismaya daha basindan dahil olmustu. Ancak bir farkla
ki Israil’e verilen destek kurulus asamasiyla sinirh kalmis ve SSCB sonraki catismalarda Bati
niifuzuna kars1 durmak i¢in emperyalizmin bolgedeki temsilcisi olarak gordiigii Israil’e kars1 Arap
devletlerini desteklemisti (Ermishina, 2020).

Ozellikle 1970’li yillarda Filistin Kurtulus Orgiitii (FKO) ile kurulan yakim iliskiler
SSCB’nin ideolojik tutumunu daha da derinlestirmistir. 1973 savasindan sonra SSCB’nin Orta
Dogu’da yeni miittefikler aramasi ile FKO’niin bu bdlgede yeni aktdr olarak roliiniin giiclenmesi
cakismis, Moskova, FKO’yii bir ulusal kurtulus hareketi olarak kabul etmis ve kat1 bir Israil karsit:
tutum sergilemistir (Nosenko et al., 2017: 15,17). Herf (2014: 129) bu kati tutumu SSCB ve
miittefiklerinin 1960°larin ortalarindan 1980°’lerin ortalarina kadar Israil’e kars1 adeta ilan edilmemis
bir savag yiiriittiigii seklinde degerlendirmistir.

SSCB’de Gorbagov’un iktidari ile yeniden yapilanma siireci bagladi. Bu donemde 6nceki
donemlerdeki ideolojiyi bir g¢atigma araci olarak goren anlayis yerini pragmatik is birligi fikrine
birakmaya basladi. Bunun bir yansimasi olarak iki tilkenin Fransa’daki biiytikelcileri arasinda
Temmuz 1985’te baslayan gizli goriismelerle SSCB — srail iliskilerinin normallesmesi icin dnemli
adimlar atildi. Goriismeler kamuya agik olarak ve daha list makamlar diizeyinde devam etti. 1987°de
karsilikli konsolosluklar agilirken Ekim 1991°de diplomatik iliskiler yeniden kuruldu. Kiiltiirel ve
ekonomik iligkiler gelisti ayrica SSCB simirlari iginde yasayan Yahudilerin Israil’e gdgmesine izin
verildi (Kazan, 2004: 205-206).
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Tablo 1: SSCB Doneminde Rusya-Israil Iliskilerinin Analitik Tablosu (1947-1991)
Donem Temel Yonelim Kritik Gelismeler Ideolojik Cerceve  Realpolitik Unsur
Pragmatik destek De jure tanima, silah Antiemperyalizm, Ingiliz nufuzuP a
1947-1953 ve tanima o e kars1 stratejik
destegi Bat etkisini kirmak
konumlanma
1953-1967 Iideolojik kopus 1953  kopus, 1956 Israil’i Bati yanlisi Arap rejimleri
Stiveys Krizi'nde ve emperyalizmin iizerinden Orta
Misir’dan yana olma, araci kabul etme Dogu’da niifuz
1967 Savast’nda kopus arayisi
Kat1 Israil FKO ile ortakhik FKO’niin . .
karsitlig (1970'er) Yom miicadelesini mesru Arap diinyasin etki
1967-1985 . ’ R .. > alaninda tutma
Kippur Savasi’nda ve Siyonizm’i b
Araplara destek olma  irkeilik kabul etme sabast
1985-1991 Normallesme Gizli goriismeler Ideolojik katiigin  Bati ile iligkileri
baglangici (1985), konsolosluklar yumusamasi, ¢ok normallestirme
(Glasnost/Perest  (1987), diplomatik yonlii dig politika stratejisi
roika) yeniden tesis (Ekim arayisi
1991)

Tablo 1'de goriildiigii iizere, SSCB’nin Israil politikas1 donem boyunca tutarsiz bir gériiniim
sergilememis; aksine iki farkli ideolojik gerekgenin pes pese devreye girmesiyle sistematik bir
doniisiim izlemistir. 1947-1953 déneminde antiemperyalist ¢ergeve Israil'in desteklenmesine zemin
hazirlarken, Israil'in Bati ittifakina ydnelmesi sonrasinda bu gerceve tersine isleyerek sert bir
karsithiga doniismiistiir. 1967 den 1985’e uzanan dénemde ise ideolojik katilik zirveye ulasmis; FKO
ile ortaklik ve Arap devletlerine verilen destek, Herf’in (2014: 129) "ilan edilmemis savas"
metaforuyla tanimladigi bir ¢atigma ortami iiretmistir. Glasnost-Perestroika dénemi bu katiligin
¢0Oziilme baslangicini simgelemektedir.

Post-Sovyet Normallesme Dénemi (1991-1999)

1991°de Sovyetler Birligi'nin dagilmasi ile Iki Kutuplu uluslararasi sistem ortadan kalkti ve
iki siiper giigten biri olan SSCB’nin halefi Rusya Federasyonu oldu. SSCB sonrasi donemin dzellikle
ilk yillarinda Rus dis politikasi klasik yonelimlerinden oldukga farkli bir yol izledi. Boris Yeltsin’in
Devlet Baskani oldugu bu donemde Rusya, Bat1 diinyasi ile bircok alanda uyumlu bir dis politika
izlemeye bagladi. Donemin dis politika anlayisi ideolojik yonelimlerden uzak, genel olarak
pragmatik ve 6zellikle ekonomik ¢ikar odakliydi. Ancak Bati diinyasi ile bu bahar havasi bir y1l kadar
stirdii ve 1992 yil1 aralik ayinda Viktor Chernomyrdin’in Bagbakan olarak atanmasiyla Rusya gittikce
daha sag/milliyetci bir politika izlemeye basladi. i¢erideki istikrarsizliktan kurtulmaya ¢alisan Rusya,
dis politikasinda onceligi eski SSCB cografyasina atifta bulunan “yakin ¢evre”ye ve onunla ilgili
olarak, etnik Ruslarin yasadig1 yerler olan “Rus diinyasi”na verdi (Wittke, 2018). 1994 y1l1 baslarinda
Disisleri Bakan1 Andrey Kozyrev’in Rusya’nin eski Sovyet cumhuriyetlerindeki “6zel ¢ikarlarindan”
s6z etmesi Rusya’nin dis politikasinin ideolojik egilimlerinden uzaklagmaya ve yeni bir realpolitik
yonelime isaret ediyordu.

Rusya i¢in Orta Dogu ve buna bagh olarak Arap — Israil ¢atigmasi SSCB donemindeki
onemini kismen kaybetti. Moskova artik eski giiclinden uzakt1 ve dis politika 6nceligini basta eski
SSCB iiyesi iilkeler olmak iizere yakin cevreye veriyordu. Bu ortamda Israil artik kendisine kars1
anti-emperyalist bir Arap birligi kurulmas1 gereken, emperyalizmin “kilit tas1” bir devlet olarak
goriilmiiyordu. Hatta Israil artik Rusya’nin dzellikle iyi iliskiler kurmaya calistig1 bir devletti. Israil
Disisleri Bakani Simon Peres ve Rusya Disisleri Bakani Andrey Kozirev’in iki iilke arasinda siyasi,
hukuki, ekonomik ve kiiltiirel alanlarda is birliginin artirilmasi da dahil olmak {izere iligkilerinin
gelistirilmesini dngdren bir mutabakat zapt1 imzalamasi bu politika anlayisinin somut bir yansimasi
oldu.
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Iliskilerdeki yakinlasma, Rusya’nin Israil politikasinda ideolojik bagajlarindan arinarak,
tamamen pragmatik ve rasyonel gikar odakli bir realpolitik diizleme gecis yapmasiyla miimkiin oldu.
Rusya tarafindan bakildiginda Israil, Orta Dogu’daki Tiirkiye’den sonraki en dnemli ticari ortakt1.
SSCB kékenli yaklasik 750 bin Israilli iki iilke arasinda képrii konumundaydi. Bunlara ek olarak
ABD ile iliskilerin gelistigi bu donemde Israil, Rusya igin ABD baglantis1 demekti.

Iyi iliskiler kurmak Israil’in de gikarinaydu. Israil i¢in Rusya’dan gdcecek Yahudiler dnemli
bir niifus kaynagrydi. Ustelik bu gogmenler arasinda énemli sayida bilim insan1 ve miihendis vardi.
Dis ticaret, Israil i¢in de iliskileri sicak tutmak icin iyi bir sebepti. Diger sebepler ise Israil’in
giivenligiyle ilgiliydi. Israil, cevresindeki diismanlarmin Rusya’dan, niikleer olanlar da dahil olmak
iizere silah temin etmesinin 6niine gegmeyi ve Suriye gibi Israil’le anlasmaya yanasmayan devletler
iizerinde Rusya’nin anlagma baskisi yapmasini umuyordu (Freedman, 1998: 142).

Yeltsin liderligindeki Rusya, 1990’larin ortalarinda ABD’nin 6nciiliiglinde yiiriitiilen Arap-
Israil baris siirecinde daha aktif goriinerek hem uluslararasi saygmligini artirmak hem de Rusya’ nin
dis politikasini Bati’ya endeksli olmakla elestiren i¢ muhalefetini yatistirmak istedi. Subat 1994’te
asirilikgr bir Yahudi’nin Ibrahim Camii’nde yaptigi katliamdan sonra, Moskova FKO ve Israil
liderleriyle temas kurarak baris goriismelerinin yeniden baglamasim o6nerdi. Yeltsin bdylelikle
Rusya’nin diinya siyasetinde hala 6nemli bir gii¢ oldugunu gdstermek istiyordu (Freedman, 1998).

Ertesi yil karsilikhi {ist diizey ziyaretlerle iki iilke arasinda diplomatik ve askeri is birligi
yogunlasti, ticaret artt1. Rusya’nin Iran’a niikleer reaktor satma karar1 bir piiriiz olduysa da iliskiler
kopmadi. Ancak 1995 sonunda yapilan se¢imlerde komiinistlerin yiikselmesi Yeltsin’i daha
muhafazakar bir ¢izgiye kaydirdi. Igerideki bu politik yonelime uygun olarak Disisleri Bakanligina,
Yahudi asilli olmasina ragmen, Arap-Israil iliskilerinde daha Arap yanlisi olarak bilinen Yevgeny
Primakov getirildi. Subat 1996°da bir Rus diplomatin casusluk suc¢lamasiyla smir disi edilmesini
nisan ayinda Yahudi Ajansi’nin gizli faaliyetler yiirtittiigii iddiasiyla akreditasyonunun iptal edilmesi
takip etti. Yahudi Ajansi, Rusya Yahudilerinin Israil’e gdciinii organize eden bir kurulus olmasi
miinasebetiyle Israil icin olduk¢a dnemliydi. Ayni1 dénemde Israil’in Liibnan’da baslattig1 “Gazap
Uziimleri Operasyonu” Rusya tarafindan sert bigimde kinandi. Primakov’un basarisiz girisiminin
ardindan ABD’nin Rusya’y1 devre dis1 birakarak ateskesi saglamasi Rusya’nin bolgede niifuz
kaybetmesine sebep oldu. Oldukc¢a sorunlu goriilen ikili iligkilerin temmuz ayinda yapilan
secimlerden sonra diizelmeye baglamasi, Rusya tarafindan o zamana kadar atilan olumsuz adimlarin
i¢ politik kaygilarin sonucu oldugunu diisiindiirmekteydi (Freedman, 1998: 158-163).

Yeltsin’in zaferle ¢iktig1 1996 se¢imi sonrasinda yaz aylarinda Moskova’da bir Yahudi
arastirmalar1 merkezinde ¢ikan yangin ve 6nemli sinagoglardan biri olan Marina Roscha’da meydana
gelen bombali saldir1 Rusya’daki Yahudi cemaati arasinda endiseye sebep olsa da sonraki aylarda
yasanan gelismelerle iliskilerde yeni bir yumusama donemi bagladi. Ayni yilin mayis ayinda yapilan
Israil’deki se¢imlerde Rusya’dan gdgen Yahudilerin destekledigi Yisrael Ba'Aliyah partisinin yedi
sandalye kazanmasi da iligkileri olumlu yonde etkiledi. 17 Ekim’de Yahudi Ajansi’na faaliyet izni
verildi. Bu donemde 6zellikle teknoloji alaninda ve ticari iligkilerde olumlu adimlar atildi. 20 Haziran
1997°de ortak erken uyari ugagi imalati konusunda anlasma imzalandi ve bazi Rus savas ugaklarinin

is birligi seviyesine gelindi (Freedman, 1998: 158-163).

Rusya, diplomatik girisimleri ile de Orta Dogu’da yeniden etkin olmaya calisiyordu. Bir
yandan Filistin lideri Arafat dahil olmak iizere bazi Arap devlet adamlar1 diger yandan israil
Bagbakan1 Benjamin Netanyahu ayn1 y1l igerisinde Moskova’da agirlandilar. Rus Disisleri Bakani
Primakov da Nisan 1996’da ve Ekim 1997°de Israil’e gitti. Ama bu karsilikh ziyaretlere ragmen
iliskilerin iyi oldugunu sdéylemek dogru olmazdi. Arafat’in ziyaretinde Yeltsin’in “Israil’in mesru
cikarlarma zarar vermeyen kendi kaderini tayin hakki da dahil olmak {izere” Filistin’e destek verme
s0zii Israil’le iligkilerde bir sorun olmadiysa da Netanyahu’nun ziyaretinde giindeme gelen Rusya’nin
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fran’a niikleer teknoloji transferi ve silah satis1 konusu daha dnce oldugu gibi iliskilerde bir piiriiz
olarak kaldi. Bu arada Rusya Israil’i elestiren BM Genel Kurulu kararinda, kararin asiri sert
ifadeleriyle Orta Dogu'daki baris siirecini engelleyebilecegi gerekcesiyle ¢ekimser kaldi (Freedman,
1998). Yeltsin, Moskova'da Misir Devlet Bagkan1 Hiisnii Miibarek ile yaptig1 gériismenin ardindan
23 Eyliil’de “yapici olmayan tutumu nedeniyle” Israil’in Orta Dogu'daki baris goriismelerinin
basarisizligindan sorumlu oldugunu ileri stirdii (Yeltsin Blames Israel for Middle East Crisis, 1997).

Tablo 2: Post-Sovyet Normallesme Déneminde Rusya-Israil Iliskilerinin Analitik Tablosu
(1991-1999)

Alt Donem Dis Politika Realpolitik Araglar Pragmatik Gerilim Noktalar:
Yonelimi Motivasyonlar

Yeltsin Bat1 yanlis, Teknolojik is birligi, Ticaret, diaspora Iran’a niikleer

Donemi ekonomi odaklt  arabuluculuk kopriisii reaktor destegi,

(1991- girigimleri Primakov ~ donemi

1999) tutarsizliklar

Yeltsin donemi 6zelinde bakildiginda Rusya — Israil iliskileri icin “kotii” ifadesini kullanmak
dogru olmadig1 gibi iliskileri “iyi” diye tanimlamak da ¢ok miimkiin gériinmemekteydi. iki taraf icin
de iliskileri daha iyi hale getirmek i¢in gerekli motivasyonlar olsa da 6zellikle Rusya tarafindaki i¢
politik baskilarin etkisi bu iyilesmeyi engelledi.

Putin Dénemi’nin ilk 15 Yili: Pragmatik Yakinlasma ve Giivenlik Diyalogu (2000—
2014)

Vladimir Putin’in 2000 yilinda Rusya Devlet Bagskani olmasi Rusya’da daha merkezilesmis
bir dis politika yapim siirecini baslatti. Bu siiregte Rusya’nin dis politikast Moskova’y1 oncelikle
SSCB doneminde etkili oldugu cografyada yeniden basat gii¢ yapma ideali lizerine oturtuldu (Dogan
ve Yalcinkaya, 2023: 208). Ekonomiyi giiglendirmek ve bu amagla Bat1 diinyasindan yatirim ¢ekmek
de, bu ideale ulasmak icin belirlenen pragmatik dis politika hedefleri arasinda yer aliyordu (Deniz,
2014: 568). Devlet baskani olmasinin ardindan Haziran 2000’de hazirlanan ilk dis politika konsepti
belgesinde Putin, Bagimsiz Devletler Toplulugu iiyeleri ile olan giivenlik iligkilerine ve ekonomik
iliskilere ayr1 bir 5nem verdigini belirtti. Aym belgede Israil’den hig s6z edilmezken bir biitiin olarak
Orta Dogu’ya ¢ok kisa yer verilmesi dikkat cekiciydi. Belgede gecen “Bu baglamda Rusyanin
onceligi, cikarlarimiz agisindan bu kadar zengin ve 6nemli olan bu bolgedeki [Orta Dogu]
konumunu, 6zellikle de ekonomik konumunu yeniden tesis etmek ve giiclendirmek olacaktir.” (The
Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation, 2000: 8-9) ifadesi Rusya’nin bolgeye pragmatist
yaklagiminin net bir gostergesi olarak yorumlanabilir.

Bu doénemde Rusya bir anlamda Soguk Savas donemi anlayigsina benzer sekilde Orta
Dogu’da Bati niifuzuna kars1 bir politika izledi. Suriye gibi SSCB doénemi miittefiklerinden daha
once iyi iliskilerin kuruldugu Cezayir, Libya, Mistr, Urdiin, Filistin gibi aktorlere ve hatta neredeyse
ilk kez ciddi iliski kurulan Suudi Arabistan ve kii¢iik Korfez iilkelerine kadar genis bir alanda iligkiler
gelistirildi. Rusya, Israil’le ve Orta Dogu’daki Miisliiman iilkelerle iligkilerini hassas bir denge
iizerinden siirdiirmekteydi. Bu hassas denge Rusya’nin o donemde sicak catigma iginde oldugu
Kafkasya’ya da atif yapilarak Sevodnya gazetesinde sdyle yer aliyordu: “Rusya ¢ok hassas bir
konumda. Bir yandan, halkimiz Israil niifusunun dértte birini olusturuyor ve Orta Dogu’daki siddet,
Kuzey Kafkasya'da siddeti kiskirtanlarla ayni kisiler tarafindan kiskirtiliyor... Ote yandan, Moskova
acik¢a Israil yanlis1 bir tutum sergilerse, Rusya’daki milyonlarca Miisliiman ve siyasi elitler
arasindaki sayisiz “Filistinlilerin dostlar1”n1 giicendirecektir” (Sychova, 2000: 2).

Rusya 2005 yilinda islam Konferansi Orgiitii’'ne (Sonradan Islam Isbirligi Teskilatr)
gdzlemci iiye olurken ayni y1l Putin Israil’i ziyaret eden ilk Rus Devlet Baskani oldu. Bu ziyaret hem
Araplar hem de Israilliler tarafindan siipheyle karsilandi. Israilli yetkililer bu ziyaretin asil amacinin
Israil’le iliskileri giiclendirme arzusundan ziyade Orta Dogu’daki Rus pozisyonunu gii¢lendirme
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amacina hizmet ettigi kanaatindeydiler. Araplar da benzer bir siiphecilikle bu ziyareti Orta Dogu’daki
barig goriismelerinde ABD’den rol ¢alma hamlesi olarak degerlendirdi (Cederwell, 2005). Her ne
kadar Putin’in bu ziyaret esnasinda Yahudi dini baglig1 olan kippa takmasi Rus basininda ¢okca yer
bulsa da bu ziyaret daha ¢ok sembolik yoniiyle hatirda kaldi. Putin bu ziyarette Suriye’ye silah
satisinin ve Iran’a niikleer galismalarda verilen destegin durdurulmasi ydniindeki Israil taleplerinin
higbirini kabul etmedi (Krichevsky, 2005).

Ertesi y1l Rusya, parlamento secimlerini kazanmasmin ardindan Hamas’la diplomatik
iliskiler kurdu. Putin, 9 Subat 2006’da Madrid’e yaptig1 ziyarette “Bugiin Hamas'in Filistin
Otoritesi’nde demokratik mesru se¢imler sonucunda iktidara geldigini kabul etmek gerekiyor ve
Filistin halkinin tercihine saygi gosterilmelidir.” (DBomorusi poccHHCKHX B3TISA0B Ha Xamac
[Rusya’nin Hamas Hakkindaki Goriislerinin Evrimi], 2006) seklinde bir agiklama yaparak Rusya’nin
bu konudaki resmi pozisyonunu ortaya koydu. Ancak Orta Dogu’daki aktorlerle gelisen iligkiler
SSCB doneminden farkl olarak askeri degil, dis politika konseptinde belirtildigi gibi, ekonomik ve
siyasiydi (Kaczmarski, 2011).

Rusya’nin 6zellikle Hamas konusunda Batili iilkelere zit bir tutum almasi dikkat ¢ekiciydi.
[ran’la yiiriitiilen iyi iliskiler de benzer bir durusun gostergesiydi. Putin’in 2007 Miinih Giivenlik
Konferansi’nda yaptig1 konugmanin son boliimiinde verdigi “Rusya’nin diinya meselelerinde daha
aktif rol” iistlenecegi mesaj1 (Putin’in Tarihe Gegen Konugmasi, 2025) takip edilen dis politika
anlayisini da agikliyordu.

2006 yili Rusya ile Israil arasindaki iliskilerde bir yandan Israilli {ist diizey devlet
adamlarinin ziyaretleri (President Viadimir Putin Met with Israeli First Deputy Prime Minister and
Foreign Minister Tzipi Livni, 2006; Viadimir Putin Met with Israeli Vice Premier Shimon Peres,
2006) ile diplomatik iligkilerin yogunlastig1 diger yandan anlagsmazliklarin yagandigi bir yildi. 2006
Liibnan Savasi sirasinda Israil ordusunun Hizbullah gii¢lerinden ele gecirdigi silahlar arasinda Rus
yapimi tanksavarlar da vardi (Kirchner, 2006). Rusya’nin dogrudan Hizbullah’a silah sagladigina
dair bir kanit olmasa da Suriye ve Iran iizerinden yapilan dolayli sevkiyatlar, Moskova’nin bolgedeki
roliinii sorgulatmaktaydi. israil Bagbakan1 Ehud Olmert’in ekim ayinda Moskova’ya yaptig1 ve pek
de sicak karsilanmadigi (Keinon, 2006) ziyaretin giindem maddelerinden biri de bu silahlardi.
Israil’in Rusya’dan, Iran’in niikleer programini durdurmasi igin baski yapmasi, Hizbullah’a Rus
silahlarinin nakledilmesinin kontrol edilmesi gibi talepleri vardi (Sofer, 2006).

Israil’den Rusya’ya yapilan iist diizey ziyaretler sonraki yillarda da devam etti. Israilliler
Rusya’dan net taahhiitler alamasa da sonraki goriigmeler daha sicak gecti. Rusya kendisini bir siiper
gii¢ olarak goriiyor ve ABD’nin kullandig1 arabanin yan koltugunda oturmay1 kabul etmiyordu.
Ruslarin kendi glindemleri vardi ve bu glindem Orta Dogu’da tarafsizlikt1 (Sofer, 2007).

Israil’in iliskileri gelistirme cabalar1 bosa gitmedi. Bu ¢abalarin sonucunda 2010’lu yillarin
baslar ikili iligkilerde bir zirve dénemi oldu. 2010 yili iginde yapilan bir dizi anlagma ile Rusya
Israil’den THAlarin yan1 sira ve ITHA iiretim bilgisi satin ald1. Béylelikle Rusya gorece geri oldugu
bir silah alanindaki eksikligini giderme yolunda 6nemli bir adim att1 (Turan, 2024: 53). 2008’deki
Giircistan savasinda bu alanda hissedilen eksikligin IHA teknolojisinde diinyada hatir1 say1lir bir yeri
olan Israil’le anlasma yapilmasinda etkili oldugu diisiiniilebilir (Russia, Israel Sign Military
Cooperation Deal, 2010).

Ikili iliskilerde énemli bir unsur olan Rusya-iran iliskilerinde yasanan bir gelisme de bu
donemde Moskova ile Tel Aviv arasindaki iliskilerde goriilen iyilesmeyi dogrular nitelikteydi. Rusya
ile Iran arasinda yapilan bir anlagmaya gore Rusya Iran’a S-300 hava savunma sistemleri temin
edecekti. Ancak ABD ve Israil’in yogun tepkileri lizerine Rusya, BM Giivenlik Konseyi’nin iran’a
yonelik dordiincii yaptirim paketi uyarinca 7 Kasim 2010°da bu satis anlasmasini iptal etti (Rusya,
[ran’in S-300’lerini Imha Etti, 2013).
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Vladimir Putin’in 25 Haziran 2012’de Israil’e gergeklestirdigi ziyaret ikili iliskilerdeki
yakinlagmanin sembolik anlamda zirvesi oldu. Israil Bagbakam Netanyahu ile yaptig1 toplanti
sonrasindaki konusmasinda Putin 6zellikle ticari ve teknolojik alanlarda yapilan ve yapilmasi
planlanan is birliklerini vurguladi. “Elbette, Suriye'deki durum ve Iran'in niikleer programi hakkinda
da ayrintili olarak konustuk” dese de bu konuda baska ayrinti vermedi (Meeting with Prime Minister
of Israel Binyamin Netanyahu, 2012).

Israil’in 2014 yilinda Gazze’ye yonelik Koruyucu Hat Operasyonu resmi adiyla yeni bir
saldir1 baglatmasina Rusya’nin tepkisi son derece itidalli oldu. Rusya ¢atismaya dogrudan miidahil
olmaktan kagindi ve az sayidaki resmi agiklamasini dikkatle tartarak kendisini tarafsiz bir arabulucu
olarak konumlandirmaya calisti. Moskova yonetimi hem Israil hem de Hamas temsilcileriyle kamuya
acgik ve kapali kapilar ardinda goriiserek arabuluculuk roliinii iistlenmeye istekli gdriindii ama bu
girisimler sahada somut bir sonu¢ dogurmadi. Rusya’nin bu operasyon sirasinda Israil’e yonelik
olgiili ve disik profilli yaklagimi, Moskova’nin geleneksel politikalarindan bir sapma
niteligindeydi. Bu durum hem bolgedeki iliskilerin hassasiyeti hem de Rusya’nin Bati ile kiiresel
rekabet baglamindaki stratejik hesaplariyla iligkiliydi. Subat 2014°te baslayan Ukrayna krizinde Bat1
diinyas1 yogun bir sekilde Rusya karsiti bir tutum takindi ve Rus yayilmaciligint Nazi donemi
Almanyasma benzer bir yayilmacilikla sugladi (Dilek, 2015). Bu ortamda bir yandan Israil’in
Rusya’yi elestirmekten kaginan tarafsiz durusu diger yandan Ukrayna’daki ¢atismanin uluslararasi
baskiy1 artirmast ve Moskova’nin Gazze krizini kiiresel dikkati Ukrayna’dan saptirmak icin
potansiyel bir firsat olarak gérmesi, Rusya’min Israil’e kars1 6lgiilii tutumun ardindaki sebeplerdi
(Magen & Bagno — Moldavsky, 2014).

Esasinda Israil’e ve onun hasimlarina yénelik dis politikadaki ikilem Rusya’nin Orta Dogu
politikasinin en hassas yoniinii olusturmaktadir. Arap iilkelerine ve Iran’a verilen ekonomik,
teknolojik ve siyasi destek elbette Israil’i rahatsiz etmektedir ancak bu destek bagimsiz bir dis
politika izleme ¢abasinda olan Rusya icin son derece dogaldir. Burada s6z konusu olan Israil
diismanlig1 ya da Arap/islam sempatisi degil Rusya’nin ¢ikarlaridir. Putin doneminde de bélge
iilkelerine yonelik dis politikada denge arayisi 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir (Dogan ve Yalginkaya, 2023:
211). Bu dis politika SSCB doneminden farkli olarak ideolojik degil pragmatisttir ve daimi
dostluklart ya da diismanliklar1 reddeden bir anlayisla yiiritilmektedir (Giineylioglu, 2023).
Pragmatizm, Israil’le iliskilerde hem is birligi hem de catisma unsurlarmin ayn1 anda bulunmasina
imkéan vermektedir. Rusya’nin Iran’a ve Filistin’e yonelik politikalar1 ile Hamas ve Hizbullah gibi
orgiitlerle olan baglantilari, Israil’le iliskilerin catisma boyutunu temsil ederken; 6zellikle Israil’ deki
Rus diasporasinin etkisiyle giivenlik odakli girisimler ig birligi boyutunu olusturmaktadir (Turan,
2024).

Tablo 3: Putin Dénemi’nin ilk 15 Yilinda Rusya-Israil iliskilerinin Analitik Tablosu (2000—

2014)
Alt Donem Dis Politika Realpolitik Araglar Pragmatik Gerilim Noktalar:
Yonelimi Motivasyonlar
Putin I-IT  Cok yonlii denge Hamas’1 tanima Enerji ticareti, silah Iran’a S-300 satis1
(2000 (2006), Islam Isbirligi ihracati,  bolgesel karari, Hizbullah'in
2008) Teskilat1 gozlemci niifuz Rus mali silahlara
iiyeligi, Putin'in Israil erismesi
ziyareti (2005)
Putin IIT Giivenlik Israi’den IHA almi Rus ordusu icin Suriye i¢ savasinda
(2008- ortakhig1 zirvesi ~ (2010), Iran’a S-300 teknoloji transferi, farkli taraflarda yer
2014) satisinin iptali (2010), ekonomik i alma
Putin’in 2. Israil birliginin
ziyareti (2012) derinlesmesi

www.turkishstudies.net/economy



2540 Irfan Sancak

Tablo 3’te ortaya konuldugu iizere Yeltsin doneminden Putin donemine geciste dis
politikanin araglar1 degisti; ancak pragmatik ¢ekirdegi sabit kaldi. Putin doneminin en belirgin
ozelligi, Orta Dogu'daki ¢cok yonlii dengeyi daha sistematik ve merkezi bir yapiyla yonetmesiydi.
2005'teki Israil ziyareti ile ayn1 yil Islam Isbirligi Teskilati'ma gozlemci iiyelik bunun simgesiydi.
2006'da Hamas'n iktidara gelmesinin ardindan Moskova'nin diplomatik tanima karari, Bati’dan
ayrigma isteginin ve realpolitik hesabin sonucu olmalidir. Bu adim, Rusya'nin hem Bati niifuzunu
dengelemek hem de Orta Dogu'daki farkli aktorler arasinda arabulucu konumu giiclendirmek icin
ideolojik degerlendirme yapmaksizin hareket edebildigini gdstermektedir (Kaczmarski, 2011).

Yeni Donem ve Giivenlik: Suriye, Ukrayna ve Filistin Ucgeninde Denge Politikasi
(2015-2025)

Suriye’de 2011 yilinda baslayan i¢ savas Rusya — Israil iliskileri i¢in dnemli bir test alan1ydi.
Suriye birkag sebepten dolay1 Rusya igin énemliydi. Oncelikle Moskova’nin bolgedeki geleneksel
politikast olan ABD’nin etkinligini sinirlama politikast i¢in Rusya’nin Suriye’de bulunmasi
gerekliydi. Ayrica Suriye 1990’lardan beri Rusya’nin Orta Dogu’daki en énemli miittefikiydi ve
Rusya’nin bolgedeki tek askeri iissii de oradaydi. Bu baglamda Suriye’ye verilecek destek diger
miittefiklerine de Rusya’nin giivenilirligi konusunda bir mesaj niteligindeydi. Suriye’deki catisma
ortam1 Rus ordusu i¢in gercek bir savas deneyimi olarak iglev goriiyordu. Yine bu ortam Rus silah
firmalari i¢in iirlinlerini ger¢ek savas ortaminda diinyaya tanitmalarini saglayan bir tiir fuar islevi de
goriiyordu (Kertcher & Course, 2024).

Yukarida sayilan sebepler Rusya’nin Suriye politikasinin gerekgelerini ortaya koyuyordu
ancak Rusya, Iran ve onun destekledigi Sii gruplarla birlikte Esad’n en biiyiik destekgileri arasinda
yer alirken Israil Esad karsit1 taraftaydi (Kertcher & Course, 2024). Bu durum Rusya — Israil
iligkilerinin inisli ¢ikish yapisina yeni bir unsur ekliyordu. Ya da en azindan iliskilerde zaten var olan
Suriye boyutunu genisletiyordu.

Rusya-Israil iligkilerinde 2015 yil1 yeni bir doniim noktas1 oldu. Moskova’nin Suriye i¢
savasina dogrudan miidahalede bulunmasi, iki iilke ordularmmin ayni sahada faaliyet gostermesi
anlamina geliyordu. Zira Israil Alt1 Giin Savasi olarak bilinen 1967°deki savasin ardindan Suriye’ye
ait Golan Tepelerini isgal etmis ve 1981 yilinda da bolgeyi tek tarafli ilhak etmisti. Rusya’nin da
2015 yili Eyliil ayinda Suriye topraklarinda askeri operasyonlara baglamasi, Rusya ile Israil arasinda
ciddi bir potansiyel ¢atisma riskini ortaya ¢ikardi. Hemen Moskova’ya giden Netanyahu ile Putin
muhtemel yanlis anlamalari1 6nlemek i¢in bir mekanizma {izerinde anlagsmaya vardilar. Boylelikle bir
catisma ihtimalini ortadan kaldirmak i¢in “catismasizlik mekanizmasi” adi verilen bir koordinasyon
sistemi kurulmus oldu. Bu mekanizma sayesinde Rusya ve Israil, Suriye hava sahasinda
operasyonlarini ¢atismadan ytiriitebildiler (Deveci, 2018; Tsvetkova, 2015; Williams, 2022).

Baz analistler Israil’in uzun yillar kars1 ¢iktig1 Rus yapimi S-300 sistemlerinin 2016 yilinda
fran’a konuslandirilmasina (Okbi & Hashavua, 2016) sessiz kalmasini, Tel Aviv’in Moskova ile
gelistirdigi yakin iliskilerin bir gostergesi olarak degerlendirdi. Netanyahu’nun 2015°ten itibaren
ABD Baskan1 Obama’dan ¢ok daha fazla Putin’le goriismesi geleneksel Israil dis politikasindan
onemli bir sapma gibi goriiniiyordu. Bu analizlerde Netanyahu, ABD’nin iran’la yaptig1 niikleer
anlasmayi elestirirken Rusya’nin ayn1 anlasmayi desteklemesini ve iran’a silah ihracatin1 gérmezden
gelmekle suglaniyordu. Israil’in Rusya ile iliskilerini gelistirmesi, ABD ile baglarmi zayiflatma
riskini beraberinde getirebilir ve bu durum uzun vadede Israil’in giivenligi agisindan tehlikeli
olabilirdi (Melman, 2016).

Bu olumlu havaya ve olusturulan g¢atigmayi onleme mekanizmasina ragmen iliskilerin
tamamen sorunsuz oldugu sdylenemez. Mart 2018’de Suriye’deki bir Hizbullah konvoyuna yapilan
saldirt ve Israil hava savunma sistemlerinin Suriye’nin S-200 fiizesini diisiirmesi, Israil
biiyiikel¢isinin Rus Disisleri Bakanligi’na cagrilarak tepki gosterilmesine sebep oldu (Bijan, 2020:
95). Benzer sekilde aym1 yilin Eyliil ayinda Suriye hava savunma sistemleri yanliglikla bir Rus
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ucagini vurdugunda Rusya, o bolgede ucan Israil ucaklarmin vurulan ucagi kalkan olarak
kullandigim iddia ederek bu hatadan dolay1 Israil’i sorumlu tuttu (Deveci, 2018). Ancak genel olarak
Moskova, Israil’in Suriye’deki dzellikle Iran baglantili hedeflere simirli saldirilarina sessiz kalarak
iligkilerin pragmatik dogasini korudu.

Eyliil 2019°da Moskova’y1 ziyaret eden Netanyahu’ya gore iki iilke arasindaki iligkiler en
iyl donemindeydi.

Rusya ile Israil arasindaki iliskiler hi¢ bu kadar yakin olmamusti. Bir yandan bu dogal bir
durum. Sizin de sdylediginiz gibi, Israil'de bir milyondan fazla Rus¢a konusan insan var.
[...] Aramizdaki giivenlik koordinasyonu her zaman 6nemlidir, ancak su anda 6zellikle
onemlidir, ciinkii gegen ay Iran'in Suriye topraklarindan Israil'e saldir1 girisimlerinin
say1s1 ve ayrica bize karsi hassas filizeler yerlestirme girisimlerinin sayist ¢cok ciddi bir
arti gdsterdi. Bizim agimizdan bu, kabul edilemez bir tehdittir ve harekete geciyoruz; bu
nedenle, aramizdaki koordinasyonun siirtiismeleri onlemesini de saglamaliyiz (PM
Netanyahu Meets with Russian President Viadimir Putin in Sochi, 2019).

Rusya’nin diinyadaki imajma dair yapilan bir arastirmada Israil’de Rusya’ya duyulan
sempati diizeyinin 2019 yilinda tiim zamanlarin en yiiksek seviyesi olan % 45 seviyesinde olmas1 da
Netanyahu’nun sozlerini dogrular nitelikteydi (Fagan et al., 2023: 18). Netanyahu ile Putin’in 2015
— 2021 yillan1 arasinda 15 kez bir araya gelmesi ve 50’ye yakin telefon goriismesi yapmalari
(Kertcher & Course, 2024) da ayn1 yonde bir kanit olarak goriilebilir. Bu donem sonrasinda ise iki
lider hig bir araya gelmediler. Bunda kismen Covid salgininin etkisi olabilir. Ancak salgin etkisini
kaybettikten sonra bir araya gelmemelerini baska etkenlere baglamak gerekir. Ilk olarak, 2014
yilinda baslayan Rusya — Ukrayna Savasginin 24 Subat 2022’de genis kapsamli bir iggal harekatina
doniismesi, sonrasinda 7 Ekim 2023’te Hamas tarafindan Aksa Tufan1 Operasyonunun yapilmasi ve
son olarak 8 Aralik 2024°te Esed rejiminin diismesi ikili iligkileri ciddi sekilde etkileyen, kisa aralarla
gerceklesen dnemli olaylardi. Bunlara Israil’le Iran arasinda cereyan eden karsilikli saldirilart da
eklemek gerekir. Bu gelismeler iligkileri olumsuz etkilemis olsa da ciddi bir kirilma yasanmadi.
Nitekim bagbakanlig1 2021 yazinda bir yilligina devralan Naftali Bennett, ayni1 yilin ekim ayinda
Putin’le yaptig1 gorlisme sonrasinda ondan “Yahudi halkinin gercek bir dostu” olarak soz etti
(Kertcher & Course, 2024). Benett kisa bagbakanligi doneminde Putin’le ¢ok sayida telefon
goriismesi yapt1 (News about Selected Person. Benett, Naftali, n.d.).

Naftali Bennet’in ve Yair Lapid’in kisa siireli bagbakanliklarinin ardindan 9 Aralik 2022°de
tekrar bagbakan olan Netanyahu ile Putin arasinda son ii¢ yilda yliz yiize goriigme olmasa da gogu
2025 yilinda olmak iizere, 9 kere telefon goriismesi gerceklestirilmesi (News about Selected Person.
Benjamin Netanyahu, n.d.) iliskilerin kismen sogudugunu ama kopmadigini géstermektedir.

Rusya’nm 2022 Subat’inda Ukrayna’y1 isgali, Rusya — lsrail iliskilerindeki hassas denge
durumunu bir kere daha gosterdi. Basta Birlesmis Milletler ve NATO olmak iizere bir¢ok uluslararasi
orgiit ve devlet Rusya’nin baslattigi harekata sert tepki gosterirken Israil, savasin baslangicinda
Rusya’y1 agik¢a kinamaktan kagindi. Israil Cumhurbaskani Isaac Herzog, Ukrayna’daki durumdan
dolayr “{iziinti duydugunu” ve “Israil’in Ukrayna’min toprak biitiinliigiinii destekledigini”
belirtmekle yetindi. Disisleri Bakam1 Yair Lapid ise diizenledigi basin toplantisinda ‘“Rusya’nin
Ukrayna’ya saldiris1 diinya diizenine yénelik biiyiik bir saldiridir. Israil, Ukrayna halkina yardim
etmeye hazir” seklinde bir agiklama yapti (Diinyadan Rusya’ya Kinama, 2022). Daha sonra
uluslararasi toplumdaki ¢ogunlugun tepkisine katildiysa da tarafsiz bir aktér imajim korumak icin
yogun ¢aba sarf etti. Israil’in bu konuda Bat1 diinyasindan ayrismasi daha somut adimlarla da kendini
gosterdi. Biiylik Batili tilkelerden Ukrayna’ya 6nemli bir askeri destek giderken, iistelik Ukrayna’nin
aym yondeki talebine ragmen Israil’in destegi insani yardimla simirli kaldi. Daha da 6tesi Israil; Cin,
Hindistan, Iran ve Birlesik Arap Emirlikleri gibi iilkelerle birlikte Rusya’ya yénelik ekonomik
yaptirimlara da katilmadi (Amir, 2022: 18; Diinyadan Rusya’ya Kinama, 2022).
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Ukrayna savas1, Israil icin Ukrayna ve Rusya’daki Yahudi niifusu Israil’e ¢ekmek icin de bir
firsat olarak ortaya ¢ikiyordu. Nitekim Ukrayna’daki durumun 2022°de genis ¢apl bir isgal halini
almas ilk asamada Rusya ve Ukrayna’daki Yahudi niifusunun israil’e gociinii artiran bir etken oldu
(El Mavy & Shuval, 2025). Bu Israil’in genel go¢ politikasi ile uyumlu bir sonugtu. Diger taraftan
konu her ne kadar Ukrayna olsa da Israil’in bu temkinli yaklasimmin ardinda oncelikle yine
Suriye’deki giivenlik kaygilari vardi. Rusya’nin 2015°ten sonra Suriye’de aktif bir sekilde yer almasi
ve buna karsin ABD’nin gorece pasif miidahalesi, srail’in giivenligini fiilen Moskova’ya bagiml
hale getirmisti. Bu bagimliligin yaninda Rusya’dan gogenlerin Israil’deki Rusya yanlis1 egilimleri ile
ekonomik gerekgeler gibi genel sebepler Israil’i, Rusya ile olan iliskilerini zedelememekle Batili
miittefikleriyle olan baglarimi korumak arasinda hassas bir denge kurmaya zorluyordu. Israil
yoOnetimi, bu hassas ortamda dengeyi saglamaya calisiyordu ve bu sebeple Rusya ile Ukrayna
arasinda Kudiis’te barig goriismeleri yiiriitiilmesi Onerisi gibi somut arabuluculuk girisimlerinde
bulundu. Bu ¢abalar barisa katki saglama amacin &tesinde, Israil’in giivenilir ve tarafsiz bir
uluslararast aktdr olarak konumlanmasini amagliyordu (Amir, 2022: 18). Freedman (2023: 508)
bunlara ek olarak iki endisenin etkili oldugunu ileri siirer. Bunlardan ilki Moskova’ni, Israil’in
Ukrayna’ya silah gondermesi halinde Rusya’daki Yahudi Ajansi’nin kapatilacagini ve Yahudilerin
Israil’e gociiniin engellenecegini bildirmesiydi. Ikincisi ise Rusya’nin Suriye’ye gonderecegi ucaklar
ve hava savunma sistemleri ile Israil’in oradaki faaliyetlerine engel olmasi ihtimaliydi. Rusya ile
Israil arasinda kurulan ¢atismasizlik mekanizmasi sayesinde Israil Suriye’de, 6zellikle iran destekli
Hizbullah’a kars1 operasyonlar gerceklestirebildi.

Ikili iliskilerin hassas dengesini zorlayan son olay ise 7 Ekim 2023’teki Hamas saldiris1 oldu.
Saldirilarm ardindan &zellikle Bati diinyasindan gelen Israil’le dayanisma mesajlart yaninda
Rusya’dan sadece “Her zaman itidal ¢agrisinda bulundugumuzu sdylemeye gerek yok” seklinde bir
aciklama yapilmasi (Hamas-Israil Savasi: Diinya Liderleri Ne Dedi?, 2023) Rusya’nin Ortadogu
politikasinin genel yapisi ile olduk¢a uyumluydu. Sonraki giinlerde Rusya tarafindan yapilan
aciklamalar ve Rus medyasinin konuyu ele alis1 da ayni sekilde oldu (Suudi Arabistan, Iran, Rusya,
Cin ve Hindistan Medyasi, Hamas-Israil Savasini Nasil Yorumladi?, 2023).

26 Ekim’de Hamas temsilcisi Musa Abu Marzouq’un Moskova’y1 ziyaret ederken ayni
tarihte Iran Disisleri Bakan Yardimcisi Ali Bagheri Kani de Moskova’da Rusya Disisleri Bakan
Yardimcist Mikhail Galuzin ile goriistii (IIpencraButenn XAMAC HaxonsaTcs ¢ BU3BUTOM B MOCKBe
[Hamas temsilcileri Moskova’y1 ziyaret ediyor], 2023). Rusya tarafindan goriismelere iliskin
“Baskenti Dogu Kudiis olan ve Israil ile baris ve giivenlik i¢inde bir arada var olan 1967 siirlart
icinde egemen bir Filistin devletinin kurulmasini 6ngéren BM Giivenlik Konseyi ve Genel Kurulun
ilgili kararlar1 da dahil olmak {izere uluslararasi toplumun bilinen kararlarinin uygulanmasi lehine
degismeyen tutum dogrulandi” seklinde bir agiklama yapildi (B Mockse c IlpencraBurenem
XAMAC O6cymunu JBakyanuto PoccusiH 1 OcBoboxaenue 3anoxHukoB [Moskova’da Hamas
Temsilcisiyle Ruslarin Tahliyesi ve Rehinelerin Serbest Birakilmasi Goriisiildii], 2023). Bu
aciklamada her ne kadar “Israil ile baris ve giivenlik iginde bir arada var olan” ibaresi gecse de
bdylesine hassas bir dénemde gergeklesen bu ziyaretler Rusya’nin Israil’le iliskilerinde sikintil1 bir
durumun varligina isaret etmekteydi.

Sonraki siirecte de Rusya bu konuda genel olarak Filistin yanlis1 bir politika takip etti.
Rusya’nin konuya bakis agis1 Birlesmis Milletlerdeki goriisme ve oylamalardaki sdylemde de
kendisini gosteriyordu. S6z gelimi 22 Mart 2024’te ABD tarafindan BM Giivenlik Konseyine
sunulan karar tasarisinin goriigsmeleri sirasinda Rusya temsilcisinin “suglarindan hi¢ s6z edilmeyen
Israil”, “Gazze Seridi'nin giineyindeki actmasiz temizlik operasyonu” ifadeleri bu sdyleme drnekti.
Ertesi giinkii oylamada Ruslar tarafindan kullanilan “Filistinlilere kars1 yiiriitiilen insanlik dis1 Israil
operasyonu” ifadesi bu sdylemi daha ileri gétiiriiyordu. Oylama sonrasinda sdz alan israil
temsilcisinin ise dogrudan Rusya’ya yonelik herhangi bir su¢lamada bulunmamasi, Israil’in iliskileri
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diizeltme cabasinin bir yansimasi olarak goriilebilir (Birlesmis Milletler Giivenlik Konseyi 9584.
oturum gegici tutanagi, 2022).

Aslinda Rusya buna benzer bir séylemi yillar 6nce 15 Ekim 1994°te Hamas’1n faaliyetlerini
kinarken kullanmisti: “Filistin érgiitii Hamas tarafindan rehin alinan geng bir Israilli askeri 6ldiiren
Islami fanatiklerin insanlik dis1 suguna 6fkeleniyoruz. Bu vahsetten sorumlu olanlar en agir sekilde
cezalandirilmalidir.” Agustos 2024’te Beersheba’da Hamas tarafindan gergeklestirilen intihar
saldiris1 icin de Rusya Disisleri Bakanlig1 tarafindan “Moskova, asirilik¢ilarin yeni barbarca
saldirisini siddetle kinamaktadir.” agiklamasi yapildi. Ancak Rusya resmi olarak Hamas’1 higbir
zaman terdr orgiitii olarak goérmedi (OBomronusa poccuiickux B3rsaoB Ha Xamac [Rusya’nin Hamas
Hakkindaki Goriislerinin Evrimi], 2006).

Rusya ile Israil arasindaki iliskilerde atlanmamasi gereken onemli bir unsur da petrol
ticaretidir. Ancak bu konuda saglam ve derli toplu veriler bulmak pek miimkiin degildir. Yine de
2020’li yillarin basinda Rusya’nin, Azerbaycan ve Kazakistan’la birlikte Israil’in en énemli petrol
tedarik¢ilerinden biri oldugu tahmin edilmektedir. Rusya’nin petrolii ¢ogunlukla Kazakistan petrolii
ile ayn1 boru hattindan gegerek Karadeniz’deki Novorossiysk limanina ve oradan da tankerlerle
Israil’e ulastirilmaktadir. Bu petroliin kesin miktar1 bilinmemekle birlikte Rusya’nin 2022’de
Ukrayna topraklarimi isgal etmesinden &nce Israil’in ham petrol ihtiyacinin yiizde 70’ini Azerbaycan
ve Rusya’nin karsiladigi (Feiler & Lim, 2014: 26) Rusya’nin tek basina paynin % 15-30 oraninda
oldugu tahmin edilmektedir (Rettig, 2026: 8).

Ukrayna isgalinin baglamasi ile birlikte Bati diinyasinin Rusya’ya karsi uyguladigi ambargo
Rusya’nin petrol ihracatim1 da engelliyordu. Israil énce bu boykota katilmak istemediyse de artan
baskilar sonucunda Israil de boykota katildi. Ancak yukarida da belirtildigi {izere Kazak petrolii ile
Rus petrolii ayn1 boru hattim kullandig1 igin Israil’in Rusya’dan ham petrol alimimi gercekten
durdurup durdurmadig: belirsizdir. Israil’in ithalatinda Kazak petroliiniin pay1 artmis goriinse de
gercekte bu petroliin mensei Kazakistan olmayabilir (Rettig, 2026: 11).

Oilchange International’in Kasim 2025 raporuna gore 1 Kasim 2023 — 1 Ekim 2025 tarihleri
arasinda Rusya’dan Israil’e 55 tankerle toplam 5.362.251 ton ham petrol gonderildi. Ancak bu
tankerlerden sadece biri Rusya adina listelenirken geri kalanlar Kazak petrolii tasiyordu. S6z konusu
olan rafine petrol iiriinleri oldugunda ise Rusya 1.468.396 ton ile Israil’in toplam ithalatinin yaklasik
ylizde 45’ini karsilayarak bu alandaki en biiytik tedarik¢i oldu (Behind the Barrel: An Update on the
Origins of Israel’s Fuel Supply, 2025).

Israil’in Gazze’ye yonelik saldirilarinin baslamasinin ardindan Israil’in petrol ithalatinda
Azerbaycan ve Kazakistan’in pay1 % 50-60 civarinda oldu. Rusya ise ham petrol ihrag etmemekle
birlikte rafinerilerde benzin ve dizel verimini artirmak i¢in kullanilan petrol iiriinlerinin ihrag etmeye
devam etti. Rafine petrol riinleri ithalatinda Rusya’nmn payr 2024 yil i¢in % 28’le ABD’nin
ardindan ikinci siradaydi (Behind the Barrel: New Insights into the Countries and Companies Behind
Israel’s Fuel Supply Data Analysis Background, 2024; Lee, 2023).
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Tablo 4: 2015 Sonrasinda Rusya-israil iliskilerinin Analitik Tablosu (2015-2025)

Rusya’nin Politikasi

Israil’in Karsihg ve

Durumun Realpolitik

Belirleyici olay Ortaya Cikan Sonu¢ Aciklamasi
Rusya'nin Esad rejimini dogrudan Catismasizlik Iki taraf da Suriye’de
Suriye'ye askeri destekle korumak mekanizmas1  kuruldu; operasyonelligini

miidahalesi (Eyliil
2015)

Netanyahu—Putin
goriismeleri yogunlasti

koruma amacinda; sifir
toplamli oyun yok

Rusya'nin Bati’nin sert Israil Batr’dan kismen Suriye koordinasyonu
Ukrayna’yiisgali  yaptirimlarina ragmen ayristi, acik kinamadan bagimlilig, enerji ticaret
(Subat 2022) genis capli isgal kacindi; yaptirimlara baglar1 (rafine petrol
katilmadi iriinleri) ve  Suriye
Hamas saldiris1 (7 Filistin yanlist sdylem; BM oylamalarinda koordinasyonu iliskiyi
Ekim 2023) ve BM oylamalarinda Rusya'y1 dogrudan hedef fiilen stabilize etti
Gazze Savasi Israil'i elestiren dil; almaktan kacindi;
Hamas ve Iran Moskova’nin petrol
yetkililerinin agirlig siirdii
Moskova'da agirlanmasi
Esad rejiminin Rusya'nin  Suriye'deki Suriye iizerinden Rusya'nin bolgesel
¢okiigii (Aralik askeri varligmin ve kurulan koordinasyon etkinliginin azalmast
2024) niifuzunun ciddi bigimde mekanizmasi Israil'e hareket serbestisi
zayiflamasi belirsizlesti; yeni denge saglarken Moskova'nin
arayist zorunlu hale pazarlk giiciinii kirdi
geldi

Rusya-israil iliskilerinin 2015-2025 dénemine bir biitiin olarak bakildiginda bu dénemin is
birligi ve rekabetin i¢ ice gectigi, cok yonlil bir iligkiler aginin en goriiniir hale geldigi bir zaman
dilimi oldugu sonucuna varilmaktadir.

Sonuc¢

Rusya’nin Israil’le iliskilerinin tarihine bakildiginda iliskilerde iki farkli politikanin hakim
oldugu goriilmektedir. SSCB’nin dagilmasina kadar olan ilk donemde iligkiler, donemin iki kutuplu
yapisinin bir yansimasi olarak ideolojik bir zeminde yiiriitilmiistiir. Post-Sovyet sonrast dénemde
ise Israil’le olan iliskiler ulusal menfaatleri merkeze alan realpolitik bir anlayisa evrilmistir.

SSCB tarafinda, Israil devletinin kurulus asamasinda yeni kurulacak devletin Ingiliz
hakimiyetine kargi antiemperyalist bir karakter tagiyacagi beklentisi olusmustur. Ruslar, buradaki
Siyonist Yahudileri Ingiliz emperyalizminin kuklalar1 olarak gérdiikleri feodal ve gerici Arap
rejimlerinin aksine, ilerici ve anti-emperyalist bir gili¢ olarak degerlendirmistir. Benzer sekilde
onemli bir is¢i Orgiitlenmesi olan Histadrut ve Sovyet tarzi kolhozlara benzetilen Kibbutzlarin varligi
Israil’in sosyalist blokla miittefik bir iilke olabilecegi umudunu dogurmustur. Ancak Israil devletinin
Bat1 yanlis1 bir devlet oldugu anlasilinca SSCB de bu iilke ile olan iliskilerinde donemin ideolojik
tavrina uygun bir politik iliski kurmaya baglamistir.

Post-Sovyet donemde ise ideolojik yaklasim yerini menfaat merkezli realpolitik bir anlayisa
birakmistir. Bu donilisiim teorik bir tercihten ziyade nesnel bir zorunlulugun {iriini olarak
okunmalidir: Ekonomik kiigiilme, askeri zayiflama ve uluslararas: sistemdeki yapisal doniistim
Rusya'ya ideolojik bir hatta kalma secenegi birakmamustir. Rusya bu donemde Arap iilkeleri ile Israil
arasinda genel bir denge politikasi izlemis; her iki tarafla zaman zaman sorunlar yasansa da ciddi bir
kopus yasanmamistir. Rusya'nin Iran ile stratejik ortakligini, Arap diinyasiyla iliskilerini ve Israil ile
giivenlik koordinasyonunu eg zamanl siirdiirebilmesi, realpolitigin aktorlere tanidig1 uyarlanabilirlik
kapasitesinin en belirgin kanitidir.

Caligmanin tizerine insa edildigi realpolitik kavrami, Rusya’nin 1srai‘1 politikasindaki bu
donisiimiin  agiklayict zeminini olusturmaktadir. Rusya, bir yandan Israil ile giivenlik
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koordinasyonunu en iist seviyede tutarken, diger yandan Israil’in bolgesel rakipleri olan iran ve
Suriye (Esad donemi) ile stratejik ortakliklarini siirdiirebilmektedir. Bu es zamanli diyalog kabiliyeti,
Rus dis politikasinin artik ideolojik duygusalliktan arindigini ve rasyonel menfaatlere odaklandigini
gostermektedir. Moskova, bolgedeki aktorler arasindaki ¢eliskileri birer engel olarak gérmek yerine,
bu celiskiler arasinda vazgecilmez arabulucu roli {istlenerek manevra alanini genisletmektedir.

Esasinda Rusya’nin Israil ile yakin iliskiler tesis etmesine vesile olacak tarihi ve toplumsal
faktorler bulunmaktadir. ikinci Diinya Savasi mirasi olan Nazi karsitlig1 iizerinden kurgulanan ortak
tarihsel anlat1 ve Israil’de yasayan bir buguk milyonu askin Rus kokenli niifus iki toplum arasinda
sik1 baglar kurulmasia imkan vermektedir. Ancak Rusya sdz konusu unsurlari Israil’le iliskilerde
kullanislh bir yumusak giic araci olarak gérmekle birlikte bolgede Israil’in karsisinda yer alan iilkeleri
de ihmal etmeyerek genel bir denge politikas yiiriitmektedir.

Orta Dogu cografyasi oldukc¢a dinamik bir cografyadir. Bu cografyada yasanan gelismeler
bolgesel ve kiiresel gii¢ dengelerini etkilemektedir. 7 Ekim sonrasi Israil tarafindan Gazze’de yapilan
katliamlar, Suriye’de Esad yonetimin devrilmesi ve 28 Subat'ta ABD ve Israil’in Iran'a saldirilariyla
baslayan savas bolgedeki gii¢ iligkilerini yeniden yapilandirmaktadir. S6z konusu gelismeler,
ideolojik temelden realpolitik bir anlayisa evrildigi ifade edilen Rusya-israil iliskileri icin de biiyiik
bir imtihan olacaktir. Ozellikle Iran’a kars1 yapilan saldirilar Rusya’nin bdlgede takip ettigi denge
politikasini stirdiiriip silirdiiremeyecegini gosterecektir.
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