US STRATEGY OF ENGAGEMENT OF CHINA AND RESTARTING OF RELATIONS WITH RUSSIA: COMMON GOALS, DIFFERENT RESULTS.

Since the end of the "Cold War", which was characterized as direct and indirect military-political confrontation the USA in its global policy, using its powerful military and economic potential, began actively to shape and implement the strategy of engagement or involvement. According to American political and academic groups, this strategy would have to meet the new trends of economization of international relations, strengthening the global dependence on interaction of all areas in the world. As a result, this policy was to create a new global model, based on cooperation factor largely leveled to the factor of military force or ideological differences.
The most significant strategic challenges to such plans were primarily China and Russia. Chinese economic miracle, rapid modernization of all spheres of the state, including military component put on the agenda of the future behavior of Beijing, which many in Washington was inclined to perceive as potentially conflict. A huge military potential of Russia, including nuclear-missile also forced the United States to use all means of communication in order to prevent it becoming a powerful factor of opposition.
It can be noted that in relation to China and Russia the United States kept on same strategies that could be called liberal peace building strategy on the assumption of preserving by Washington the key influence over their behavior. However, there are many questions, including why, when in the case of China, we can talk about development of cooperation, which although passed through certain crisis, but always achieved  a new level. And in the case of Russia, despite the significant steps of interactions the result is increasing its isolation and confrontation?
Engagement as a way to influence through cooperation.
The development of the idea of interdependence, especially economic, under the stipulation that the mechanisms of political consultations work on the regular base associated with the belief that it generates more responsibility. Iraq or North Korea were not part of the international system, and therefore become sponsors of terrorism as it is stated in Washington. In 1994, the National Security Adviser E. Lake in a speech in Seattle said that expanding democratic and market values should be the driving force of US foreign and security policy in Asia. He noted that Taiwan, South Korea and Japan have a successful history of democracy and market economy. So Clinton administration should exert maximum efforts of these elements that will operate much more efficiently in Beijing than the pressure on, say, human rights. The more prosperous China is, the more educated and cosmopolitan are the Chinese citizens. As the consequence they would exercise the pressure on political pluralism and democracy. Considering China as a threat, says famous American expert J. Lilley, and conducting tough policy can lead to the fragmentation of political power, increasing Chinese nationalism on the anti-American wide basis. (J.Lilley. Freedom through trade // Foreign Policy, #94, Spring 1994. – p.40). 
Another leading expert on US-China relations - K.Libertal developed the same logic. In his opinion the PRC`s foreign policy behavior depends on the nature of US China`s policy. Focusing on deterrence could push China to nationalism. Pursuing the strategy of engagement and involving China into the global system will strengthen the position of moderate constructivists in China`s political system. Open China can provide opportunities for their citizens' access to world opinion and practice and act constructively in the international system. In addition, the members of G-7 unlikely to support a policy of sanctions or binding up the economic benefits with the human rights issue. (Lieberthal K. A new China strategy // Foreign Affairs, 1995, November/December? P.43). 
Regional stability and prosperity are possible only under the stipulation that China will be continuously integrated in global affairs.  The American people are not ready for a new "Cold War". The memory of two bloody conflicts in Korea and Vietnam makes doubtful that the policy of containment, which carries the risk of confrontation, even and especially when such a policy has not the support of friends and allies, is approved by society. (Zagoria D. Clinton`s Asia policy // Current history. – 1993, Dec. – p.404).  
The economic engagement is an effective political tool. Access to the US market stimulates an economic growth in China. In addition, the marketization of the Chinese economy helps to form the new social groups - civil society that can provide a solid basis for democratization. (Zweig D. Clinton and China // Current History. – 1993, Sept., p.251).
Engagement is also able to generate a specific political climate in relations  and to determine the levels of tension and violence. Such policies can balance the growth of Chinese power, protect US interests and to minimize the potential for global and regional instability. "If you deal with China as the enemy, you have an enemy ..." (Statement by Assistant secretary of State J.Nye before the US House of Representative, International Relations Committee, Asia and the Pacific Subcommittee, June 27, 1995).  
Neither containment or confrontation can not be the means of adjustment or solicitation of China to the American agenda. The embargoes, political isolation, sanctions in the new world are unreal. Confrontational policy may force China to change its behavior that will contradict American national interests. In particular, this applies to the sale of weapons and missiles to Iran, Iraq or North Korea. (Shambaugh D. The United States and China: cooperation or confrontation // Current History, Sept, 1997. – p.245).
Integration China into the global order should be based on effective conflict management through collaboration around a common interest and negotiation. Beijing should be integrated into the multilateral institutions that would force him to play by the rules of the international community and even encourage to develop these rules. (Nathan A. and Ross R. The Great Wall and the Empty Fortress: China`s search for security. – New York: W.W. Norton, 1997). China should be part of the management process and receive dividends from there. (Engaging China, pp.184-185).  Assistant of the secretary of state and trade representative in the first term administration of George. W. Bush in China R. Zoellik called such an approach as making China a "responsible stakeholder». 
The supporters of engagement in the United States as well as in China are the majority. Engagement strategy does not have only economical dimension. It is also related to the idea of collective international leadership. The thoughts of joining of China to the G-7 which should contribute to the creation of a global economic stability are quite sound. (Engaging China, p.191).
In the case of China the results of engagement are contradictory and the debates about its impact on strategic stability are on the agenda. However it is nowadays obviously that Beijing has become a predictable partner.  He considers the international norms and institutions as those that should be used and improved. The dynamics of cooperation between the US and China at all levels indicate a model of complex interdependence. Regular meetings at the highest level are extremely important and the political trust is solid. R.Solomon a member of H. Kissinger’s team in 1973 noted that the deep personal connections, or guanxi, are very significant and doing business with Chinese leadership informally and frankly is very important. It represents the kind of cultivation of personal and political betting. (Constructing the U.S. rapprochement with China. – p.163).  Chinese diplomacy though tends to keep a special position on international conflicts other than the US but this position is more contemplative. In sensitive areas related to nuclear non-proliferation, missile technology or weapons of mass destruction Beijing behaves generally restrained and is also interested in the stability of the international system that brings him economic and image dividends. 
By March 2014 the logic of US strategy toward China applied to Russia as well. But the factors that prompted Washington to establish the new format of relations with Russia can be described as both logical and unexpected.
The global financial crisis in 2008 forced the politicians, and especially in the US, to focus mostly on economic data. Under the circumstances of globalized economy the desire to stabilize political relations was evident. The need to “reset” US – Russian relations was first articulated by the newly elected US President Obama in December 2008. Official Washington has praised highly the victory of Ma Ying-jeou in 2008 in Taiwan because of his promises to decrease the tensions with Beijing.  And the same year, in August, Russia launched an attack against Georgia, whose president Mikheil Saakashvili stated clearly on course for integration into Euro-Atlantic structures.
While on a visit to Georgia Hillary Clinton condemned the behavior of Russia but her criticism was mainly accompanied by the initiatives to supply Georgia with American economic and military aid. The sanctions against Moscow were not imposed and Russia did not pay any additional costs for aggression. Moreover the Russian-Georgian conflict persuaded Obama that changing of the model of relations with Moscow needed first of all to avoid a new era confrontation. The American administration emphasized that the main purpose was to reduce tensions and create a context for political and economic engagement, to encourage more moderation in Russia`s behavior.  Washington sought to avoid the escalation of situation towards a new "Cold War". (Reset reloaded, 4). A peaceful and successful Russia that respects the international law was the ideal image of American foreign policy.
Reset passed several phases, based, as in the case of China, the continuation of dialogue at the highest level, including dialogue between NATO and Russia, further economic cooperation and development of relations between the societies. The Russian side positively responded to this initiative. It was consistent with its particular economic plan - integration with the West gave Russia a very good chance to reach the ambitious goal - to become the 5th world economy in 2020. (Pressing the reset button, p.14).  
The range of areas of cooperation between the US and Russia was the most extensive. In particular, it included such strategic issues as: the new START agreement on the reduction of strategic offensive arms achieved in 2010; Russia has promised not to transfer the missile systems S-300 to Iran; Moscow condemned North Korea's nuclear tests conducted in 2009; Russia supported the Obama`s initiative expressed on Nuclear Security Summit 2010 concerning  the control of non-proliferation of nuclear materials; United States were able to use Russian logistics base to supply its troops in Afghanistan; with the assistance of Washington Russia has become a WTO member in 2010 (China in 2001); in 2009 Russian President  Medvedev and US president Obama and established US-Russian bilateral commission that consists of 16 working groups covering  the issues of nuclear cooperation, space, health, contacts between military departments, cultural and sports exchanges, societies exchanges etc. (U.S.-Russia Relations: Reset” Fact Sheet).
Obama's reset policy towards Russia was basically described as a diplomatic success. From among the vast majority of problems sides reached consensus decision. The level of cooperation in economic and technological fields has constantly reinforced. In 2013 Russia was third after the US and China in the list of world foreign investments. That year the US became the ninth investor in Russia. Ford and General Motors, American branded cars opened their assembly lines in Russia. (Основные итоги инвестиционного сотрудничества России с США //  http://www.ved.gov.ru/exportcountries/us/us_ru_relations/us_rus_projects/).
But unlike China, the economic foundation of relations between the US and Russia was not so developed that could effect on the way of political thinking of the Russian elite. Despite the optimistic statements about figures the events in Ukraine in 2014 forced a closer look at the period when Washington had confidence in the irreversibility and effectiveness of the process.
 Back in April 2008 at the Bucharest NATO summit Putin said that Ukraine has questionable legitimacy as a state:  "Ukraine, in its current form, derived from Soviet times ... The country has received from Russia large areas that make up an eastern and southern Ukraine ... " However Georgia was the first clear signal that concealed a kind of revenge of the Code of Conduct and testified to, on the one hand, Moscow's intention to make maximum using relations with the West to develop profitable pragmatic economic relations, on the other hand, the transition to a policy of offensive realism. In August 2008, Russian troops under the guise of peace intervened in the Georgian-Ossetian conflict, resulting Georgia lost control of Ossetian enclave in the north of its territory. Thus Moscow wanted to show NATO the borders where his influence and power are limited.
Generally Washington`s restart  was interpreted in Moscouw as a manifestation of a penitence by West to Russia for the disintegration of the Soviet Union. D.Medvedev frankly stated that the actions of the West formed a "vacuum" effect, that Russia is ready to fill. After these words the observers recalled the Putin`s words, expressed in 2005 annual address: "The collapse of the Soviet Union was the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the century." In November 2008, after the Georgian events Russian President D.Medvedev announced that Russia may place tactical ballistic missiles in Kaliningrad aimed at Poland and the Czech Republic, as they entered the new US missile defense system. That same month, during Medvedev`s visit to Cuba and Venezuela Russian bombers and ships appeared in the area. Moscow perceived restarting as a geopolitical carte blanche. 
On the 22- th NATO summit in Lisbon in 2010, Moscow has gained for itself the right to act without taking into account the perspective of some European countries. D. Ragozin, Russia's ambassador to NATO and one of the "hawks" in Putin`s team  named several countries, including the NATO members as "new sickly democracies." Russia`s diplomatic demarche was another signal that the stability of relations between it and the West began to be broken. Although after the Georgian war the cooperation with NATO resumed.  In a joint statement by the summit the sanctity of the principles established by such documents as the Russia – NATO Main Act, Rome Declaration on Peace and Cooperation and European Security Charter adopted at the OSCE summit in 1999 were stressed. However, after the summit Moscow took up quite sharply curtailing some aspects of cooperation with the US, which, in its view, violate the equality relationship. The activity of the Department for International Development (USAID), an agreement which was signed in 1992, was stopped; the program Nunn - Lugar in which Washington has funded the elimination of excess Russian nuclear weapons, missiles and disposal of obsolete chemical weapons was rolled out. 
The campaign stressing on the differences of values of Western and Russian actively started. They stated that the West seeks to build a system of relations with Russia as the junior partner. The USA, according to Russian expert groups, sought to build relations on a basis "leader - subordinate". Moscow consistently repeated that partnership would have to be based on respect for social and political order.
The western expert groups also picked up the values theme. As R. Asmus wrote: “After the collapse of communism the difference between Western and Russian values and our reading of history is clear today more than ever”.  (Pressing the reset button, 3).  Western media sharply increased criticism regarding the arrests of dissidents, independent media clip and concentration of resources in the hands of loyal oligarchs. The differences in values "undermines confidence in bilateral relations and raises complex issues that cannot be ignored." And they cannot be simply deleted or effectively managed. (A reset for the U.S. – Russia values gap, p. 11).   
Large-scale financial support of the West did not lead to qualitative transformation of state institutions in Russia. For instance, in the period from 2004 to 2007, the US government has allocated to Moscow of about 4 billion $. According to USAID activities of US in supporting the democracy in Russia include grants to non-profit organizations dealing with human rights, promoting political reforms to improve the interaction of local authorities with the public. It also provided support for independent media and groups involved in anti-corruption control and election observation. Among the partner organizations in Russia are association "Golos", the Gaidar`s Economic Policy Institute, the Moscow Helsinki Group, Gorbachev Foundation and others. However, the funding in conditions of tough presidential vertical of power did not influence the nature and values orientations of society and politics.
Anti-Western belligerent rhetoric and military offensive actions culminated in 2014. A quiet military annexation of the Crimea in March and Russia`s support of separatists in the Donbas were the peak from which the relationship between the West and Russia began to slide down. Both the US and the EU were forced to introduce sanctions that should have changed the behavior of Moscow and make it to cease military escalation factor. As a result - Russia hit in the political and economic semi-isolation. 
Why the results are so different?
In view of the above mentioned opposite results of the bilateral process between the United States and China on the one hand and the US and Russia on the other, we can state the following.  So-called Chinese economic miracle is a part and parcel of US policy of engagement. China took the engagement as a way of obtaining benefits. Economic development is critical for survival of Chinese state. This strategy is subject to both political and image goals. Access to the US market for the Chinese economy still is a pivotal. The stability and the existence of the ruling party depend on the growth of economic potential and social well-being. The Communist Party of China sees this as a kind of historical carte blanche when reassessment of economic experiments of previous decades yet led to the implementation of the model of development.  China - the second economic power in the world in the terms of GDP. International political significance of these figures is enormous, as indicates a changing world not only within the framework of the global economic relations, but also the transformation of China economic superpower with additional opportunities to strengthen military potential and influence over the economy in different regions of the world. Powerful economic basis of US-China relations increasingly shapes the bilateral agenda of interconnections. 
Russia was greatly disappointed in restart. It was viewed in Moscow as a mean to achieve parity in relations with major states and, therefore, the recognition of such a status. The concessions of West in strategic areas were not accompanied by the recognition of the right to own power politics and spheres of influence. The economic benefits of engagement were not regarded by Russian political elite as politically important. Moscow`s approaches to world affairs, unlike Beijing, became more demonstrative and conflict. The values issue that Russian political and scientific elite considered as the core, which represented the country in a globalized space became to prevail over economic mercantilism. In US-Russian relations military-strategic factor has become more important than economic. And the first one began to form and affect political behavior. Moscow, using its military potential believed that it may serve as a main mean of influencing the West to achieve foreign policy benefits. However, the Chinese and Soviet experience has shown that a geopolitical game without economic basis, which is impossible without partnership with the West, is doomed to failure. 
China has not a pronounced anti-Western ideology. Patriotism and nationalism in part, cultivated there, are most protective and mobilizing and not offensive. Beijing does not develop some ideological alternative to the West. His foreign policy ideology is the ideology of soft power, which uses primarily non-forcible, economic or cultural leverages. 
A need of more balanced relations with China, when the parties still seek to adapt to the requirements of each other, unlike Russia, is connected to existence in the United States of Chinese powerful economic lobbies. Russian lobby in Washington practically does not exist, because Moscow did not stimulate its appearance in various ways. Factor of interest groups that form a complete model of relations is very important - it allows most consider each other's needs and compensate thus fears and phobias. 
Since coming to power, Putin's Russia gradually began to shape the ideology and strategy of resuscitation Soviet Union, including in the form of certain historical revenge, fighting for spheres of influence. Russian strategy is addressed in the past, the restoration of the forms that have historically obsolete and which in modern terms cannot be reproduced. Lacking of self-sufficient economy, dependent on energy exports to the West Moscow, unlike Beijing, have focused on the use of military-political factor. In today's globalized economy, information space, financial and technological dominance of the West, any attempt to change the rules will lead to isolation. Of which China is trying to avoid. 
At present Beijing does not use directly as a political tool support of Chinese speaking compatriots abroad. Although the last decade China pays great attention to the development of Chinese language using for instance the Confucius Institutes. However, there is no concept like "there is Russia, where the Russian speaking people are".  Moscow has a strong concept of spheres of influence, based on three circles: former friends of the USSR, former Soviet republics and the Russian-speaking world. In Beijing, there is no analogue of the concept of spheres of influence. They are rather the areas of interest. In connection with this the Russian strategy of joining the club of great powers related to the revision of borders, including with Ukraine. Moscow intervened constantly and fanned the conflict through its armed forces in Abkhazia, Transdniestria, South Ossetia, Crimea, Donbass. On the contrary Beijing, largely under the influence of Taiwanese factor regularly expresses respect for the territorial integrity and territorial sovereignty, which for him is historically important, given the inheritance of “centuries of humiliation”. We also do not fix Chinese troops participating in some local conflicts on the periphery of the country. Moreover, among the permanent members of the UN Security Council China ranks first in the number of peacekeeping troops. (25 лет миротворческой деятельности   Китая http://russian.cri.cn/841/2015/04/10/1s544990.htm).
[bookmark: _GoBack]Washington tries to seek concessions from Beijing through diplomacy and economic incentives, rather than tactics or escalation of punitive sanctions. However, the behavior of Russia, which seeks to impose radically its image of superpower caused the sanctions which, although very limited in the short term, but, if Moscow continues its course will have devastating consequences for the Russian state.


