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Engagement policy and formation of allied relations:
India in the US foreign policy strategy under George W. Bush and B. Obama

Aunnomayusa. B cTarbe TmpencTaBleH aHAJIW3 TOJIMTUKM BOBIECUEHUS U (POpMUpOBaHUS
COIO3HUYECKUX OTHOILICHUM, 3aHUMAIOLIECH LEHTPAIIBHOE MECTO BO BHEIIHENOJIUTHYECKOU
nesitenpHOCTH CIIA. Otmewaercsi, uro TepakTthl 11 centsaops 2001 r. mpoaemMoHCTpUpOBATIH
MJICOJIOTMYECKYI0 He3amuIeHHOCTh CoenuHeHHbix [IItaToB u 3actaBuim BamuvHITOH BCTYNUTH B
rmo0aNbHYI0  KaMIIAaHUIO TPOTHUB Teppopu3Ma. Bompeknm okasaBmieiics HECOCTOSTENbHON
TOTOBHOCTH HECTH OpeMsi BOMHBI B OIMHOYKY, aMEPUKAHCKUI MOJUTUYECKHI UCTEOIMIIIMEHT CTall
HCKaThb CONO3HMKOB M mapTHepoB. llens ngaHHONM cTaThu — BBIABUTH MecTOo MHaum B cucreme
aMEpPUKAHCKUX BHEIIHEMOAuTH4YecKkux crpateruii k. byma-mmammero um b. OOGamebl. Ilpu
M3YYEHUH JAaHHOM TeMbI aBTOP OMHPAJICS HA METOJbI aHAJIN3a, CUHTE3a, CPAaBHEHUS U 00O0OIICHHS.
B oredecTBeHHONH M 3apyOeKHOW HayKe MpaKTHUYECKH HE U3yuyeH (PEHOMEH NpUMEHEHHUs
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Uyp E.A. Tlonutika BOBNEeYEHMS 1 (hOPMUPOBAHNS COO3HUYECKNX OTHOLLEHWM:

TyBrukaum WHans Bo BHewwHenonuTuyeckom ctpater CLUA npum Ix. Bywe-mnagwem n b. Obame

MyOJIMYHON NUIJIOMATUU U TIOJUTUKU BOBJICUEHUS JJI YKPEIUICHUS! COIO3HUYECKUX OTHOIIEHUH C
Nupuent. B cratbe aemnaeTcst BbIBOJ, YTO bemnblil JoM NposiBUIT 3HAYUTEIBHBIN MHTEpec K MHauu B
CBSI3M C €€ BBITOJHBIM reorpaduuecKuM TOJ0KEHUEM, OTBITOM BEICHUS aHTUTEPPOPUCTHUICCKON
OOpbOBI, HANPSKEHHBIMU OTHOIICHUsMU ¢ Kurtaem — moTeHmmanbHbiM KoHKypeHToM CIIA, n
CTaTyCOM KpYIHEWIIeHW B MHpE JIEMOKPAaTHH, YTO YKa3blBAET HA IPUBEPKEHHOCTh CTPaHbI
JNEMOKPATUYECKUM LIEHHOCTSIM, KOTOPbIE aKTHMBHO MPOABUTAOTCS BammHrronom. PackpeiBarorcs
MPEMSTCTBYS, CTOSIBIIME HA MYyTH BOBJICUEHUs MIHIMU B 3TO COTPYAHUYECTBO, KOT/Ia peclyOIInKa,
HECMOTpPSI Ha BCIO 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTh B HanaxuBanuu auainora ¢ CIIA, He Bblka3biBana
CTPEMJICHUSI OTOWTHU OT TPAAUIMOHHOM TOJUTUKU «PABHOYJAJICHHOCTH» B MEXIYHAPOIHBIX
OTHOIIIEHUAX, OMNacasch CTaTh AMEPHKAHCKOW MAapHOHETKOW. B mepuoa mnpasieHus CTpaHoOu
agmuHucTparuen bapaka O6ambl amMmeprKaHO-MHANNCKAE OTHOIICHHS TTOJIYYHJIA HOBBIA UMITYJIBC B
pamkax «moBopoTay BHemHer noautuku CIIIA na Boctok. beuta cymectBeHHo pacmmpeHa cepa
COTpyAHHMYECTBA ABYX CTpaH. OTHOIICHMS BBIIUIM HA HOBBIM YPOBEHb IMOCJIE TOTO, Kak B Muauu
BCTYNIWJI B JOJDKHOCTH TpeMbep-muHUcTpa Hapenapa Moau. Haydnas 3Ha4MMOCTh JJ@HHOTO
HCCIIEA0BAHUS 3aKJI0YAETCs B TOM, YTO PAaHEE 3Ta TEMa PacCMaTPUBAIACh UCKIIFOUUTEIIBHO Yepe3
NPU3MY KUTAWCKOM MOJIMTUKY U SIEPHBIX TPOOIEM.

Kniouesvie  cnosa:  TOAUTHUKA ~ BOBJICUEHHUS,  AMEPUKAHO-UHAMMCKUE  OTHOILEHUS,
BHEIIHENONUTHYECKass crparerus J[x. bBymra-mnaamiero, BHEIIHENOJUTUYECKAsT CTpaTErus
Bb. O6amzl, casur BHemHel nonutuky CIIIA na BocTok.

Abstract. The article presents an analysis of the engagement policy and the formation of allied
relations which hold a central place in the foreign policy of the United States. It is noted that the
September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks demonstrated the ideological insecurity of the United States
and forced Washington to join the global campaign against terrorism. Despite the untenable
willingness to bear the burden of war alone, the American political establishment began to look for
allies and partners. The purpose of this article is to identify India’s place in the system of American
foreign policy strategies of George W. Bush and Barack Obama. When studying this topic, the
author relied on the methods of analysis, synthesis, comparison and generalization. The
phenomenon of using public diplomacy and the engagement policy for strengthening allied relations
with India has been studied very little by domestic and foreign science. The article concludes that
the White House showed considerable interest in India due to its favorable geographical location,
experience in counterterrorism, tense relations with China (a potential competitor of the United
States), and the status of the world’s largest democracy, which indicates the country’s commitment
to democratic values which are actively promoted by Washington. The article reveals the obstacles
in the way of India’s involvement in this cooperation: despite its interest in establishing a dialogue
with the United States, the republic did not show any desire to move away from the traditional
policy of equidistance in international relations for fear of becoming an American puppet. During
the administration of Barack Obama, U.S.—India relations received a new impetus as part of the US
Pivot to Asia. The scope of cooperation between the two countries was significantly expanded. The
relations reached a new level after Narendra Modi took office as Prime Minister of India. The
scientific significance of this study lies in the fact that previously this topic has been considered
exclusively through the prism of Chinese politics and nuclear problems.

Key words: engagement policy, US—India relations, the G.W. Bush foreign policy, the
B. Obama foreign policy, Asia Pivot
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Beenenne

[lonuTuka BOBJIICUYEHUS HANpaBJI€HA HA BBICTPAMBAHME COKO3HUYECKUX H
MMapTHEPCKUX OTHOIIEHWHA W WIPAET 3HAYMMYI0 pPOJIb BO BHEIIHEN MOJUTHKE
rocyaapctB. B e€ apcenarne GOJbIION CIIEKTP CPEJCTB U METO/IOB, OJTHAKO MTyOTHIHAS
AUIUIOMATHs 3aHUMaeT kioueBoe mecTo. Ilocnme TepaktoB 11 ceHTsAOpsa monuTHKa
BOBJICYEHHUS] COIO3HUKOB U MAPTHEPOB CTAJIA OJJHUM U3 CTOJIIOB BHEIIHEW MOJUTUKA
Coenunénnnix IllTtaToB. Tem He MeHee, OHa ABISAETCS CTPATETMYECKH BAKHOU HE
tonpko it CHIA, HO W I BCEX KIIOYEBBIX HWIPOKOB B MEXKIYHAPOIHBIX
OTHOIIECHUSIX. AMEPUKAHCKHE METO/IbI 110 HApallMBaHWUIO MAPTHEPCKUX CBS3EH MOTYT
ObITh TOJIE3HBI Mg Poccuu, KoTOpasi Hy»KJaeTcss B COIO3HMKAaxX W MapTHEpax B
YCIOBUSIX TJI00AJBbHON MOMUTUYECKON TypOYyJEHTHOCTH M POCTa AHTUPOCCHUICKUX
HACTPOECHUU, a TAKXKE B CBSI3U C MOMBITKAMU €€ U30JSIMMUA HA MEXIYHAPOJHOM apeHe.
OcoOblii  WHTEpEC TMPEACTaBIsACT W3YyUYCHHE OMbITa TMPOBEIACHUS TOJUTUKH
BOBJICUCHUS! W  WCIOJB30BAaHUS  WHCTPYMEHTOB  IMYOJWYHOM  JTUIIJIOMATHH
CoegunénnpiMu [ltaTamMu Juisi TpO(UIBHBIX POCCUHCKUX BEIOMCTB, B IEPBYIO
odepeb J1s MUHHCTEPCTBA MHOCTPAHHBIX JIEIL.

B macrosmuit MomenT nanepHelmee commkenne Muanun u Coenunéunpix lltaToB
MPEJCTABISACT Yrpo3y [UId BHEIIHEHM IIOJUTHUKA MOCKBBI M POCCHMCKHX
SKOHOMHUYECKHUX MHTEPECOB. DTO CBA3aHO NPEUMYLIECTBEHHO C TeM, 4To MHaus B
IIOCJIEAHEE BPEMs IIEPEKUBACT CTPEMUTEIBHOE dKOHOMHUYECKOE Pa3BUTHE, POCT €€
SKOHOMHMKH COCTaBjIsAeT 0Koyio 7 % B ron, 3a uckaoueHuem 2008 u 2012 rr.} Ona
CYILIECTBEHHO OMepexkaeT no aeMorpaduyueckum mnokazareiasm Kurai, ajis KOToporo
MacCcOBO€ CTapeHHe HaceJeHusi (Kak CIIeJICTBUE MPOBOAMBIICICS paHee MOJUTHKU
«OJIHA CeMbsl — OJIMH PEeOEHOK») MOXKET MPUBECTU K CEPbE3HBIM 3KOHOMUYECKHUM
npobiemam. Kpome toro, Unaus o0nanaer siaepHbIM apceHaaoM U CUJIbHOW apMHeid,
OCHAUIEHHOM HOBEMIIEHM BOCHHOW TEXHUKOW, 3aHMMAasi TPETbE MECTO B MHPE IIO
YUCJIEHHOCTU BOOPY’KEHHBIX cun’. Kpome Toro, Mumus m Poccusa npuHuUMaroT
akTuBHOE yuacTtue Bo BcTpeuax u cammutax bBPUKC, PUK (Poccus-Unnus-Kurait) u
IOC, rne y Hux obuue uaTepechl. Poiabs pernonansHoro aujaepa B FOxxHo A3uu u
YHUKaJbHOE Teorpaduueckoe TMojoxkeHue JaenaroT Wuauio npuBiekaTteabHbIM
ITapTHEPOM Ha T'OJIbl BIIEPE/I.

Uto06s! nmousTh ganpHeimue maru CIIA B otHomenuun Oxuoi Aszuu (u Muauu,
B YACTHOCTH), HEOOXOJAMMO ONPENEIUTh T€ MOBOPOTHBIE TOYKM B aAMEPUKAHCKOU

! GDP growth (annual %). World Bank national accounts data, and OECD National Accounts

data  filess. - URL: https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG?end=
2016&locations=IN&start=2005&view=chart&year_high_desc=true (mara obpareHus:
11.08.2020).

2 The Military balance 2011. — New York: Routledge, 2011.
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BHEIIHEW IMOJUTHUKE, KOTOPBIE ONPEAEISAIOT CYTh N3BECTHOTO N3MEHEHHSI OTHOIICHUS
CHIA k psiny ctpan A3zuarcko-Tuxookeanckoro peruona (naiee — ATP).

Tema Wuguu Bo BHemHeidl mnonutuke CIIA, xak mpaBuiio, paccMaTpUBACTCS
3apyOCKHBIMA W POCCHUCKHUMH DJKCIEepTamMu ¢ Todkud 3peHus mnomutuka KHP,
AJIEPHBIX HpO6J'ICM3. A BOT mpobsieMatrka BoBiieueHUss VHIUM B MEXIyHapOIHYIO
noBectky CIHIA u HCHOIb30BaHME HHCTPYMEHTOB MATKOW CHUJIBI M ITyOJUYHOMN
OUIJIOMAaTUN Uil paclUMpEHUs MapTHEPCTBA  MEXKIYy JABYMs  CTpaHAMH,
nojpasymenatomiero  gomunupoBanue  CIIA, emé He  paccMarpuBanach
HCCJIEI0BATEISIMU.

[lenp maHHOW CTaTbU — OMPEAEHUTH MeCTO MHIWM BO BHENIHENOJIUTHYECKUX
crparerusix k. byma-mnagmero u b. Ob6ambl, KOTOpble OBLTM HampaBieHbl Ha
BOBJICUCHHE HMHAMM B CTpaTerMuyeckuii OHUAIOr W YKPEIUICHHE AMEPUKAHCKUX
no3unuii B peruone FOxuHoit A3uu.

Cratbsi COCTOUT U3 JBYX paznaeisioB. [IepBwiil pa3aen mocBAéH TpaHchopmaluu
Mecta Muaum Bo BHemHen nonutuke CIIA B mepuopn mpesuaentcrBa [[x. bymia-
wiaamero. Bo  BTopoM pasnenie  mpeacTtaBieH  aHaiu3  poad  MHaum  BO
BHEIIIHETIONMUTHYECKOoM cTpateruu b. O6amsbi.

Nuaus Bo BHemIHenouTH4YecKo crparerun /L. byma-muaamero

Tepaktbl 11 ceHTAOps MPOJEMOHCTPUPOBAIM YSA3BUMOCTb HE TOJIBKO CHCTEMBI
HanmoHanbHOU 000poHBl CIIA, HO M MX HUIEOJOTHYECKYIO CiIaboCcTh. B 3T0i CBs3M
Komuccust mo paccieioBaHHIO MPUYMH aTaK MpU3HAla JUIIOMAaTUYECKUE METO/IbI
Tocynapcrsentoro aemapramenta CIIA nespdextuBHbIME’. [T05TOMY BEIOMCTBY
HE00X0IUMO ObLIO BhIPAOOTATh TaKOW BHEIIHEMOJUTUYECKUNA KYypC, KOTOPBIN Mpecek
Obl CTPEMUTENbHBI POCT AHTHUAMEPUKAHCKUX HACTPOCHUH M HUBEIUPOBAT Obl
Bb130BBI Pax Americana. Kpome Toro, B orBer Ha araku 11 centsOpst 2001 r.

laspunosa B.A. AMepHUKaHO-WUHIMIICKHE OTHOIIEHUS TpPU TIEPBOM aJMUHHUCTpAIUU
Jx. byma-Mi.: OT «OTYYXIECHHOH JIEMOKpaTHH» K «TJI00aJIbHOMY TapTHEPCTBY» // BecTHHK
Tomckoro rocynapcrBennoro yHuepcutera. Cepust: Mcropus. — 2014. — Ne 4 (30). — C. 71-75;
Obopomos C.A. Snepusriii hakTop B aMmepukaHo-uHauiickux oTHomeHusx: 1991-2008. — Mocksa:
Kamxaeii nom «JIMBPOKOMy, 2009; Casuenxo E.O. BremHsas moimutuka CIIA B Asuu B
TEKYIIMX HUCTOPUYECKUX YCIOBUAX U poib Munuum // U3Bectuss CMOIEHCKOTO rocyAapCTBEHHOTO
yauBepcuteta. — 2013. — Ne 4 (24). — C. 227-236; Caeauioax E.A. «SnepHas cnenkay WManuu c
CIOA 2008 r. BHOBb NpHOOpETaeT aKTyaJlbHOCTh B CBSI3UM C MpPHUXOJOM K Biactu Hapenapa
Moau? // Mexnynapoaubie otHomenus. — 2015. — Ne 1. — C. 14-20; Bertsch G., Gahlaut S.,
Srivastava A. Engaging India: U.S. Strategic Relations with the world's largest democracy. — New
York: Routledge, 2011.
* The 9/11 Commission Report. Final report of the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks
upon the United States. — New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2003.
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BamunarTon 3amyctui riio0anbHy0 KaMIIaHUIo0 OpOTUB Teppopusma. Jiid pazaeneHus
OpeMeHH OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, a TAK)Ke MPHUIAHUS JIETUTUMHOCTH CBOMM JEHCTBUSM,
benpiil oM Hayam UCKaTh COIO3HMKOB M HAJCKHBIX MApTHEPOB. B naHHBIN nepron
HavyaJld MEHITHCS MPEACTAaBICHUS aMEpPUKAHCKOrOo OOLIECTBa, MOJUTUYECKOTO
PYKOBOJICTBA M D3KCHEPTHOrO COOOIIECTBA O POJU NYOJUYHOM IUIIJIOMATHH B
peasm3anu HanmoHaabHbIX HHTEpecoB CIIIA. Ilo »TuM npuumHam BammHrTOH
Hayal [PUMEHATH pa3HooOpa3Hble CTpareruu g BoBiedeHuss Muaum B
COTPYIHMYECTBO, MpHuAaBas o0co00€ 3HAUYEHHE «MATKOW CHiIe» U IyOJIUYHOU
JTUTIIIOMATHUU.

Heobxomumo oco00 oTMeTuTh, uTo BammHrToH Havyan oOpariarh BHUMaHHE Ha
Nunuto emé no tepaktoB 11 centsiOps. CymiecTBoBall MeNblii KOMIUIEKC (DakTopos,
KOTOpble O00ycioBwiIM opueHTanuio benoro noma Ha PecnyOnuky Wunusa. M3-3a
HEraTUBHOTO BocnpusATHs BHelHeN nonmutuku CIIA, a Takke pacisera UCIaMCKOTO
paguKann3Ma U TEPPOPU3MA, KOTOPBIE MPEICTABISIIM YTPO3Y ONHOIMOISIPHOMY MUDPY
Bo miaBe ¢ CIIIA, crpansl bauwxxnero Boctoka cranu riaBHbIM OOBEKTOM BHEITHEH
nomutukn  JIx. byma-mnagmero. Ilo  3ToM ke OpUYMHE  HOJUTHUYECKUN
MCTEOIMIITMEHT HE MOT OCTaBUTh O€3 BHUMAHUS T€ CTPAHbBI, B KOTOPHIX 3HAYUTEIIbHAS
JIOJIsl HaceJIeHWs ucrnoBenoBana ucnaM. K 3toul kareropum otHocurcs WHnawus, B
KOTOPOM MpOXKUBAET OJHA W3 KPYMHEHUIIUX MYCYJIbMaHCKUX OOIIMH B MHUpE.
Pecnybnuka akTuBHO OOpoiach ¢ MCIAMCKUM TEPPOPU3MOM 3aJ0Jr0 A0 COOBITHMA
11 centsabps 2001 r.

Henpumupumass nosunusi B oTtHomeHun Kwutas, ¢ xotopeiM y WuHaum ObLIO
HECKOJBKO BOCHHBIX KOH(MJIUKTOB U JI0 CHX TIOp OCTalOTCS HEpEUICHHBIC
TePPUTOPHUAIbHBIC CIOPHI, BbI3bIBaja oao0peHue co croponbl CIHIA. 3Tto ObLIO
CBSI3aHO C TeM, 4To B otinune ot b. Knunrona u b. O6amel, [[x. bym-mnaammmii He
CTPEMUJICA HAJIIAXKHUBATh cTparermyeckoe mnaptHepctBo ¢ KHP, a oTkpeITo
MpoBO3TJIamian €€ CONepHUKOM, cmocoOHbIM OpocuTh BbI3oB CIIIA kak B ATP, Tak u
BO BCEM MHpCS. BBuny ncropuueckoro anrtaronnsma mexay I[lekunom u Hero-/lenn,
KOTOPBIA YXOJIUT KOPHSAMHU B IMOTpaHUyYHbIe BOWHBI 1962 1., 1967 r. u 1987 r., a
TaK)K€ B HEYpPEeryJIMpOBaHHBINA criop BOKpyr TuGera, UHauu B 3TON MOIUTUYECKOM
UIpe OTBOAWIACH POJIb NMPOTHMBOBECA Bo3pacrarmemy BausHuio Kwuras. [x. bym
Bujen B MlHauu pernoHanbHOro jujaepa, crnocoOHOro coBMecTHo ¢ CoeTMHEHHBIMU
[Iraramu mpotuBocTosTe KHP.

BoirosiHoe crparerundeckoe nosoxenue Muanuu — 01u30CTh K ABYM BaXKHBIM IS
CHIA peruonam (6osbimomy bimxkaemy Boctoky, B ocooeHHOCTH K Adranucrany, u
A3narcko-THUXOOKEaHCKOMY PEruoHy) — SBISUIOCH €II€ OJHOM  MMILIEHBIO

® Chou D.S. U.S. Policy toward India and Pakistan in the Post-Cold War era // Tamkang journal
of international affairs. — 2005. — January. — P. 38.
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BammHrrona, Tak Kak €ro MCIOJIb30BaHUE TMO3BOJISUIO ObI MEpeOpPOCUTH BOCHHBIC
KOHTMHICHTbl W TPy3bl B KpaT4YaWIlUE€ CPOKH, a TaKXKE pPA3BEPHYTb CUCTEMY
IIPOTUBOPAKETHON OOOPOHBI HA TEPPUTOPUN Unann’.

Crpeminenue BamumHrroHa ykpenuTh OTHOWEHUs ¢ Hpro-Jlenm MOXHO Takxke
OOBSACHUTb, PACCMOTPEB HJEOJIOTMYECKYI0 COCTaBISAIONIYI0 MOJIUTHKKA byma-
miamero’. OGe CTpaHbl CMOTJIH MEPECTYIIHTh Yepe3 CBOE KOIOHHAIBHOE TPOIILIOe
u nepeiitu k nemokpatuu. IIpesunent CLIA npunaBan Oonblioe 3HaAYEHHUE TAKUM
UJCOJIOTUYECKUM XapakTepucTukam HWMHAuM, Kak JAEMOKpPAaTUYECKUE IIEHHOCTH,
OpuTaHCKasi CUCTEMa WHCTUTYTOB, & TaKKe yBa)KeHHe8 K YaCTHOW COOCTBEHHOCTH,
KOTOpBIE JOCTAIMCh €l B KadecTBe Hacieaus oT BemukoOpuranuu. Kpome Toro,
Jx. By oruernuBo nonumait, yto CHIA mpuaercs cienaTs BEIOOP B MOJIb3Y OJHOTO
U3 ABYX 3apOXKIAOMINXCA IEHTPOB CHJIBI B MUPOBOW nosiuTuke — Muaun vim Kuras.
He mnocnennioro posib B BbIOOpE ChIrpal HACOJOTUYECKHM (akTop, MOITOMY
npe3useHT Jx. by octanoBui cBoii BeIOOp Ha MHuu.

Opnako anst pykoBojcTBa MHIuM B paccMaTpuBaeMblil mepuo OblT XapaKTepeH
JBOVWCTBEHHBIM TOAXOJ K AaMEpPUKAaHO-WHIAUNCKMM OTHOWIeHUsM. HecMmorps Ha
MOJJICPKKY AHTUTEPPOPUCTHUECKON JesTenbHOCTH Bammurrona, Waausa He
HaMepeHa ObLIa MpeBpaIaThCcs B CaTeIUTUT AMEPUKUA. DTO OBUIO BBI3BAHO TEM, UTO
Ha MYTH Pa3BUTHUS TECHBIX MAPTHEPCKUX, & BO3MOKHO, U COIO3HUYECKUX OTHOILIECHUI
MEXIy ABYMsl CTpaHaMH JIeKalla HEOTheMIeMasl MOJIUTHYECKass Tpaaunus Muaum —
IPUBEPKEHHOCTh HE3aBUCUMOM BHEIIHEH TOJHUTHKE. OJTa TpaaulMs — J1aHb
yBa)KEHUsl MEepBOMY IpeMbep-MuHucTpy PecnyOnuku JIx. Hepy u ero «monutuke
HENPUCOETUHEHUSD) °

OTnenbHO CTOMT MOMYEPKHYTh, uTo JIx. bBymy-mmaamiemy nmocranock
HEOJHO3HAYHOE BHEUIHEMOJIUTUYECKOe Hacieaue B peruone IOxuoi Aszum. Ha
MPOTSHKEHUU XOJOAHOM BOMHBI U mocie €€ okoHuanusi oTHoueHuss CIHA u Mnauu
ObLTM CIIOKHBIMM U XapaKTEPU30BAJIUCh B3JETaMU W TaACHUSAMU. SnepHbie

® Nelson R.O. U.S. — India homeland security cooperation: building a lasting partnership via
transportation sector security. — Washington D.C.: CSIS Press, 2013. - P. 5.

" Burns N. America's strategic opportunity with India // Foreign Affairs. — 2007. — Vol. 86. —
No. 6. - P. 137.

® Feigenbaum E. The future of U.S. — India Relations // Foreign Press Center Roundtable
Briefing with Indian Media. — Washington D.C.: United States Department of State, 2008. — P. 1.

% Jabeen H., Malik M.A.U. Nehru and Indian foreign policy // International journal of trend in
scientific research and development. — 2017. — Vol. 1. — No. 5. — P. 1267-1268; Harshe R. India's
foreign policy under Nehru and its contemporary relevance // Contemporary perspectives. — 2007. —
Vol. 1. — No. 1. — P. 33-45; Ganguly S. India’s foreign and security policies // The Oxford
handbook of the international relations of Asia / ed. by S. Pekkanen, J. Ravenhill, R. Foot. —
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014. — P. 411-427.
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ucnbiTanus 1998 r. u nocienoBaBIias 3a HUMUA MEXyHapoaHas uzojsiuus Muaum,
Ha KOTOPOM HacTaumBajla aAMHUHMCTpanuu KIMHTOHA, CTamy CIOKHBIM IIEPUOJOM B
HUCTOPUHM aMEpPUKAHO-UHAMNCKUX OTHOWeEeHWH. Jlumpe B Mapre 2000 r., BO Bpems
BusnTa npesuaeHta b. Knunrona B Muauro, Hawanoce ux noreruienune. [loatomy
nepen Jx. bBymeM-mMiaammm ctosyia aMOMIIMO3HAs 3a7a4a — HECMOTPS Ha MPOIILIbIe
pasHoriacus, npusieub MHIUI0 B KauecTBE CTpaTernuyeckoro naprtHepa. [ns toro,
yTOOBI yKpenuTh oTHoweHuss ¢ Hepio-Jlenu, agmunuctpanus npesuaeHta byina-
MJTQIIIErO TMONUIa HAa OecCHpelleIeHTHbIM IIar, OTKa3aBIIMCh OT CAHKIIMI, KOTOpHIE
6bLIH HANOXKeHb! Ha MHamio B. KimatoHOM mocie siaepHbIx uenbitanmii 1998 r.%°
Jns peanuzanuu 1iaHOB agMHUHUCTpanuu byma no BoBiedueHuro HMuaum B
UANor OBbUT MPEANPHHST TEIbIA P KOHKPETHBIX IIAroB MO CONMKEHHUIO JBYX
ctpaH. Ha ykperieHre OTHOIIEHUN ABYX KPYIHEHIINX JEMOKpPATHI OKa3ajia 0co0oe
BIMSHUE IepcoHanbHasg aumiomatuss Jx. bByma-mianmero, KOTOpbIA aKTHUBHO
OpUHUMAJ y4acTHe B pa3pabOTKe M peaau3aluy pa3iIudyHbIX aMepUKaHO-UHIUNCKUX
uauimatuB. Yxke B 2001 r. [x. Bym-mmagmmuii 3asBUid O TOTOBHOCTH TPHU3HATH
Nuauro B kadecTBa siAEpHOM AepxkaBbl. B TOM ke roly aMEpUKaHCKUU MPE3UJCHT
O0OBSIBUJI O MIaHAX pa3MecTUTh B VIHANM HAIIMOHATIBHYIO CUCTEMY MPOTHUBOPAKETHOM
000poHbl. OOGOpOHHOE  COTPYAHUYECTBO CTaJO IEHTPAIbHBIM  3JIEMEHTOM
JIBYCTOPOHHUX OTHOLIEHHI. PeryispHO cTaiu mpoBOAWUTHCS COBMECTHBIE BOCHHBIE
y4eHUsl, TJaBHas LIEeJIb KOTOPBIX 3aKIKo4anach B JeMOHCTpanuu Kurtaro BOEHHOTO
NOTEeHIMaIa JABYX cTpaH. Bo300HOBUI cBOIO paboTy GopyM OOOPOHHON MOJUTHKH,
KOTOpBbI ObLI 3aKpbIT MOcie BBeleHUs caHkiuui npotuB Wunuu. Kpome Toro,
JIx. bym-mumanmmii CHAJI MOPAaTOPUM Ha MOCTABKM HOBEWIIEW BOSHHOW TEXHHUKU W3
Wuann.  BoenHo-mopckoit  ¢umotr Pecnybmuku Wuaus  npucoemuHmics K
narpynupoBanuto  BM® CIIA Manakkckoro mpoJiuBa, KOTOPBIMA  SIBJISIETCS
axuiuiecoBor nsaToil Kuras. MHans okaszanack TakKe 3aMHTEPECOBAHA B PACIIMPEHUN
o0opoHnHbIx cBszer ¢ CIIIA ais ykpernieHus: CBOero cTaTyca BeJIMKOU JIEP/KaBhl.
KamHeM npeTKHOBEHMS Ha MYTH NAJTBHEMIIETO MOTEIJIEHUS OTHOLICHHWH CTajo
commwkenue CIIA c¢ Ilakuctanom mocne 11 centsops 2001 r., korma McnamaGan
IpepBajl CBA3M C PEKUMOM TamOOB B A(raHucTtane, CylecTBOBAaBIIUM Oiaroaapst
Anp-Kange, n npenoctaBui CBOXO TEPPUTOPHIO JUISI HYXKJ aMEPUKAHCKUX BOMCK,
HAXOIAIMXCA B 30HE OOEBBIX ﬂeﬁCTBHﬁll. Ananornuno I[lakucrany, Unaus taxxe
npemtoxmia CIIA wucmonp3oBaTh CBOM BOEHHBIE 0a3bl JUIsl BEICHUS BOCHHOM
onepauud B AdraHuctaHe U TOJAJEpKaja TJIO0ANIbHYIO aHTHUTEPPOPUCTUUYECKYIO

19 Rajagopalan R.P. Indo-US relations in the Bush White House // Strategic analysis. — 2001. —
Vol. 25. — No. 4. — P. 551.

1 Heanos O.I1. Boernas cuna B TIoGanbHOM monuTHKe. — MOCKBa: Bocroxk-3amang, 2008. —
C.123.

Historia provinciae — xxypHan permoHanbHoun uctopuu. 2021. T.5. Ne 2
ISSN 2587-8344 (online) 577



Uyp E.A. Tlonutika BOBNEYEHMS 1 (hOPMUPOBAHNS COO3HUYECKNX OTHOLLEHWM:

TyBrukaum WHans Bo BHewwHenonuTuyeckom ctpater CLUA npum Ix. Bywe-mnagwem n b. Obame

kammanuto. OpHako mpeanoxkeHusi Ilakucrana Obutn cTpaTernuecku Oosee
npuBiiekaTenpHbIMA. HecmoTpst Ha 210, oTHOmeHus Hpro-/lenm m Bamumerrona
MPOOJKANIU pa3BUBAThCs, HO Oosiee MenneHHbIMU Temnamu. B 2002 r. 6611 co3nan
aMEepUKaHO-UHAUUCKUIM CTPAaTErHuecKuil JAMANor, KOTOPBIM cTan miaaTgopMon AJis
Pa3BUTHUS COTPYJHUYECTBA IO PA3JIMYHBIM HAIIPaBICHUAM. Er0 MEXaHHU3M BKIIFOUAET
B ce0s1 B3aMMHBIE BU3UTBl U COBMECTHBIE KpYIJbI€ CTOJIbI, MPOXOJAMBIINE IIPU
JIx. byme-mnaamem B Bamuarrone u Heto-Jlenu aBaxkael B roa. B pabore auanora
OPUHMMAJIM y4acTHE MpPeCTaBUTENN OM3Heca, akajieMuyeckoro cooodmectsa, CMU,
PYKOBOJIMTENIM HETOCYIapCTBEHHBIX OpraHu3aiuii, a Takxe uieHsl Konrpecca CIIIA
u [Tapnamenra Mnoun.

[lepenOMHBIM MOMEHTOM B AaMEPUKAHO-WHIMMCKOM COTPYAHUYECTBE CTana
BCcTpeua mpesuneHta JDk. byma-mnaamero m npembep-MHHHMCTpa MaHMoXxaHa
Cunrxa B Bammnrrone 18 urons 2005 r. M3MeHeHne BHENTHEMOIUTUYECKOW JIMHUU
benoro noma ObLIO CBSI3aHO C TEM, YTO, HECMOTPS Ha MPOBO3IJIAILIECHUE MOJIUTUKU
OPUMEHEHUs OJAHOCTOPOHHMX  CHJIOBBIX JIGHCTBUH W  HeceHUuss OpeMeHH
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH B OJMHOYKY ~, aIMHUHHUCTpAlys ByllIa-MIaiero BCKOpe Hadana
AKTUBHO BBICTPAWBaTh KOHCTPYKTUBHBIM JUAJIOT C BO3MOKHBIMH IIAPTHEPAMHU, C TEM,
4YTOOBI MPEJOTBPATUTh UX MEPEXO0J]l Ha CTOPOHY MPOTHMBHUKA U BOBJIEYb B BOWMHY C
TEPPOPU3MOM. MHOIrME pPOCCHICKME AHAIUTHUKM mosararT, 4ro CoeInHEHHBIE
[lTaTel HE MOIJIM M HE JOJDKHBI OBUIM CTapaThCsl OTPAa3UTh BCE CYLIECTBYIOIINE
YyIpO3bl CaMOCTOSITENIBHO. OTO CTAJIO OYEBUIHO IIOCIE HEYJAYHBbIX BOCHHBIX
kamranuii B Mpake u Aranucrase, a Takke BCIEACTBUE CTPEMIICHUS AEMCTBOBATD B
06xon OOH, 3a KOTOpBIM MOCIIEIOBANIO PE3KOe MajeHue umuaxa Bammarrona. Ilo
sroi  mpuuynHe CIIA OblIM BBIHYXAEHBI B3aUMOJEHCTBOBATH CO CTapbIMH
COIO3HMKAMU U MOTCHUHUAIBHBIMU napTHepaMH13. B stoit cBasu k. bym-mnanmmii
nocse u30paHusl Ha BTOPOM Cpok MposiBUI K MHAMM 0COOBIN HHTEpEC.

12 National Security Strategy of the United States of America // The White House. — 2002. —
URL: https://nssarchive.us/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/2002.pdf (marta obpamienus: 21.02.2021).

B Cusoe B.FO. ®axrop cunsl B momutuke CIIA // Mexaymapoamsie npoueccsl. — 2009, —
T.7.-Ne 2 (20). = C. 39.
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[Ipesunent Jxopmx by u Jlopa By npuBeTcTBYIOT peMbep-MuHUCTpa MHiumn
noktopa Maumoxana CuHrxa no npuOsITuu B benblii oM B moHenensHUK, 18 mroms 2005 r.
doro Dpuxka [peiinepa
Uctounuk: benbiit oM. [Ipesunent Ix. bym. — URL: https://georgewbush-
whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2005/07/images/20050718 _d-115-515h.html

['maBHBIMH OOBEKTAMH COTPYAHHYECTBA CTaJIM MpPOrpaMmMa MO0 MUPHOMY aTOMY,
IPAKIAHCKHE KOCMUYECKHE IMPOrpaMMbl M TOPIOBIIS BBICOKMMH TEXHOJIOTMSMMU.
Oco0oe 3HaueHue Mpu TOM YJIENSUIOCh dHepreTudeckoi OesomacHoctu. B 2005 .
WNuans n Coenunénnpie 1ITaTer 00BABUIN O 3aKIIOYEHUH COTJIAIICHUS 110 SACPHOMY
COTPYAHNYECTBY, KOTOpOE nano Hpro-/lenn BO3MOKHOCTh Pa3BUBATH CBOKO ATOMHYIO
sHepreTuky. B3zamen Muaus oOs3anack pa3fenuTh CBOM T'PaXIAHCKUE U BOCHHBIE
anepHble 00BEKThI, a Takxke mno3posmaa MAI'ATD B3iITh N0 KOHTPOJIb CBOM
rpaX<IaHCKue siiepHble 00beKTbl. C OIHOM CTOPOHBI, JAHHOE COTIJIAIIEHHE OBLIO
BbIroJiHO CIIIA, Tak Kak HEMOCPEACTBEHHO YKPEIUISIO CBsA3U ¢ MHauel. A ¢ npyroi,
OHO CIIOCOOCTBOBAJIO CHM)KEHHIO 3aBHUCHMOCTH 3KOHOMUKHM MHIWK OT MpaHCKOU
HE(TH, YTO NPUBEIO K OXJAXKICHUIO HUPAaHO-UHIUNCKUX OTHOLIEHMH. BammHrron
TaK)K€ COIJIACWIICA OCYILECTBIATh TpaHC(ep BBICOKUX TeXHOJOTWH B WMHauio mpu
IIOMOLIM aMEPUKAHCKUX KommaHuM. Ilomumo 3toro, Muausa noxneprxana mO3ULIHAIO
CHLIA no nmapaukoBoMy 3(Q¢eKTy, OTKa3aBIIMCh B3ATh Ha ceOs 00sA3aTenbCcTBA IO
Kuorckomy HpOTOKOJ’Iyl4. Takum o0Opa3oM, BO BTOpPOM NPE3UACHTCKUN CPOK

 Wetering C. Changing US foreign policy toward India: US-India relations since the Cold
War. — New York: Macmillan, 2016. — P. 116.
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JIx. byma-mnagmero  mpou3onuia KOMMEpLMAIU3alus — aMEPUKAHO-UHIUMNCKUX
OTHOLIEHUH, Onarofapsi pacIIMPEHUI0 COTPYIHHMYECTBA B TeX cdepax, B KOTOPHIX
OBLIIM 3aMHTEPECOBAHBI B MIEPBYIO OUYEPE/Ib AMEPUKAHCKUE KOMITAHUU.

[To muenuto Tepecurst K. Iladdep, Benymero skcnepra ['ocymapcTBeHHOTO
nenapramenTa CIIA mo HOxHol A3sum, ynaydnieHue oTHoumieHuM ¢ Muaueit crao
OJIHUM M3 HEMHOTHX YCIIEXOB BHELTHEeH MONMTHKN npesuaenta’ . Bonee Toro, Mumus
B TO BpeMs Oblja, MO CyTH, €MHCTBEHHON CTpaHOM, B KoTopou J[k. Bymi-mmamammit
[OJIb30BAJICSI ~ HEOBIBAJILIM  ABTOPUTETOM M YBAKEHHMEM, HECMOTps  Ha
KatacTpoduyecKoe MajieHue ero UMHIKa B OCTaATbHOM Mupe. BMmecte ¢ Tem, ciemyeT
OTMETUTh, 4YTO mnosuTuka JIx. byma-miagmero B  orHomeHun Mugun
XapakTepu3oBajgach HeObIBaJIbIMU ycTynkamMu WHauM, OJHaKO He MpuHecaa
OKUJIa€MbIX JUBUIEHIOB. AaqMuHucTpanus byma caenana ans Uuaum Oosnblie, yeM
st moboro u3 coro3HukoB CIIIA mo HATO, B tom uymcine BemukoOputanuw,
HECMOTpsA Ha €€ aKTUBHYIO IOJJEPKKY B BOWHE IPOTHUB I/IpaKam. AMepuKaHo-
VHJIMMCKAs CAEIKA [0 MUPHOMY aTOMY 3HAYUTEIBHO YKPENiIa S3KOHOMUKY U CTaTyC
Namnn B mupe. Opgnako MHauma mnponomkana OPUAEPKUBATHCS ABONCTBEHHOTO
noaxona k otHomeHussiM ¢ CIIA. B uactHoctu, Hpro-Jlenu OioxkupoBan ycwiims
CILA 1o u3osmsiqun Upana B 2007 .

NHaus BO BHENIHENOJIUTHYECKOH cTpaTterun aaMunucTpanuu b. Od6ambl

[Ipuxon b. OGambl B benbiii 10M BbI3Bal CepPbE3HBIE OMACEHUS CO CTOPOHBI
noJuTHYecKkoro ucredaummenta Muauu. Bo Bpems cBoeli n30uparenbHol KaMIaHuu
Obama KpUTHKOBaJI KOHKYPEHTOB 3a (D(MHAHCOBBIE U MOJIUTUYECKUE CBsI3U ¢ Haueil.
B untepsbio Tenexkanaary MSNBC OGama Taxke 3asiBUJI O IJIaHaX COJEHCTBOBATH
JAy4lieMy B3auMoNoOHMMaHuioo Mexay Wuaueir u IlakuctaHom u momnpoOoBaTh
pa3pelInTh KAUIMUPCKHi KPU3NC, IPUHAMAs BO BHHMAHHME HHTEPECH IIOBCTAHIICB .
[locne wu30panuss Ha mocT mpe3uaeHta (OOama HEOJHOKPATHO TOBOPHI O
muaupyromen ponu Kutas B FOxnoit A3un. Bee 3T coObITHS cTanu MHAUKATOPaMH

MOTCHIMAIBHOTO OXJIAXKJICHUS aMEPUKAHO-UHJIUWCKUX OTHOWICHUU. [lo MHeHuro

> Giridharadas A. India has a soft spot for Bush // The New York Times. — 2009. — 10.01. —
URL: http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/11/weekinreview/11giridharadas.html (mara oOpamieHwus:
21.08.2020).

1 perkovich G. Toward realistic U.S.—India relations. — Washington D.C.: Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, 2010. — P. 8.

7 Ashwarya S. India-Iran relations: progress, problems and prospects. — New York: Routledge,
2017; Hafeez M. India-Iran: challenges and opportunities // Strategic Studies. — 2019. — Vol. 39. -
No. 3. — P. 22-36.

¥ How US-India ties came to flourish under Obama term // Hindustan Times. — 2017. —
15.01. — URL: https://www.hindustantimes.com/world-news/how-us-india-ties-came-to-flourish-
under-obama-term/story-VH6DwWTQIzpwgvRSPBIfLON.html (nara o6pamenuns: 21.08.2020).
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3aMEeCTUTEN TOMOIIHUKA roccekperapst no aeinam FOxuoi u llenTpansHoit A3uu
NBana @eiirendayma, B TOT MOMEHT MHOTHE B MIHAMM cuuTaiy, 4TO aAMUHUCTPALIHS
O0ambl BbICTpauBaeT CBOIO MOJUTUKY B OTHOILIEHUU [leknHa TakumM 00pa3om, 4ToObI
T0JI0PBAThH CTPATErHUecKne HHTepechl MHTmm .

bapax O6ama npennpuHUMan akTUBHBIC ONBITKY HATaAuTh nuajior ¢ Uanueii. B
koHiie 2009 r. npeMmbep-MuUHUCTP ManmoxaH CHHIX OBLI MPHUIJIAIIEH B KauyeCTBE
MOYETHOTO TOCTSI Ha MpaBUTEIbCTBEHHBIN 00ea B benbriit qom. B 2010 1. npe3uaeHT
oOpatuiics k ooeum nanatam Konrpecca u o0bsiBU 00 OKazaHUU NojAepKku Muanu
B €€ cTpeMJiIeHMM cTaTh MOCTOsHHBIM ujeHoMm Cosera beszonmacHoctn OOH. B
cnenayromieM rony l'ocymapcrBeHHbI cekperaps Xwulapu KiMHTOH mnpusBana
Nunuio B3sSTh Ha ceOsi OOJNBIIIYI0 PETMOHANIBHYIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTh. TeM He MeHee,
OXJIQXK/ICHUSI JIBYCTOPOHHUX OTHOIICHHI HE yAalloch M30eXaTh M3-3a Pa3HOINIACHM
no BcemupHoO#l TOpropou OpFaHI/ISaHI/II/IZO Y 3aKOHY O SIIEPHOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH,
npuHaToMy mapnamenToM Muamn B 2010 1.°" CormacHo JaHHOMY 3aKOHY, B CIydae
AIEPHOM  aBapuu  OTBETCTBEHHOCTb JIOKUTCA HAa IOCTABIIMKOB  SJIEPHOrO
o0opy0oBaHusA. 3aKOH CTal CAEPKUBAIOIIUM  (PAKTOPOM JJII aMEPUKAHCKUX
KOMITAaHUM, UHBECTUPYIOIINX B aTOMHYIO ITPOMBIIUIEHHOCTh MHaMN.

BrictpauBanue otHomiennit ¢ HWuauedr mnpoxoamsio Ha (oHE CMEIIeHUS
BHemHenoauTuueckux npuopureroB CIIIA non pykoBoactsom b. O6ambl B cTOpoHY
ATP. CmeHa BHEHIHENOJUTHYECKOTO Kypca Oblia OOYCIIOBJIEHA HECKOJIbKUMHU
dakrtopamu. Ilpesunenty Ob6ame ot k. Byma-miazamiero moctaioch HEMpOCTOE
YKOHOMHYECKOE M BOCHHO-TIOJHTHICCKOE HACICANE ., 32 HCKITIOUCHHEM HHIMHCKOTO
HanpasieHus. Heynaunas npakckas u 3aTsHyBIIascs adraHckasi KaMIIaHUW MPUBEIH
K peskomy mnaneHntro umumka CIIA Bo Bcem wmupe. IlonuTuka npuMeHeHHs
OJIHOCTOPOHHUX CHJIOBBIX JIEUCTBHM W HeceHUs: OpeMEHU OTBETCTBEHHOCTH B
OJIMHOYKY CTaja MCHBbITAaHWEM Ui OrojkeTra cTpaHbl. MUpOBOW 3KOHOMUYECKHMA
kpusuc 2008-2009 rr. ycyryOun cutyauuro u nocrtasui pykooactBo CIIIA mepen
HEOOXOUMOCTBIO paJUKaIbHOW TpaHcHOpMaIMM HE TOJBKO BHYTPEHHEW, HO H
BHEIIHEW NONUTUKU. [[0 MHEHMIO HCCIenoBaTenerd M3 IMIKOJIBI MEXIYHAPOIHBIX
OTHOILIEHU I UM. Omnuorra  yHuBepcutera — Jkopmka — BammHrrosna,
«repebanaHCUpOBKay OblJIa BbI3BAHA KEJIAHWEM JlI0Ka3aTh, YTO, HECMOTpsl Ha

¥ Feigenbaum E. India’s rise, America’s interest // Foreign Affairs. — 2010. — Vol. 89. —
No. 2. - P. 82.

20 DS456: India — certain measures relating to solar cells and solar modules. WTO dispute
settlement // World Trade Organization. — URL: https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/
cases_e/lpagesum_e/ ds456sum_e.pdf (nata oopamenwus: 29.01.2020).

2 3axapos A.U. Crparermdeckoe maptHepctBo CIIA w Wunuu: Be3OBBI Juisi Poccum //
Bracte. — 2016. — Ne 8. — C. 197.

22 Cuso06 B.FO. Tnobanusanus u crparerus CILA // Poccust u Amepuka B XXI Beke. — 2009. —
Ne 3. — URL: http://www.rusus.ru/?act=read&id=158 (mnara obpamenus: 21.08.2020).
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JUTUTEIBHOE y4acTUE B BOCHHBIX KammaHusx Ha biaumxkaem Boctoke, CoequHéHHbIE
ItaTel Moj TSHKECTbIO SKOHOMHYECKHUX, (PMHAHCOBBIX U MOJIUTUYECKUX MPOOJIEM He
UCTOLIWIN CBOU PECYPCHl U HE YTPATUIIA CBOETO BMsIHES . BosBbimenne Kutas B
MHUPOBOW TMOJUTHKE W SKOHOMHUKE ITO3BOJUIO MHOTHM DJKCIEPTaM TOBOPHUTH 00
okoHyanuu osnoxu jaugepctBa CIIIA. Onacenuss 1o TOBOAY BO3pacTarouieit
KUTANCKOW MOIIM, & TAKKE€ CMELIEHWE LEHTPA MUPOBOU IMOJIUTUKU U IKOHOMHUKHU B
A3uto onpeenans peruoHagbHble MPUOPUTETHI aAMUHUCTpaiu OOaMbl.

[TocnencTBusi 5KOHOMUYECKOTO KpU3Hca HE MO3BOJWIM KomaHae O0aMbl cpasy
MEPENTH K MEPECMOTPY BHELIHENMOJUTHYECKOW JHHUHM. Tosbko oceHbro 2011 r.
HA4aJIaCh NEPEOPUEHTALIMS NONUTUKN Bammurrona Ha Bocrok. Ha nmepBonauanbHOM
sTane OOJbIIYI0 POJIb UTPAId BOCHHBIE WHUIMATUBBI, KOTOPBIE MOApPa3yMeBaIH
YKpEIUIEHHE aMEPUKAHCKOro BOeHHOro mnpucyrctBus B ATP. HaumHas ¢ koHua
2012 r. apmunuctpaums O6ambl cTala mpugaBaTh  OOnbllee  3HAUYCHUE
SKOHOMUYECKHM MPOEKTaM, AUINIOMATUYECKMM METOJAaM, a TaKXe YIIYYIICHUIO
otHomeHwmii ¢ Kuraem B pamkax «moBopota Ha Boctok» (Asia Pivot).

Hecmotrps Ha TO, uTOo BO BHemHenonutuyecko crparerun CIIHA cran
nomuHupoBatb ATP, Unnus, koTtopas, CTpOro roBopsi, He OTHOCUTCA K JaHHOMY
PETHMOHY, TaKX€ Hadalla I0JIb30BaTbCs MOBBIIICHHBIM BHHUMAHHEM CO CTOPOHBI
Bamunrrona. bonee toro, B kynyapax bermoro nqoma Obul gaxke mpuaymMaH TEPMHUH
«MH10-TUXOOKEAHCKUI pCFI/IOH>>24, KoTophli Bkitouan B cedss ATP u Uumuro.
HoBblii TEpMHH CTal UCIIOJIB30BATHCS BO BHEITHEMOJIUTHYECKUX JOKTPUHAX HAPAY C
ATP, B koTopblii Bce uyamie cranud BkiawouyaTh WU Wumuro. Takum oOpaszom, s
BHeIIHenonuTnuueckoro auckypca CIHIA xapakTtepHo cpa3y JBa NOAXOJa:
WCHOJIb30BAaHUE MOHATHN «A3UaTCKO-THUXO0KEaHCKUN PETHOH» B IIMPOKOM CMBICIIE C
BtoueHneM Uuann u «MHpo-Tuxookeanckui peruon». [logoOusie MmeTaMopdo3bl
CIIy’aT IMoKa3zaTeJeM BO3pocIIero umHTepeca aaMmuHuctpanuu O6ambel k Muauu B
paMKax CBOEH BHEIIHETIOJIUTUYECKON CTPATETUH.

Kak cunrtaror uccnempoBarenu Y. Koui, [x. Hait u A. Aiipuc, Onaromaps
OTPOMHOMY TOTeHIMany MHIuW B SKOHOMHUKE, HAIMOHAILHON O€30MacHOCTH U
MHUPOBOW TOJUTUKE, BO3BbilIeHUE PecrnyOnuku MHAMs BO BHEIIHETOIUTHYECKUX
npuopuretax CIIA mpenocTaBisieT yHUKAJIbHYK) BO3MOKHOCTb IS MPOJABUKECHUS
aMEPUKAHCKUX HAIMOHAIBHBIX HMHTEPECOB B OJIMKAUIIINE J1BA JCCSTHICTHS . Otomy
CIIOCOOCTBYET COCTOSIHUE KHUTAaWCKO-WHIMHCKUX OTHOLIEHUH, KOTOPBIE HEJb3s

28 Sutter R., Brown M., Adamson T. Balancing acts: the U.S. rebalance and Asia-Pacific
stability. — Washington, D.C.: Sigur Center for Asian Studies, August 2013. - P. 1.

24 Pivot to the Pacific? The Obama administration’s “rebalancing” toward Asia. CRS Report for
Congress // Congressional research service. — 28.03.2012. — P. 11.

2 Kaye C., Nye J., Ayres A. How the U.S. should respond to the rise of India // Fortune. —
2015. — 12.11. — URL: http://fortune.com/2015/11/12/india-narendra-modi-tpp/ ([lata oGpareHus:
21.08.2020).
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Ha3BaTh JpyxeckuMu. Jlaxke ToT pakt, uro Kurait ssBnsieTcss KpynHEHIIMM TOPTOBBIM
naptHepoM HWugun, m T10, uro IlekuH wu Hpro-Jlenm NOCTOAHHO pa3BHUBAKOT
JBYCTOPOHHEE 3KOHOMHUYECKOE M CTPATETMYECKOE COTPYAHUYECTBO, HE IO3BOJISET
OTOPOCUTh HCTOPMYECKUN aHTAaroOHU3M MEXIy JIByMS CTpaHaMHu, a TakKke
HEpELIECHHbIE TEPPUTOPUAIBHBIE CIIOPHI M KOHKYPEHIIMIO 3a JIMIEPCTBO B PETHOHE.
Kpome Toro, ycyryOunsier cuTyanuio TeCHOE cTpaTeruuyeckoe napTHepctBo Kuras u
[Takucrana, y KOTOPOro COXpaHstOTCS KpanHE HanpsKEHHbIE OTHOWIECHUA ¢ MHauen
Ha npoTsbkeHun nocineanux 70 ner. IlonbiTkm Kutas yrBepauthess B MHauiickoM
OK€aHe, €ro pEe3KHE BBICKA3BbIBAHMA II0 IIOBOAY TEPPUTOPUAIBHBIX CIIOPOB H
TOPTOBBIN UCOATaHC B €T0 MOJIb3Y BBI3BIBAIOT KpalHee HETO0BOILCTBO Nnmun®®. He
MeHnee 6osiesHeHHO B KHP BocnpunumaroT Bo3pacraroinyto poias Muauu B A3uaTcko-
TuxookeaHckoM permone, B ocobeHHoctu B Oacceiine HOxnHo-Kurtaiickoro mops.
B3aumHoe HemoBepue MpHUBEIO K TOMY, YTO 00€ CTpaHbl MOCTOSHHO YCHJIMBAIOT
BOCHHBI KOHTHMHTEHT U YKPEIULIOT oOulyto rpaHully. MIMEeHHO MO3TOMY BOEHHO-
nosmtnueckass snauta CHIA paccmarpuBaer MHauio B KadecTBe IPOTHBOBECA
KUTalCKOMY TOMUHHUPOBAHMUIO.

Tem He MeHee, HecMOTps Ha 00JbIlIOe 3HaUeHHe, KoTopoe BalmHrron npuaasan
cBa3siM ¢ Wunwmei, pykoBonctBy CHIA Tak M HEe ynanoch JOCTUYb YCIEXOB HA
JAHHOM HampaBJieHUH B 3TOT nepuoa. CHIKEeHUto rpajayca otHoweHui ¢ Hero-/enu
CII0COGCTBOBAT s COOBITHI. ApecT MHmmiickoro ammiomara B Heio-Hopke B
2013 r. mo 0OBMHEHUIO B MOLIEHHUYECTBE MPUBET K 00OCTPEHUIO OTHOLIEHUN MEXIY
nByMsa crpaHamu. Ilocne mpucoenunenus Kpeima xk Poccum Muaus oTkaszanace
noanepxkate ooBuHeHust CIIIA nmpotuB Poccuu u Bo3aepkanach mpu TOJIOCOBaAHUU
o mpoekTy pezonmonun ['enepanshoii accam6iaen OOH B OTHOIIEHHH POCCUMCKUX
nevictBuil. Hpro-Jlenn Takke BBICTYNHJI INPOTUB YXKECTOUEHHUSI CAHKIUU IPOTHB
Hpana, 4TO BBI3BAJIO HErOJOBAaHUE aMEPUKAHCKOTO PYKOBOACTBA. OJHAKO IMO3UIMUS
Nunuu B otHOmeHun Poccun u Upana oObsICHSETCS HE TOJIBKO JKEJIaHUEM TPOSBUTH
HezaBUcUMOCTh 0T CIIIA, HO W COOCTBEHHBIMH CTpPATETMYECKUMH HHTEpPECaMH.
MockBa miua MHauum sBIE€TCS KPYIHEHMIIMM ITOCTABLIMKOM OpYXHUs, a TerepaH —
HMCTOYHUKOM HEOOXOIMMOM JJI1 MHIUNCKOW SKOHOMUKH HEPTH.

[IOBOPOTHBIM MOMEHTOM B YKPEIUIEHUH aMEPUKAHO-UHIWWCKUX OTHOILICHUM
ctana nobOeaa Ha BeIOOpax bxapatus mxanara naptu u Berymienue Hapennpst Monau
B JIOJDKHOCTH npeMmbep-muHuctpa B Mae 2014 r. CIIIA cTtanu KpaeyrojibHbIM KaMHEM
€ro BHEHIHENOJUTHYEeCKON crTpaterun. FMmenno Monau ynanocb OTOPOCHUTH
JNBOMCTBEHHBIN MOAXO]l B OTHOLICHUSAX ¢ BaIMHITOHOM M MEpPENUTH K BBICTPANBAHUIO

%% Kala 4., Zhong R., Mandhana N. 5 gaps that define the India-China relationship, in Charts
and Maps / The Wall Street Journal. - 2015. - 13.05. - URL:
http://blogs.wsj.com/briefly/2015/05/13/5-gaps-that-define-the-india-china-relationship-in-charts-
and-maps/ (nata oopamenus: 17.08.2020).
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0osee TecHOro crpaterndyeckoro maptHepctsa. [lo mpurnamenuto Hapennpsr Monau
B sHBape 2015 r. b. O6ama npucyrctBoBan Ha JlHe PecyOnuku Muaus B kauecTse
[JIAaBHOTO TOCTS. DTOT OeCHperieICHTHbIA BU3UT CTaJl CUTHAJIOM JIJIsl pa3BUTHUs OoJiee
TECHOTO COTpyAHMYECTBA. KIIIOUEBBIMM HANpPaBICHUAMH B3aUMOJECUCTBHS CTAIIU
snepHasi cepa, 000poHHBIE MHUIIUATHUBBI U Oe30omacHOCTh B ATP. BaxubpiM mrarom
Ha MYTH YKPEIUIEHHWS COTPYJHHUYECTBA CTAJIO MPEOJOJICHUE Pa3HOTJIACU IO
anepHoMy Borpocy. [IpaBurensctBy Moau ynanock NpUHITh MEpbI, HAITPABJICHHbBIE
Ha OIpAaHUYEHUE JEUCTBUS 3aKOHA O SIAEPHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTH ISl aMEPHUKAHCKUX
koMmnaHui. B yactHocTH, OB co37aH sepHbId cTpaxoBoit myn. Kpome toro, Hbto-
Jlenu 3aBepus BammHrTon, uto 3akoH OyAeT AeWCTBOBAaTH M30MPATENbHO U HE
3aTPOHET UHTEPECHl AMEPUKAHCKUX MTOCTABIINUKOB.

[Ipesunent CIHIA bapak O6ama u npembep-munuctp Muaun Hapenapa Moau npuOsIBaioT Ha
doToceccuro epes ux BCTpeueil B BockpeceHbe B Jlome Xaiinapabana B Hero-/lenu.

Ucrounuk: The Japan Times. — URL.: https://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2015/01/25/world/
politics-diplomacy-world/modi-obama-announce-nuclear-breakthrough-after-new-delhi-talks/

[Tocne npuxona k Biactd H. Moy ctaim akTMBHO HapaliuBaThCs 0OOPOHHBIC
CBsI3U, 0COOEHHO B chepe Mopckoit 6e3omacHocTu. B aBrycte 2016 1. Ob1L1 3aKITIOUCH
MEMOPAHIYM O COTJIACHH I10 JIOTUCTHYECKOMY OOMEHY, KOTOPBIH MpeayCMaTpHBACT
BO3MOKHOCTb B3aHMHOTO HCIIONIb30BaHMs BOCHHBIX 6a3 Muauu u CIIA?’. Cropomns!
TaKXKe CJIeJIajli COBMECTHOE 3asBIICHHE, KACAIOIICECs TEPPUTOPUAIILHBIX CIIOPOB U

2T pant H., Joshi Y. Indo-US relations under Modi: the strategic logic underlying the embrace //
International Affairs. —2017. — Vol. 93. — No. 1. - P. 141.
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yrpo3bl CBOOOIE CYZ0XO0/ICTBA U MOPCKOI1 Oe3omacHocTU. Peub 1uta 0 Bo3pacTaromux
amOuiusix u nperensusix Kuras B HOxkno-Kuraiickom Mope. B 3asBnenun Ttakxke
NOYEPKUBAJIACh HEOOXOJUMOCTh peanu3aluu JaHHou crpaterun B ATP B
nobaBjieHHE K cyliecTByromnei naauiickor Act East u amepukanckoit Asia Pivot. Bo
Bpemsi Buzuta ObGambl B Mumuio B stHBape 2015 r. nBa nuaepa mpencTaBUIH
«COBMECTHOE cTparermueckoe BugeHue B ATP wu Huaauiickom okeaHe»?S
OTHOCUTEJILHO PETMOHAIBHBIX MpoOieM Oe3omacHocTU. Bce 3T 3asBiieHUs] UMENH
CBOEH 11eTbI0 TTpoTUBOAeicTBUE KuTato.

B nocnennue roasl aesrenbHOCTh MHann B A3naTcko-TUXOOKEAHCKOM PErMoHE
CTPEMHTENIbHO HalbupaeT 000poThl. PecmyOnmka MOCTOSHHO pPa3BHBAET CBSI3U C
BEIYIIUMU UIPOKaMu peruoHa — Ascrpanueit, Snonmedt, FOxnoit Kopeeit u
ACEAH. Hametwmics orxon Hero-lenmu ot monmtuku LOOK East, xotopas Obuia
npoBo3riamieHa emé B Havaine 90-x rr. XXBeka, k noiutuke Act East,
O3HAMEHOBaBILIEH OKOHYaTeNbHbIA MOBOpOoT WMHmum B cropony ATP. 3a Bpewms
CBOEro cymiecTBoBaHms cTpateruss LOOK [East mpereprmena cymiecTBeHHBIC
U3MEHEHHMS, DBOJIOLUMOHHPYS OT OJKOHOMHYECKOTO M JUINIOMATHYECKOTO
coTpyaHnuectBa co crpaHamu FOro-BocToyHoil A3uM K BOEHHO-CTPATETMYECKUM
CBSI3AM C rocyAapcTBaMH A3UaTCKO-THXOOKEAHCKOTO peruona”. Tlonutuka Act East
Oblla MHUIMUPOBAaHA BHOBb M30paHHBIM NpeMbep-MmuHHCTpOM Hapenmapoit Moaw,
KOTOPBIM B35J1 KypC Ha JMHAMUYHO Pa3BUBAIOLIEECS COTPYIHUYECTBO CO CTPAHAMH
Boctounoit u IOro-Bocrounoit Aszuu. Tpanchopmamusi BHEITHENOJIUTHYECKON
auaun  Hero-Jlenmu otTBeuana wuHTepecam b. OO0ambl MO YKPEIUICHUIO TMO3UITUN
Bammurrona B ATP wu caepxuBanmio amoOuruii  [logneOecHoit. Omnacenus
OTHOCHUTEJIbHO KHTAWCKOW Yrpo3bl M CTpaTeruuyeckue nHTepechl ooenx crpad B ATP
0JIaronpUATCTBOBAIA PA3BUTHIO aMEPUKAHO-UHIAMNCKOIO COTpyAHUYecTBa. boiee
toro, B «Ctparerun HanuoHaibHOW Oe3omacHoctu» CIIA 2015 r. Obuta BeICKa3aHa
HIest O CTpaTermdeckoii kouseprenuuu Act East u Asia Pivot™.

C mas 2014 no saBape 2017 r., xorna Bo rnae CIIA u Muauu Haxoauiauck
b.Ob6ama u H. Moau, ObLIO MNPOBEAEHO PEKOPAHOE KOJIMYECTBO IEPErOBOPOB,
IMAJOTOB M CaMMHMTOB Ha BBICILIEM YPOBHE, BKIIIOYAs YEThIPE JIMYHBIE BCTPEUU
JTUAEPOB JBYX cTpaH. B ykazanHbIi nepuon ObUIM paciiMpeHbl chepbl aMepuKaHo-

%8 Statements by President Obama and Prime Minister Modi of the Republic of India // The
White House, President Barack Obama. — URL: https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-
office/2015/01/25/statements-president-obama-and-prime-minister-modi-republic-india (mara
obparmenus: 12.10.2020).

2% Rajendram D. India’s new Asia-Pacific strategy: Modi acts East. — Sydney: the Lowy
Institute for International Policy, December 2014. — P. 1.

%0 National Security Strategy // The White House, President Barack Obama. — URL:
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/sites/default/files/docs/2015 national_security strategy
2.pdf (mara obparmenus: 12.08.2020).
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WHJIUUCKOTO COTpyAHHUYECTBA. [IOMMMO COBMECTHBIX BOEHHBIX YYEHHM, TOPTOBIIH
BOGHHOW TEXHUKOW, TPAJAUIIMOHHOM KOOIEpaluu B 00JacTH OOOPOHBI M MHPHOTO
aToMa, a TaKXe SJIPHOr0 HEPACHPOCTPAHEHMS, CTPAHbl HAyajdud OPraHU30BHIBATH
COBMECTHBIE KOH(EpEeHIIMH TPABOOXPAHUTEIBHBIX OpPraHOB W pa3pabaThiBaTh
COBMECTHBIE MeEphI oOOecreueHusi O0e30MacCHOCTH 3I0POBbS W IPOTUBOJCHCTBUS
OMOJIOTHYECKUM yrposaM31. DKOHOMMYECKasi KOooIepalusl MoJy4yusia JajbHEnIee
pa3BUTHE B Takux cdepax, Kak TpakJaHCKas aBualus, TpaHchep TEeXHOJOTHH,
YBEJIIMYCHNE WHBECTUIMOHHBIX W TOPrOBBIX MOTOKOB MU TOCYAApPCTBEHHO-YACTHOE
MapTHEPCTBO ABYX cTpaH. [IpoOmeMbl pa3BUTHS CTalnW 3HAYMMBIMUA BOIMPOCAMH B
noBecTtke OHS Bammnrrona u Hero-Zlenu. K HUM MOXXHO OTHECTH COKpamieHue
JN€TCKOM CMEPTHOCTH, JOCTYN K MUTHEBOM BOJIE€ M AKOJOTHUYECKONM YHCTOM SHEPTUH,
IIPOJIOBOJILCTBEHHAS O€30I1aCHOCTD, 3aIlIUTA TIPaB M PACHIMPEHUE BO3MOKHOCTEH st
KeHImH Adranncrana®,

3akioueHue

[TonBoast wurtoru, cleayer NOAYEPKHYTh, 4TO pykoBoacTtBo CIIIA crano
npujaBaTh 0c000€ 3HAYEHHWE CO3/IaHUI0 COIO30B TOCPEJICTBOM  PaCIIUPEHUS
nyOJIMYHON JUIUIOMATHH Toclie Teppopuctudyeckux aktoB 11 centsops 2001 .
[Tonmutrka BoBIeYeHHS OblIa HeoOXoauMa BammHTTOHY NI BEIEHUS TI00aTbHOM
BOWMHBI MPOTUB TeppopusMa. B a3ToM koHTekcTe bembiit oM 00paTtiil cBoe BHUMaHUE
Ha a0, KOTOpas MpeCcTaBIsIeT UHTEPEC MO LEJIOMY psiAy NMPUYUH, HaIpUMep, 10
UJICOJIOTUYECKUM U T'E€OIOJUTUYECKUM. Pe3kuil mOBOPOT B aMEPUKAHO-UHIMUCKUX
OTHOWIEHMSX Tpousowen npu Jx. byma-mnagmeM, KOTOPOMY YJIAJIOCh BBIBECTH
COTPYIHHYECTBO Ha HOBBIA ypoBeHb. HecMoTpst Ha mombiTku b. O0aMbl BKIIIOUUTH
Nupuio B cBot0 A3uarcko-TuxookeaHckyro crpareruto, 10 2014 roga oH Tak U He
CMOT MPOJOJAKUTh KOHCTPYKTUBHYIO TOJIMTUKY CBOETO NPEAIIECTBEHHUKA Ha
nHaunckoM HanpasiieHuu. [locie Berymienus H. Moau B JOIKHOCTH IpEMbEP-
MHUHUCTpAa VHIMM OTHOLIEHMS NIBYX CTPaH MEPENKUIM HOBBIM B3JIET, YTO IPHUBEIO K
PACIIMPEHUIO UX COTPYIHUYECTBA.

oy oy, o,
et et et

31 U.S.—India Defense Relations Fact Sheet // Department of Defense. — 08.12.2016. — URL:
https://in.usembassy.gov/u-s-india-defense-relations-fact-sheet-december-8-2016/ (maTa
obparmenus: 20.08.2020).

32 Fact Sheet: the United States and India — strategic and global partners // The White House,
President Barack Obama, Office of the Press Secretary. — 27.09.2013. - URL:
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2013/09/27/fact-sheet-united-states-and-
india-strategic-and-global-partners (nara o6pamenus: 20.08.2020).
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Shur, E. Engagement policy and formation of allied relations: India in the US foreign policy
strategy under George W. Bush and B. Obama Research

Introduction

The policy of engagement is aimed at building alliances and partnership relations
and plays a significant role in the foreign policy of the states. It has a wide range of
tools and methods in its arsenal, but public diplomacy occupies a key place. After the
September 11 attacks, the policy of engaging allies and partners became one of the
pillars of the US foreign policy. Nevertheless, it is strategically important not only for
the United States but also for all key players in international relations. American
methods of building partnerships can be useful for Russia which needs allies and
partners in the context of global political turbulence and growing anti-Russian
sentiment as well as in connection with attempts to isolate it in the international
arena. The study of the experience of the engagement policy and the use of public
diplomacy tools by the United States is of particular interest for the relevant Russian
agencies and primarily for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

At the moment, further rapprochement between India and the United States poses
a threat to Moscow’s foreign policy and Russian economic interests. This is mainly
due to the fact that India has recently experienced rapid economic development, with
its economy growing at about 7 % per year, with the exception of 2008 and 2012." In
demographic indicators, it is significantly ahead of China, for which mass aging of
the population (the consequence of the One-Child policy) can lead to serious
economic problems. In addition, India has a nuclear arsenal and a strong army
equipped with the latest military hardware, ranking third in the world in terms of the
number of armed forces.? Moreover, India and Russia take an active part in the
meetings and summits of the BRICS, RIC (Russia—India—China) and the SCO, where
they have common interests. The role of a regional leader in South Asia and its
unique geographical location make India an attractive partner for years to come.

To understand the further steps of the United States in relation to South Asia (and
India in particular), it is necessary to identify the turning points in American foreign
policy that determine the essence of a certain change in the US attitude towards a
number of countries in the Asia-Pacific region (hereinafter the APR).

The topic of India in the US foreign policy is usually considered by foreign and
Russian experts from the point of view of the PRC’s policy and nuclear problems.’

! “GDP growth (annual %) — India,” the World Bank national accounts data, and OECD
National  Accounts data files, the World Bank, accessed August 11, 2020,
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG?end=2016&locations=IN&start=200
5&view =chart&year_high_desc=true

2 The Military balance 2011(New York: Routledge, 2011).

® V.A. Gavrilova, “US-India relations in the first period of Bush administration: from
‘estranged democracies’” to the ‘global partnership’ [in Russian], Vestnik Tomskogo
gosudarstvennogo universiteta. Seriya: Istoriya, vol. 30, no. 4 (2014): 71-75; S.A. Oborotov, The
Nuclear factor in US-India relations: 1991-2008 [in Russian] (Moscow: Knizhnyi dom
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But the problem of India’s involvement in the US international agenda and the use of
soft power and public diplomacy tools to expand the partnership between the two
countries which implies the US dominance have not been considered by researchers
so far.

The purpose of this article is to determine the place of India in foreign policy
strategies of George W. Bush and Barack Obama, which were aimed at engaging
India in a strategic dialogue and strengthening the American position in the South
Asian region.

The article consists of two sections. The first section is devoted to the
transformation of India’s place in the US foreign policy during the presidency of
George W. Bush. The second section presents an analysis of the role of India in
Barack Obama’s foreign policy strategy.

India in George W. Bush’s foreign policy strategy

The 9/11 attacks demonstrated not only the vulnerability of the US national
defense system but also their ideological weakness. In this regard, the National
Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States found the diplomatic
methods of the US State Department to be ineffective.” Therefore, the department
needed to develop a foreign policy that would stop the rapid growth of anti-American
sentiments and neutralize the challenges of Pax Americana. In addition, in response
to the September 11, 2001 attacks, Washington launched a global campaign against
terrorism. In order to share the burden of responsibility and also to lend legitimacy to
its actions, the White House began to look for allies and reliable partners. During this
period, the ideas of the American society, political leadership, and expert community
about the role of public diplomacy in the implementation of the national interests of
the United States began to change. For these reasons, Washington embarked on a
variety of strategies to engage India in cooperation, emphasizing soft power and
public diplomacy.

It should be highlighted that Washington began to pay attention to India even
before the 9/11 attacks. There was a whole complex of factors which determined the
orientation of the White House towards the Republic of India. Due to the negative
perception of the US foreign policy and flourishing Islamic radicalism and terrorism

“LIBROKOM”, 2009); E.O. Savchenko, “US foreign policy in Asia under current historical
conditions and the role of India” [in Russian], lzvestiya Smolenskogo gosudarstvennogo
universiteta, vol. 24, no. 4 (2013): 227-36; E.A. Sagaidak, “Is US—India ‘nuclear deal’ gaining
relevance in connection with Narendra Modi coming to power?” [in Russian], Mezhdunarodnye
otnosheniya, no. 1 (2015): 14-20; G. Bertsch, S. Gahlaut, and A. Srivastava, Engaging India: U.S.
strategic relations with the world’s largest democracy (New York: Routledge, 2011).

* The 9/11 Commission report. Final report of the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks
upon the United States. (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2003).
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which posed a threat to the unipolar world headed by the United States, the countries
of the Middle East became the main target of George W. Bush’s foreign policy. For
the same reason, the political establishment could not ignore the countries where a
significant proportion of the population was Muslim. This category includes India,
which is home to one of the largest Muslim communities in the world. The republic
had been actively fighting Islamic terrorism long before the events of September 11,
2001.

The intransigence towards China, with which India has had several military
conflicts and still has unresolved territorial disputes, was welcomed by the United
States. This was due to the fact that unlike B. Clinton and B. Obama, George W.
Bush did not seek to establish a strategic partnership with China but openly
proclaimed it as a rival capable of challenging the United States both in the Asia-
Pacific region and throughout the world.> Given the historical antagonism between
Beijing and New Delhi, which rooted in the border wars of 1962, 1967, and 1987, as
well as the unresolved dispute over Tibet, India was assigned a role of a
counterbalance to the growing influence of China in this political game. George W.
Bush saw India as a regional leader capable of opposing the PRC together with the
United States.

India’s advantageous strategic position — proximity to the two regions important
for the United States (the Greater Middle East, especially Afghanistan and the Asia-
Pacific region) — was another target of Washington, since its use would make it
possible to transfer military contingents and supplies in the shortest possible time and
also to deploy anti-ballistic missile system in the territory of India.®

The desire of Washington to strengthen relations with New Delhi can also be
explained by considering the ideological component of George W. Bush’s policy.’
Both countries were able to step over their colonial past and make the transition to
democracy. The US President attached great importance to such ideological
characteristics of India as democratic values, the British system of institutions, and
respect® for private property, which it inherited from Great Britain. In addition,
George W. Bush clearly understood that the United States would have to make a
choice in favour of one of the two emerging centers of power in world politics — India

® D.S. Chou, “U.S. Policy toward India and Pakistan in the Post-Cold War era,” Tamkang
journal of international affairs, January (2003): 38.

® R.O. Nelson, U.S.—India homeland security cooperation: building a lasting partnership via
transportation sector security (Washington D.C.: CSIS Press, 2013), 5.

" N. Burns, “America’s strategic opportunity with India,” Foreign Affairs, vol. 86, no. 6
(2007): 137.

® E. Feigenbaum, “The future of U.S. — India Relations,” in Foreign Press Center Roundtable
Briefing with Indian Media (Washington D.C.: United States Department of State, 2008), 1.
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or China. The ideological factor played an important role in the choice, so President
George W. Bush chose India.

However, a dual approach to the US—India relations was characteristic of the
leadership of India in the period under review. Despite support for Washington’s anti-
terrorist activities, India did not intend to become a satellite of America. This was due
to the fact that the inherent political tradition of India — the commitment to an
independent foreign policy — was an obstacle in the path to the development of close
partnership and, possibly, allied relations between the two countries. This tradition is
a tribute to the first Prime Minister of the republic J. Nehru and his policy of non-
alignment.’

It should be emphasized separately that George W. Bush inherited an ambiguous
foreign policy in the South Asian region. During and after the Cold War, the US—
India relations were complex and had their ups and downs. The 1998 nuclear tests
and the subsequent international isolation of India, which the Clinton administration
insisted on, marked a difficult period in the history of the US-India relations. It was
only in March 2000, during President Clinton’s visit to India, that the relations began
to warm. Therefore, George W. Bush was faced with an ambitious task: despite past
disagreements, he was to win India over as a strategic partner. In order to strengthen
the relations with New Delhi, George W. Bush’s administration took an
unprecedented step and dropped the sanctions which had been imposed on India by
B. Clinton after the 1998 nuclear tests.™

In order to implement the plans of George W. Bush’s administration to engage
India in a dialogue, a number of concrete steps were taken to bring the two countries
closer together. The strengthening of relations between the two largest democracies
was especially influenced by the personal diplomacy of George W. Bush who
actively participated in the development and implementation of various US-Indian
initiatives. In 2001, George W. Bush announced his readiness to recognize India as a
nuclear power. In the same year, the American president announced his plans to
deploy a national anti-ballistic missile system in India. Defense cooperation became a
central element of bilateral relations. Joint military exercises were held regularly and
were aimed at demonstrating the military potential of the two countries to China. The
Defense Policy Forum which had been closed after the imposition of sanctions

% H. Jabeen and M.A.U. Malik, “Nehru and Indian foreign policy,” International journal of
trend in scientific research and development, vol. 1, no. 5 (2017): 1267-68; R. Harshe, “India’s
foreign policy under Nehru and its contemporary relevance,” Contemporary perspectives, vol. 1,
no. 1 (2007): 33-45; S. Ganguly, “India’s foreign and security policies,” in The Oxford handbook of
the international relations of Asia, ed. S.Pekkanen, J. Ravenhill, R. Foot (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2014), 411-27.

19 R.P. Rajagopalan, “Indo—U.S. relations in the Bush White House,” Strategic analysis,
vol. 25, no. 4 (2001): 551.
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against India resumed its work. In addition, George W. Bush lifted the moratorium on
the supply of the latest military equipment from India. The Indian Navy joined the
US Navy patrolling the Strait of Malacca which is China’s Achilles heel. India was
also interested in expanding defense ties with the United States to strengthen its status
as a great power.

The stumbling block on the further warming of relations was the rapprochement
of the United States with Pakistan after September 11, 2001, when Islamabad broke
off ties with the Taliban regime in Afghanistan, which existed thanks to al-Qaeda,
and provided its territory for the needs of American troops in the war zone.™ Similar
to Pakistan, India also invited the United States to use its military bases for military
operations in Afghanistan and supported the global anti-terrorist campaign. However,
Pakistan’s proposals were strategically more attractive. Despite this, the relations
between New Delhi and Washington continued to develop, but at a slower pace. In
2002, the US—India Strategic Dialogue was established and became a platform for the
development of cooperation in various areas. Its mechanism includes mutual visits
and joint round tables held under George W. Bush in Washington and New Delhi
twice a year. Representatives of business and academic community, the media, heads
of non-governmental organizations, and also members of the US Congress and the
Indian Parliament take part in the activities of the Dialogue.

A turning point in the US-India cooperation was the meeting of President George
W. Bush and Prime Minister Manmohan Singh in Washington on July 18, 2005. The
change in the foreign policy of the White House was caused by the fact that despite
the proclamation of a policy of using unilateral forceful actions and bearing the
burden of responsibility alone,*? soon the George W. Bush’s administration began to
actively build a constructive dialogue with possible partners in order to prevent them
from going over to the side of the enemy and to involve them into the war on
terrorism. Many Russian analysts believe that the United States could not and should
not have tried to counter all existing threats on their own. This became obvious after
the unsuccessful military campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan and also as a result of
the desire to bypass the UN, which was followed by a sharp decline in Washington’s
Image. For this reason, the United States was forced to interact with old allies and
potential partners.”® In this regard, after being elected for a second term, George
W. Bush showed particular interest in India.

1 0.P. Ivanov, Military power in global politics [in Russian] (Moscow: Vostok-Zapad, 2008),
123.

12 The National Security Strategy of the United States of America (Washington: the White
House, September 2002), accessed February 21, 2021, https://nssarchive.us/wp-
content/uploads/2020/04/2002.pdf

B3 V/.Yu. Sizov, “The factor of power in US politics” [in Russian], Mezhdunarodnye protsessy,
vol. 7, no. 2 (20) (2009): 39.
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President George W. Bush and Laura Bush welcome India's Prime Minister Dr. Manmohan
Singh upon his arrival to the White House, Monday, July 18, 2005. Photo by Eric Draper
Sourse: The White House. President George W. Bush, accessed February 21, 2021,
https://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2005/07/images/20050718_d-115-
515h.html

The main areas of cooperation were the Atom for Peace program, civil space
programs, and trade in high technology. Special attention was paid to energy security.
In 2005, India and the United States announced the United States — India Civil
Nuclear Agreement which gave New Delhi the opportunity to develop its nuclear
industry. In return, India pledged to separate its civilian and military nuclear facilities
and also allowed the IAEA to take control of its civilian nuclear facilities. On the one
hand, this agreement was beneficial to the United States as it directly strengthened its
ties with India. On the other hand, it helped to reduce the dependence of the Indian
economy on lranian oil, which led to a cooling of Iranian-Indian relations.
Washington also agreed to transfer high technologies to India with the help of
American companies. In addition, India supported the US stance on the greenhouse
effect by refusing to commit itself to the Kyoto Protocol.** Thus, during the second
presidential term of George W. Bush, the commercialization of the US-India

4 C. Wetering, Changing US foreign policy toward India: US-India relations since the Cold
War (New York: Macmillan, 2016), 116.
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relations took place thanks to the expansion of cooperation in those areas which were
of essential interest to the American companies.

According to Teresita C. Schaffer, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for the
Near East and South Asia under the first President Bush, the relationship with India is
one of the few success stories of the Bush administration’s foreign policy."
Moreover, at that time India actually remained the only country where George W.
Bush enjoyed unprecedented authority and respect despite the catastrophic decline of
his image in the rest of the world. At the same time, it should be pointed out that the
policy of George W. Bush towards India was characterized by unprecedented
concessions to India but did not bring the expected dividends. The Bush
administration did more for India than for any of the United States” NATO allies
including Britain despite its strong support in the war against Iraq.’® The US—India
nuclear deal significantly strengthened India’s economy and status in the world.
However, India continued to take a dualistic approach to relations with the United
States. In particular, New Delhi blocked the US efforts to isolate Iran in 2007."

India in B. Obama’s administration foreign policy strategy

The arrival of Barack Obama in the White House caused serious concerns on the
part of the political establishment in India. During his campaign, Obama criticized his
competitors for their financial and political ties to India. In an interview with
MSNBC, Obama also announced plans to promote better understanding between
India and Pakistan and to try to resolve the Kashmir crisis, taking into account the
interests of the rebels.”® After being elected president, Obama declared China’s
leading role in South Asia. All these events became indicators of a potential cooling
of the US-India relations. According to Ivan Feigenbaum, Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for South and Central Asian Affairs, at that time many in India
believed that the Obama administration was building its policy towards Beijing in
such a way as to undermine India’s strategic interests."’

> A. Giridharadas, “India has a soft spot for Bush,” The New York Times, January 10, 2009,
accessed August 21, 2021, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/11/weekinreview/11giridharadas.html

8 G. Perkovich, Toward realistic U.S.—India relations (Washington D.C.: Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, 2010), 8.

7S, Ashwarya, India—Iran relations: progress, problems and prospects (New York:
Routledge, 2017); M. Hafeez, “India—Iran: challenges and opportunities,” Strategic studies, vol. 39,
no. 3 (2019): 22-36.

18 “How US-India ties came to flourish under Obama term,” Hindustan Times, January 15,
2017, accessed August 21, 2021, https://www.hindustantimes.com/world-news/how-us-india-ties-
came-to-flourish-under-obama-term/story-VH6DWTQIzpwgvRSPBIfLON.html

Y E. Feigenbaum, “India’s rise, America’s interest,” Foreign Affairs, vol. 89, no. 2 (2010): 82.
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Barack Obama made active attempts to establish a dialogue with India. In late
2009, Prime Minister Manmohan Singh was invited as the guest of honor to a state
dinner at the White House. In 2010, the President addressed both houses of Congress
and announced his support for India in its bid to become a permanent member of the
UN Security Council. The following year, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton called
on India to take on greater regional responsibility. However, the cooling of bilateral
relations could not be avoided due to disagreements relating to the World Trade
Organization® and the Nuclear Liability Act adopted by the Indian Parliament in
2010.% According to this act, in the event of a nuclear accident, the responsibility lies
with the suppliers of nuclear equipment. The act became a deterrent to American
companies investing in India’s nuclear industry.

The building of relations with India took place against the backdrop of a shift in
the US foreign policy priorities under Barack Obama towards the APR. The change
in foreign policy was due to several factors. President Obama inherited a difficult
economic and military political legacy® from George W. Bush, with the exception of
the Indian direction. The unsuccessful Iragi and protracted Afghan campaigns had led
to a sharp decline in the image of the United States around the world. The policy of
using unilateral forceful actions and bearing the burden of responsibility alone
became an ordeal for the country’s budget. The world economic crisis of 2008-2009
aggravated the situation and made the US leadership face the need for a radical
transformation not only of domestic but also of foreign policy. According to
researchers from the Elliott School of International Affairs of the George Washington
University, the “rebalancing” was caused by the desire to prove that despite the long
participation in military campaigns in the Middle East, the United States had not
drained its resources and had not lost its influence under the burden of economic,
financial and political problems.? The rise of China in world politics and economy
allowed many experts to talk about the end of the era of the US leadership. Concerns
about the rise of Chinese power and a shift of the center of world politics and
economy towards Asia defined the Obama administration’s regional priorities.

20 «“DS456: India — certain measures relating to solar cells and solar modules,” Dispute
settlement, World Trade Organization, accessed January 29, 2020,
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds456_e.htm

21 A.1. Zakharov, “USA-India strategic partnership: challenges for Russia” [in Russian], Vlast’,
no. 8 (2016): 197.

22 \/.Yu. Sizov, “Globalization and US strategy” [in Russian], Rossiya i Amerika v XXI veke,
no. 3 (2009), accessed August 21, 2020, http://www.rusus.ru/?act=read&id=158

23 R. Sutter, M. Brown, and T. Adamson, Balancing acts: the U.S. rebalance and Asia-Pacific
stability (Washington, D.C.: Sigur Center for Asian Studies, 2013), 1.

Historia Provinciae - the Journal of Regional History. 2021. Vol. 5, no. 2
594 ISSN 2587-8344 (online)



Shur, E. Engagement policy and formation of allied relations: India in the US foreign policy
strategy under George W. Bush and B. Obama Research

The consequences of the economic crisis did not allow the Obama team to
immediately move to a revision of the foreign policy line. It was only in the autumn
of 2011 that Washington’s policy began to shift eastward. At the initial stage, military
initiatives played an important role, which meant strengthening the American military
presence in the APR. Starting from late 2012, the Obama administration began to
attach more importance to economic projects, diplomatic methods, and improving
relations with China as part of the Pivot to Asia.

Despite the fact that the Asia-Pacific region began to dominate the US foreign
policy strategy, India, which, strictly speaking, does not belong to this region, also
began to enjoy increased attention of Washington. Moreover, in the lobbies of the
White House, the new term “Indo-Pacific Region” was coined® to denote the Asia-
Pacific region and India. The new term began to be used in foreign policy doctrines
along with the Asia-Pacific region, which increasingly began to include India. Thus,
the US foreign policy discourse is characterized by two approaches at once: the use
of the concepts of Asia-Pacific region in a broad sense, including India, and also
Indo-Pacific region. Such metamorphoses serve as an indicator of the Obama
administration’s increased interest in India as part of its foreign policy strategy.

According to researchers C. Kaye, J. Nye and A. Ayres, due to India’s enormous
potential in the economy, national security and world politics, the rise of the Republic
of India in the US foreign policy priorities provided a unique opportunity to advance
American national interests in the next two decades.”® This is facilitated by the state
of Sino-Indian relations, which can hardly be called friendly. Even the fact that China
Is India’s largest trading partner and that Beijing and New Delhi are constantly
developing bilateral economic and strategic cooperation does not make it possible to
discard the historical antagonism between the two countries, as well as unresolved
territorial disputes and competition for leadership in the region. In addition, the
situation is aggravated by the close strategic partnership between China and Pakistan,
whose relations with India over the past 70 years have been extremely tense. China’s
attempts to establish itself in the Indian Ocean, its harsh statements about territorial
disputes, and trade imbalances in its favor are causing extreme displeasure in India.?

2% Pivot to the Pacific? The Obama administration’s ““rebalancing” toward Asia. CRS Report
for Congress (Congressional research service, March 28, 2012), 11.

2% C. Kaye, J. Nye, and A.Ayres, “How the U.S. should respond to the rise of India,” Fortune,
November 12, 2015, accessed August 21, 2020, http://fortune.com/2015/11/12/india-narendra-
modi-tpp/.

26 A. Kala, R. Zhong, and N. Mandhana, “5 gaps that define the India—China relationship, in
charts and maps,” The Wall Street Journal, May 13, 2015, accessed August 17, 2020,
http://blogs.wsj.com/briefly/2015/05/13/5-gaps-that-define-the-india-china-relationship-in-charts-
and-maps/.
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The PRC perceives the growing role of India in the Asia-Pacific region, especially in
the South China Sea basin, no less painfully. Mutual distrust has led to the fact that
both countries are constantly increasing their military contingent and strengthening
the common border. That is why the US military and political elite views India as a
counterweight to Chinese domination.

Nevertheless, despite the great importance that Washington attached to relations
with India, the US leadership did not manage to achieve success in this area during
that period. A number of events contributed to the decline in relations with New
Delhi. The arrest of an Indian diplomat in New York in 2013 on fraud charges
strained the relations between the two countries. After the annexation of Crimea to
Russia, India refused to support the US accusations against Russia and abstained in
the vote on the draft resolution of the UN General Assembly on Russian actions. New
Delhi also opposed the tightening of sanctions against Iran, which caused the
indignation of the American leadership. However, India’s position in relation to
Russia and Iran is explained not only by the desire to show independence from the
United States but also by its own strategic interests. Moscow is India’s largest
supplier of weapons, and Tehran is a source of oil needed for the Indian economy.

A turning point in the strengthening of US-India relations was the election
victory of the Bharatiya Janata Party and the inauguration of Narendra Modi as Prime
Minister in May 2014. The United States became the cornerstone of his foreign
policy strategy. It was Modi who managed to put aside the ambivalent approach in
relations with Washington and to move on to building a closer strategic partnership.
At the invitation of Narendra Modi, Barack Obama attended the Republic of India
Day as the main guest in January 2015. This unprecedented visit was a signal for the
development of closer cooperation. The key areas of cooperation were the nuclear
sphere, defense initiatives and security in the Asia-Pacific region. Overcoming
differences on the nuclear issue was an important step towards strengthening
cooperation. The Modi government managed to take measures aimed at limiting the
operation of the Nuclear Liability Act in relation to American companies. In
particular, a nuclear insurance pool was established. In addition, New Delhi assured
Washington that the act will work selectively and will not affect the interests of
American suppliers.
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U.S. President Barack Obama and Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi arrive for a photo session
ahead of their meeting Sunday at Hyderabad House in New Delhi.
Sourse: The Japan Times, January 25, 2015,
https://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2015/01/25/world/politics-diplomacy-world/modi-obama-
announce-nuclear-breakthrough-after-new-delhi-talks/

After N. Modi came to power, defense ties began to actively build up, especially
in the field of maritime security. In August 2016, Logistics Exchange Memorandum
of Agreement was signed, which provides access to each other’s military facilities
both for India and the United States.”” The parties also made a joint statement
regarding territorial disputes and threats to freedom of navigation and maritime
security. It was about the growing ambitions and claims of China in the South China
Sea. The statement also stressed the need to implement this strategy in the Asia-
Pacific region in addition to the existing Indian Act East policy and the American
Pivot to Asia. During Obama’s visit to India in January 2015, the two leaders
presented “US-India Joint Strategic Vision for Asia Pacific and Indian Ocean
Region”? relating to regional security issues. All of these statements were aimed at
countering China.

" H. Pant, and Y. Joshi, “Indo-US relations under Modi: the strategic logic underlying the
embrace,” International Affairs, vol. 93, no. 1 (2017): 141.

28 «Statements by President Obama and Prime Minister Modi of the Republic of India,” The
White House, President Barack Obama, accessed October 12, 2020,
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2015/01/25/statements-president-obama-
and-prime-minister-modi-republic-india
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In recent years, India’s activities in the Asia-Pacific region have been rapidly
gaining momentum. The republic is constantly developing ties with the leading
players in the region — Australia, Japan, South Korea and ASEAN. New Delhi has
begun to move away from the Look East policy which was proclaimed in the early
1990s to the Act East policy, which marked the final turn of India towards the Asia-
Pacific region. During its existence, the Look East policy underwent significant
changes, evolving from economic and diplomatic cooperation with the countries of
Southeast Asia to strategic military ties with the states of the Asia-Pacific region.?
The Act East policy was initiated by the newly elected Prime Minister Narendra
Modi who set a course for dynamically developing cooperation with the countries of
East and Southeast Asia. The transformation of New Delhi’s foreign policy was in
the interests of Barack Obama to strengthen Washington’s position in the APR and
curb the ambitions of the Celestial Empire. Fears about the Chinese threat and the
strategic interests of both countries in the Asia-Pacific region facilitated the
development of US-India cooperation. Moreover, the 2015 National Security
Strategy of the United States put forward the idea of a strategic convergence of the
Act East and the Pivot to Asia policies.®

From May 2014 till January 2017, when the United States and India were headed
by B. Obama and N. Modi, a record number of negotiations, dialogues, and highest-
level summits were held, including four personal meetings of the leaders of the two
countries. During this period, the areas of the US—India cooperation were expanded.
In addition to joint military exercises, trade in military equipment, traditional
cooperation in the fields of defense, atoms for peace, and nuclear non-proliferation,
the countries began to organize joint law enforcement conferences and to develop
joint measures to ensure health security and counter biological threats.** Economic
cooperation was further developed in such areas as civil aviation, technology transfer,
increased investment and trade flows, and public-private partnerships between the
two countries. Development issues became prominent on the agendas of Washington
and New Delhi. They included reducing child mortality, access to drinking water and

2 D. Rajendram, India’s new Asia-Pacific strategy: Modi acts East (Sydney: the Lowy
Institute for International Policy, 2014), 10.

%0 National Security Strategy (Washington: The White House, 2015), accessed August 12,
2020, https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/sites/default/files/docs/2015_national_security
strategy_2.pdf

31 .S, — India Defense Relations Fact Sheet, December 8, 2016,” U.S. Embassy & Consulates
in India, accessed August 20, 2020, https://in.usembassy.gov/u-s-india-defense-relations-fact-sheet-
december-8-2016/
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clean energy, food security, protection of rights and empowerment of Afghan
women.*

Conclusion

Summing up, it should be emphasized that the US leadership began to attach
special importance to the establishment of alliances through the expansion of public
diplomacy after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. The engagement policy
was necessary for Washington to wage the global war against terrorism. In this
context, the White House turned its attention to India, which is of interest to it for a
number of reasons, for example, ideological and geopolitical ones. A sharp turn in the
US-India relations occurred under George W. Bush who managed to bring
cooperation between the two countries to a new level. Despite B. Obama’s attempts
to include India in his Asia-Pacific strategy, he was unable to continue the
constructive policy of his predecessor in the Indian direction until 2014. After
N. Modi took office as Prime Minister of India, relations between the two countries
experienced a new take-off, which led to the expansion of their cooperation.
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