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 There are various generalizations in foreign policy, as in many other spheres of 

human activity. Some have a logical character and reflect a set of criteria and 

correlations, others have an artificial basis and are intended for the implementation of 

certain political and ideological goals. Among the latter there are such definitions as 

"rogue states" and "axis of evil." Both definitions were mostly popular during the 

administration of George W. Bush. In particular, the "axis of evil" primarily implies 

three states: Iran, Iraq and North Korea. This group of countries sought to obtain 

weapons of mass destruction (Iraq already had it), violated human and civil rights, 

provided support to terrorist organizations. David Frum, the author of the "axis of 

evil" concept, explained that this group of countries had a large number of parallels 

with the Axis countries, a military bloc of the Second World War which was under 

the leadership of fascist Germany. 

 Over the next 15 years, the idea of the "axis of evil" is largely obsolete: Iraq is 

no longer under the rule of Saddam Hussein, the DPRK has a nuclear arsenal and 

uses it to achieve its foreign policy goals, Iran signed a Joint Comprehensive Plan of 

Action with the five permanent members of the Council security of the United 

Nations and Germany (5+1 format), what puts its nuclear program under international 

control. Despite partial success in confronting these three states (except DPRK), the 

United States is facing new challenges of a changing world. Problems of the 

beginning of the XXI century were mostly connected with the task of preserving the 

"unipolar moment" in the long term. Now the challenges are caused by the 

transformation of the system of international relations and security, the move towards 

polycentricity, which implies the presence of several strong global players. 



 

 

 In this new environment Washington faces a new group of opponents, which 

impede the realization of its foreign policy goals and ambitions. This is not fully 

applicable to terrorist organizations, international organized crime or environmental 

problems. In recent years, among the countries that openly oppose American foreign 

policy goals, most often allocate Russia, China and all the same Iran and North 

Korea. In the forecast of the US Intelligence Community, The Worldwide Threat 

Assessment
1
, these four countries appear in all types of threats that are associated 

with foreign governments: cyber attacks, nuclear threat, the use of outer space for 

military purposes, threat of electronic warfare and classical espionage. Obviously, 

these challenges are quite real in the modern world. Russia, China, Iran and North 

Korea pursue an independent foreign policy, guided by their national interests and 

ideology, like Washington does. 

 New US National Security Strategy which was published in December 2017
2
, 

identifies a similar range of problems emanating from the same four states. But also it 

describes the "intentions" of these countries. For example, it mentions that Russia and 

China "are determined to make economies less free and less fair, to grow their 

militaries, and to control information and data to repress their societies and expand 

their influence. At the same time, the dictatorships of the Democratic People’s 

Republic of Korea and the Islamic Republic of Iran are determined to destabilize 

regions, threaten Americans and our [american] allies, and brutalize their own 

people". Also it is said that both Moscow and Beijing "want to shape a world 

antithetical to U.S. values and interests. China seeks to displace the United States in 

the Indo-Pacific region, expand the reaches of its state-driven economic model, and 

reorder the region in its favor. Russia seeks to restore its great power status and 

establish spheres of influence near its borders." 
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 The existence of many independent actors implies a difference in their foreign 

policy goals and approaches. At the same time, part of the Washington Establishment 

and the American press makes attempts to generalize contemporary challenges. There 

are expressions are made about a kind of "union of autocracies" or "axis of 

dictatorships" that oppose the "free world." Moreover, some ideologists, for example, 

American neoconservatives, note that if the decisive conflicts of the 20th century 

were the struggle against fascism and then against communism, then the "battle of the 

XXI century" will be between autocracies and democracies. 

 The perception of challenges emanating from four states, Russia, China, Iran 

and North Korea, as from autocracies opposing the US, leads to improper 

generalization of their goals and false understanding of the approaches of each 

country separately. Regardless of the existing forms of rule in these countries (all of 

them are far from the democracies in the classical Western sense), their inclination to 

union with each other (even though the ideologies of all four differ significantly) can 

not be fully justified. 

 Generalization of these four countries is also connected to some cooperation 

between  them. Russia and Iran have a limited partnership to resolve the Syrian 

problem, in which each side has its own motives. The cooperation of both countries 

with China has a long tradition and is largely due to mutual economic interests, which 

is justified by their geographical location as well. In turn, China is the only practical 

trading and economic partner of North Korea, a country that does not participate in 

the global economic system. Beijing needs its stability not so much from its 

ideological considerations, but from national security issues. Collapse of the North 

Korean regime is likely to become a humanitarian catastrophe for the region and in 

the first place for China and South Korea. 

 Russia, China, Iran and DPRK are connected with the United States in sphere 

of international security and especially in the problem of nuclear proliferation. The 

recent experience of signing the "nuclear deal" with Iran in 5+1 format, among other 

things, shows that cooperation between the US, Russia and China is possible. It is 

logical to assume that collective efforts can be applied to solve the North Korean 



 

 

problem without unleashing serious international crises. In turn, grouping four 

countries that have different goals, ideologies and foreign policy approaches together 

may prove counterproductive for solving contemporary international problems. 

 At the same time the US foreign policy approaches are quite obvious in the 

context of the changing world order and, apparently, are aimed at preserving the 

former positions. In the absence of new conceptual approaches, the logic of the 

"unipolar moment" whether it be liberal interventionism or neoconservatism, implies 

a craving for the generalization of existing challenges into ideological constructs. 

 The predominance of the old approaches is also shown in the National Security 

Strategy, which notes a peculiar "Roman style" in the conduct of negotiations. It says: 

"The United States will seek areas of cooperation with competitors from a position of 

strength, foremost by ensuring our [American] military power is second to none and 

fully integrated with our allies and all of our instruments of power." 

 Nowadays Russia and the United States face a number of problems in bilateral 

relations. And other three countries from these "dangerous four" have difficulties in 

relations with the United States also. The civil war and remains of ISIS in Syria, the 

problems associated with the crisis in Ukraine, the disputes over the islands in the 

South China Sea, or the discussion of Russia's interference in the 2016 presidential 

election and etc. provoke the American establishment to divide the world by "black 

and white" principle that can have a negative, cementing impact on US relations and 

countries that are not part of their immediate allies. The United States can be 

understood with its logic as all other actors in the system of international relations. 

And all the actors have a right not to be generalized by ideological or other suitable 

principle in prejudice of their own position and existence. 

  


