Chapter 1
Introduction to Evolving Great
Power Competition at Mid-Decade

By Thomas F. Lynch Il

This introductory chapter situates the volume’s focus on the evolution of strategic
Great Power competition (GPC) at mid-decade of the 2020s. It establishes that
the dominant paradigm of interstate relations since at least 2017 is one of strate-
gic competition among the contemporary three Great Powers: the United States,
China, and Russia. It frames the difference between Great Power competition as
a description of the main feature of modern-international relations and strategic
competition as shorthand for the American foreign policy approach for successful
GPC against its rivals during the first half of the 2020s. The chapter contrasts
Strategic Assessment 2025 with its predecessor volume, Strategic Assessment 2020,
and provide a brief introduction of the book’s 15 chapters. It provides an analyt-
ical evaluation of four topics of relevance to GPC at mid-decade that cannot be
addressed fully in the volume with references to some resources for studying those
subjects: Central Asia, the Arctic, Antarctica, and U.S. homeland security. The
chapter then concludes with a short foreshadowing of four themes underpinning
the remainder of the book: accelerating global domain fragmentation, the grow-
ing importance of the “Global South,” India’s increasingly important role, and the
implications of American foreign policy as a “variable” rather than a ‘constant”
in international affairs."

Backdrop and Relevance

The geostrategic framework of international relations today is one heavily conditioned and
shaped by Great Power competition (GPC) among three rivalrous, globally dominant states:
the United States, China, and Russia. After more than two decades of mainly cooperation
and collaboration, these Great Powers drifted into de facto rivalrous competition at the end
of the 2000s.> By the middle of the 2010s, their undeclared but obvious rivalry intensified
and their major interactions shifted from those of cooperation and collaboration to com-
petition, confrontation, and preparation for potential armed clash.® Fully acknowledged
GPC arrived in late 2017—after a decade of de facto GPC contested by China and Russia
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but poorly understood in Washington—when the United States published a dramatically
new National Security Strategy and declared a formal end to the 25-year era of U.S.-led glo-
balization and proactive, worldwide American democratization initiatives (see figure 1.1).*

The National Security Strategy of December 2017 openly advanced the idea that Amer-
ica and fellow Great Powers, Russia and China, had transitioned formally from more than a
20-year period of collaboration and cooperation into one of permanent competition.” Some
elements of legacy collaboration among the Great Powers persist in selected international
organizations, agencies, and activities, but serious disagreements about strategic goals and
legitimate means to achieve them underpin a structure that features intensifying competi-
tion and greater confrontation than witnessed for decades.®

INSERT TEXTBOX 1 APPROXIMATELY HERE

By 2018, the United States, China, and Russia were engaged in fully-acknowledged,
global Great Power rivalry.” In October 2022, the Joseph Biden administration published
its National Security Strategy. The 2022 update did not reject the Donald Trump strategy
diagnosis of a new geostrategic era of GPC. Instead, the October 2022 strategy accepted it.®
However, the Biden administration did end the Trump administration’s “American First”
policy approach toward GPC that it believed too often resulted in “America alone” effects.
The Biden approach that came to be known in many quarters as “strategic competition.”

Under Biden, strategic competition featured a vigorous program of security, economic,
informational, and diplomatic competition with China and Russia, working closely with
allies and partners against these rivals, and with specific attention to reinvigorating both
American domestic economic competitiveness and the attractiveness of American strategic
partnership. The Biden administration approach believed that the United States would suc-
ceed in competition with China over time by enhancing its domestic competitiveness while
working more closely with friends and partners and avoiding the strategic error of posing
stark, binary choices to would-be partners and friends.’

From 2021 through 2024, the debates about GPC’s relevance to the international geo-
strategic framework subsided. They were replaced by debates about what could be done to
succeed in this strategic competition between large, rivalrous powers. The second Trump
administration entered office with a different view about the best path forward in GPC. The
“Trump 2.0” approach is just emerging in early 2025, but nascent administration activities
suggest that significant change will occur. The new administration indicates that it will ex-
pand and evolve an “America First” agenda with less reliance on American global alliances
and partnerships and focusing more on defending the American homeland and a greater
willingness to broker arrangements that afford today’s Great Power strategic rivals with
primacy in their immediate geographic regions.' One January 2025 analysis forecast that
American strategy in the late 2020s may turn toward one where the United States “is to be
ruthlessly pragmatic about values, tough with allies, and open to deals with opponents”*

Strategic Assessment 2025 explores the evolution of this fully acknowledged strategic
competition among and between the Great Powers at mid-decade. Its insights extend be-
yond those in Strategic Assessment 2020."* Strategic Assessment 2025 extends those early
decade insights as appropriate, adding new analysis when warranted and enhancing reader
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understanding of Great Power strategic competition in an array of critical competitive
categories. Strategic Assessment 2025 chapters feature primary analysis amplifying the re-
ciprocal and dynamic interaction of the policies, strategies, capabilities, and influence of
today’s three Great Powers.

Beneath the surface of these Strategic Assessment 2025 chapters is a historic feature of
multistate GPC: Great Power transition. Great Power transition involves differential state
economic growth rates and the impact on relative power between the states. A transition
of differentiated power levels generates new geostrategic relationships and the formation of
new political and economic entities. One by-product of differential state growth is a high
potential for conflict when a challenger (or challengers) to a dominant country approaches
the stage of relative equivalence of power, and specifically when the challenger is dissatisfied
with the status quo."”

This book proceeds from a historical perspective. The emerging era of GPC, while not
the same as previous eras with three or more competitive Great Powers, now features three
dominant states with robust capabilities in all the major areas of power interactions. Over
the past decade, these states have moved from a phase of generally cooperative and collabo-
rative interactions to those now dominated by competitive and confrontational dynamics.*

As established in Strategic Assessment 2020, throughout history Great Powers display
three conspicuous attributes. They have unusual capabilities in comparison with other
states. They use these capabilities to pursue broad and sustained policy interests beyond
their immediate neighborhood. Therefore, they are perceived by other states to be powerful,
have influence, and are treated accordingly around the world. Each individual criterion
is necessary, but none alone is sufficient. A Great Power is one that clearly meets all three
criteria.

Today the United States, China, and Russia fit the Great Power description. However,
history tells us that this triangular Great Power structure is not durable."” One of these Great
Powers could decline precipitously and fall from status, thereby altering the structure of
global power distribution from three Great Powers to two or even one. Alternatively, an-
other state might amalgamate power capabilities of sufficient quantity and quality to cross
the threshold and become a Great Power.

The number and arrangement of Great Powers in the international system conditions
the global geostrategic environment and frames the policy choices made by these powerful
rivals seeking to maximize individual wealth, influence, and security in conditions of un-
certainty and anarchy.’® Less powerful states retain agency to seek wealth, influence, and
security but within parameters defined by the preferences and the interaction of the Great
Powers."”

Great Powers constantly joust for relative advantage in military stature. They also com-
pete vigorously to amalgamate power and exert influence on other states and in multinational
arrangements and institutions in four additional categories of interstate competition short
of armed conflict: politico-diplomatic, economic, ideological, and informational (see table).

As detailed in chapter 1 of Strategic Assessment 2020, power is best understood as the
“probability that one actor within a social relationship will be in a position to carry out his
own will despite resistance”’® Power has absolute, relative, and transitional properties. At
its essence, power exists in two major dimensions: hard power (or the coercive use of an at-
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tributes like military capabilities economic tools for payoff) and soft power (which includes
cooperative and collaborative interactions that attain influence by attraction—partnered
economic arrangements, ideological appeal, cultural and social engagements, diplomatic
acumen, reciprocal information exchanges, and even military-to-military cooperation).”
Too often confused as merely leveraging military capabilities for coercive outcomes, hard
power also often involves the manipulation of political, social, and especially economic
tools in a coercive manner to attain payoff from another state or entity. Scholars recognize
that viable states—especially Great Powers—exercise smart power: intermixing the coer-
cive aspects of hard power and the persuasion and attraction of soft power to successfully
attain national interests.”® The successful exercise of power to attain effective influence in
the pursuit of national interests, in the face of resistance, and in the context of Great Power
rivals seeking alternative and largely unacceptable objectives with their own power assets is
increasingly at the heart of the evolving GPC among the United States, China; and Russia.
This volume explores the degree to which, in an increasingly rivalrous age, Great Power
coercive influence will prove better at securing Great Power interests than influence by
attraction.

Strategic Assessment 2025 evaluates Great Power competition at mid-decade and proj-
ects the trajectory of major trends in this strategic competition for the remainder of the
decade—through 2030. Its authors—subject matter experts all—explore the most salient
features of strategic GPC over the course of 15 original chapters. In addition to this in-
troductory chapter, one chapter focuses on historical analysis of past trends in multistate
global Great Power competition, two frame the global strategies and power capabilities of
today’s Great Powers, five focus on today’s Great Power competitive posture and power
capabilities in critical functional areas‘and activities, another five focus on evolving GPC in
critical geostrategic regions, and a concluding chapter draws together major insights for the
future of GPC for the remainder of the decade.

Intent, Audience, and Authors

This volume is written to provide a succinct, expert, and nuanced understanding of im-
portant emerging dimensions of GPC at the mid-point of the 2020s. It primarily focuses
on the critical interactions and activities among the United States, China, and Russia. It
simultaneously develops many of the major implications of these interactions for other state
actors and for nonstate actors and processes. Therefore, its analyses and recommendations
mainly are framed for the years from 2025 to 2030. The speed and pace of change in Global
Power relationships and activities will require an update of credible analysis by the dawn
of the 2030s.

Chapter authors—and the book as a whole—provide readers with text, analysis, and
notes that fully reference primary documents and sources. Where primary sources are not
available, the authors cite and then note for reader reference the most prominent and in-
fluential secondary sources and analytical pieces available. The book is designed to enable
each reader to gain access to the best and most relevant writings on the major topics of GPC
at mid-decade.

The book is written with chapters that are short, self-contained for stand-alone use
and that tie back to the central themes of GPC developed in the early chapters (1, 2, 3a, and



Introduction 5

3b). Each chapter and the overall elements of the book’s key findings and conclusions are
written for graduate-level students within professional military institutes, graduate students
in civilian political science and national strategy programs, and mid-to-upper-level career
civil servants in the U.S. interagency community and other security establishments. The
book editor and its authors hope that individual chapters and combinations of chapters will
be of use to students and policy practitioners in both an academic setting and for personal
study and understanding.

The chapter authors include many who have been—and remain today—directly en-
gaged as thought leaders and policymaking pioneers grappling with the emerging contours
of GPC. One author is a regular advisor on matters of strategic competition with the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Director of the Joint Staff Strategic Plans and Policy
Directorate. Three authors have served as a subject matter experts and consultant with U.S.
Cyber Command. Several authors have served across the U.S. military and wider inter-
agency and intelligence organizations as subject matter consultants and red teaming leaders
on China—providing uniquely informed insights on the key dimensions of China’s rise
and interaction on the world stage. Two of the main chapter authors have provided direct
analysis and recommendation about the implications to the U.S. military from the emerg-
ing GPC dynamics across South Asia, the Middle East, and the Indo-Pacific region. Finally,
one chapter author has been a leading public voice for understanding how the competitive
space of social media has become and will continue to evolve as a critical nexus among
Great Powers and their surrogates. Detailed author biographies are provided at the end of
the book.

Each chapter includes original author research, analysis, and insights—much of it
generated from direct contact with senior U:S. government policymakers and other global
security leaders. Some chapters include text drawn from pieces the authors have published
elsewhere in recent years. All chapters feature original, updated analysis and insights for
understanding the mid-decade status and future expectations for GPC from 2025 to 2030.

Major Parts and'Chapter Overviews
This strategic assessment of GPC from 2025 to 2030 is organized into 5 discrete parts and a
total of 15 numbered chapters that include a couplet chapter, chapters 3a and 3b.

The first part frames the analysis found in subsequent chapters and considers insights
from past eras of multistate Great Power competition. It includes this introductory chapter
and chapter 2. This chapter concludes with a short review of four areas of the globe where
GPC is meaningful and evolving but where space limitations prevented a full chapter of
exploration in the book: Central Asia, the Arctic, Antarctica, and the U.S. homeland. It
also establishes four recurring themes found in many of the chapters that follow: increas-
ing global domain fragmentation, the importance of the Global South, India’s emerging
strategic role, and the ongoing change of American foreign policy from a “constant” to a
“variable” in global security calculations.

In chapter 2, author Thomas Lynch takes a focused historical look at three important
subjects for evolving GPC: strategic economic competition during past eras of multistate
GPG; alliance and partnership formation under past conditions of multistate Great Power
rivalry; and historic competition over global rules, norms, organizations and institutions.
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Chapter 2 describes how Great Power rivals in history have jousted over access to vital eco-
nomic resources and at the same time struggled with the balance between state control and
growth-inspiring free market forces. It examines how intensifying GPC in an era of multi-
ple rivals inevitably generates fragmentation in a globalized economic domain and across
the multiple domains of state-to-state interactions. It reviews how Great Power choice and
management of strategic partners and close allies matter historically to successful compe-
tition in an era of multistate Great Power rivals. Chapter 2 concludes with a description
of how increasingly public Great Power disagreements about the proper framework and
standards for the conduct of international interactions demonstrate a historically resonant
pattern where intensifying Great Power rivalries fragment once collaborative interactions
appear too threatening to the strategic aims of jousting rivals.

The second book part evaluates the overarching, global dynamics of GPC at mid-de-
cade. It features two couplet chapters that roughly align with a similar pairing in chapters
3a and 3b of Strategic Assessment 2020.

Chapter 3a of Strategic Assessment 2025 analyzes the evolving.strategies and policy
trajectories preferred by today’s three Great Powers. It also analyzes India, explaining New
Delhi’s conspicuous status in the global Great Power rivalryeven though not yet a Great
Power itself. Thomas Lynch, Jeffrey Mankoft, and Phillip Saunders describe the evolution of
American, Chinese, and Russian strategies in the early 2020s and then forecast how these
might be expected to adapt over the rest of the decade. They conclude with an evaluation
of the prospects for durable alliances and partnerships between the rivals and demonstrate
that distinct dissimilarities in long-term visions and objectives make it hard to envision
a lasting combination of any two Great Powers beyond a temporary period of strategic
vulnerability.

Chapter 3b extends the work in.chapter 3a by examining contemporary GPC from
the perspective of state power assets and the tools available to the three Great Power states
at mid-decade and anticipated by 2030—evaluating their objective means to achieve the
strategic goals covered in‘chapter 3a. Lynch, Mankoff, and Saunders establish the individual
power capabilities possessed by each Great Power in the areas of diplomacy and politics,
ideology, information management, military strength, and economic strength. They then
offer analytical assessments of where each Great Power’s capabilities are trending, how they
compare, and how they might be expected to evolve before 2030. The authors evaluate the
relative change in power balance among the three Great Powers and assess the degree to
which power postures may enable successful attainment of the main Great Power strategic
objectives sketched in chapter 3a.

The third part of the book focuses on critical functional areas and activities, evaluating
Great Power strategic competition in innovation, cyberspace, outer space, weapons of mass
destruction, and global climate sustainability.

In chapter 4, T.X. Hammes begins this five-chapter segment with specific attention to
Great Power competition in the areas of innovation, key technologies, and advanced man-
ufacturing. Hammes demonstrates how at mid-decade, especially China and the United
States are now fully engaged in intensifying competition over technology-driven innova-
tion—and advanced manufacturing—believing that these are key determinants of future
economic and military power. The chapter lays out all Great Power plans to drive strate-
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gically important innovation—and especially key disruptive technologies. Demonstrating
that Russia’s aspirations have fallen far behind its rivals, Hammes describes the 10 key tech-
nologies China aims to dominate, the 18 critical technologies emphasized in U.S. strategic
plans, and evaluates how each state is doing in its aspirations at mid-decade. He concludes
with recommendations for the most appropriate U.S. approach to anchor its competitive
strengths and mitigate its weaknesses.

Chapter 5 looks directly at the emerging impact of artificial intelligence (AI), quan-
tum computing, and 5G wireless technologies for modern GPC. Richard Andres updates
and extends his analysis in chapter 6 of Strategic Assessment 2020. He offers mid-decade
observations that the United States and China intensified their overt competition for fu-
ture dominance in Al; massive data collection; and the control of cybercommunication on
land, at sea, in the air, and in outer space. Andres demonstrates that China remains fully
committed to extending and expanding its mid-decade advantages over the United States
in capturing the global 5G wireless market, the “pull” of global big data for use in quantum
computing and Al programs, and the dissemination of Al information for the maintenance
of Chinese Communist Party dominance at home and increasingly abroad. The chapter ex-
plains why the United States must work smarter to prevent China from dominating global
information flows and Al application by 2030 or risk an outcome that could enable China
to attain a clear advantage in its strategy to replace the United States globally.

Chapter 6 describes how intensifying Great Power commercial and security postures
on outer space will crystallize a second space race mainly between the United States and
China before the end of the 2020s. John Hickman of Berry College describes the trajec-
tory of explosive growth in Great Power outer space assets—mainly those of China and the
United States but also some second-tier powers—anticipated over the coming half decade.
This expansion will intensify Great Power space rivalries in near earth orbit due to cer-
tain overcrowding by small satellite constellations there. It will also intensify Great Power
competition in cislunar space—and especially regarding the lunar south pole. Hickman
explains how Russia will‘decline in stature, effectively becoming one of the junior allies in
Chinese outer space aspirations. The chapter explains how second space race dynamics will
differ from the first space race between the United States and Soviet Union in several ways,
but most crucially in that it will be sustained over a longer period—a marathon and not
a sprint—with the ultimate status of GPC in outer space undecided until sometime after
2030.

Chapter 7 focuses on weapons of mass destruction and strategic deterrence in the
emerging era of GPC. William Eliason, Thomas Lynch, and Ryan Celski explain the tra-
jectory of Great Power interactions during the early 2020s that have increased the risk of
nuclear war to the highest it has been since the end of the Cold War. They identify the
factors and forces that have largely collapsed the rules, norms, treaties, and protocols that
constrained the development and use of nuclear weapons for the past several decades. The
chapter explains how Russia’s nuclear drills and threats to use them in the Ukrainian con-
flict, China’s rejection of strategic nuclear arms control talks, and the U.S. flirtation with a
return to nuclear testing each have had a role in collapsing the institutions, rules, and ta-
boos that have prevented the use of nuclear weapons since the bombing of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki in 1945. The authors establish that the challenge of deterring strategic attack—
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nuclear or conventional—confronts unprecedented challenges in the dynamic mid-decade
multipolar GPC environment. They explain how the once unthinkable dynamic integrated
national missile defense and a more complex view of deterrence must take hold in the re-
mainder of the decade to meet the grave and growing challenge of strategic security and
stability.

Chapter 8 evaluates the impact that GPC will have on environmental instability. Jeremy
Mathis and Natalle Cawston-Gibson of Georgetown University examine the interplay be-
tween the processes of environmental instability and GPC among the United States, China,
and Russia. They explain how each Great Power has competing interests and strategies for
addressing both the causes and effects of environmental instability and approaches the issue
through the lens of national security and strategic advantage. After analyzing three critical
regions of the world where collective efforts to stabilize the environment appear vital, the
chapter explains why the future of global environmental stability depends on-whether the
Great Powers can balance their competition with the imperative to address accelerating
global instability collaboratively. It also indicates that at mid-decade, the prospects for vital
enhancements in Great Power collaboration to mitigate environmental instability remain
highly uncertain.

The fourth part of Strategic Assessment 2025 features five chapters that examine se-
lected geostrategic regions where intensifying GPC shapes the future of global security and
stability. The first two look in some detail at the Indo-Pacific region and Europe. The final
three chapters focus explicitly on the Global South. The Global South features multiple
regions largely comprised of lesser-developed countries. In these regions, the Great Pow-
ers have been intensifying their competitive struggle over the future of international rules,
norms, procedures and organizations.

Chapter 9 looks at the Indo-Pacific competitive space—perhaps the most conten-
tious geopolitical region in the GPC era at mid-decade—including Europe. Thomas Lynch
and Joel Wuthnow describe the intensifying the divergence of strategic interests between
America’s Free and Open Indo-Pacific vision and China’s Community of Common Destiny
framework and how Russia’s growing alignment with China affects the strategic standoft.
They describe China’s growing regional military footprint and its strong economic advan-
tage over the United States across most of the Indo-Pacific but lay out how Washington’s
diversification of alliances and partnerships around the region during the early 2020s has
complicated China’s strategic calculus there. The chapter discusses four potential flash-
points for direct Great Power war in this vast region: over Taiwan, in the South China Sea,
in‘the East China Sea, and across the disputed Sino-Indian Himalayan border. It establishes
the important role of India to understanding the future trajectory of competition in the
region given New Delhi’s complex, three-way relations with the Great Powers there. The
authors establish that despite great and growing regional tensions, there are opportunities
for collaboration among the Great Power rivals in the region. These require the establish-
ment of military-to-military confidence-building measures, communications structures,
and guardrails to assure that Beijing and Moscow understand that accommodation of con-
tinuing U.S. presence is a better choice than conflict.

Chapter 10 takes a direct and comparative look at Europe, examining the consequences
of the Russian-Ukraine war and the role of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
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in GPC. Liana Fix and Ben Harris of the Council on Foreign Relations develop the abrupt
way European relations with the Great Powers were upended from 2020 to 2024. They de-
scribe how Moscow’s brazen invasion of Ukraine on the heels of European frustrations
with Chinese opacity and brusque diplomacy during the COVID-19 pandemic radically al-
tered European relations with the three Great Powers. The chapter describes how Europe at
mid-decade is at the point where it is actively supporting Ukraine’s war of self-defense and
largely decoupled from once extensive connectivity to Russia, de-risking from China after
decades of intensifying economic interactions and embracing a closer relationship with the
United States while wary of American backsliding after the 2024 Presidential elections. The
authors explain why greater European friction with China, security pushback against Rus-
sia, and geostrategic integration with the United States and the Americas seemed the most
likely course for Europe before the second Trump administration. Then they speculate on
what growing frictions in the transatlantic relationship may mean for yet another turn in
European foreign policy toward Russia, China, and the United States before the end of the
decade.

Chapter 11 is the first of three chapters focusing on the Global South. Thomas Lynch
addresses the mid-decade status and future trajectory of GPC in South and Southeast Asia
and across the Indian Ocean region. He describes how increasing Chinese presence and
influence in almost every country there makes the U.S.-China and the China-India rival-
ries most salient both in terms of risks and opportunities. Russian interests matter but are
complicated by Moscow’s long-standing relationship with New Delhi and the expectation
that their bilateral strategic partnership should moderate some of the worst animus of
the Sino-Indian security dilemma in the Himalayas and across the Indian Ocean region.
Lynch describes how—Ilike in the western Indo-Pacific arena—Japan and Australia matter
to the contest of power and interests between the United States and China across South and
Southeast Asia for the remainder of the decade.

Chapter 12 continues an examination on the Global South by discussing GPC effects
on Africa and the Middle East. Thomas Lynch, Jeffrey Mankoff, and Dawn Murphy demon-
strate how the Great Powers are engaged in an intense and dynamic competition across these
regions with varying degrees of success. The chapter establishes that Russia and China are
pursuing different strategies toward Africa but share a convergent goal of bolstering author-
itarian regimes and undermining U.S. and European influence on the continent. Through
commercial, financial, and military engagement, China and Russia aim to accelerate a grav-
itational shift in Africa from the West to the East. The authors demonstrate that Beijing at
mid-decade features Africa and the Middle East in its efforts to reshape the global system to
advance China’s national interests and set standards in digital governance and data security
as well as telecommunications, artificial intelligence, quantum computing, and other ad-
vanced technologies. They establish why and how the United States might move to counter
the important Chinese initiatives in these contiguous regions, noting that the limitations in
American power suggest that Washington might only compete successfully if it can sustain
and enliven partnerships, including those with Europe and India, to provide alternatives to
lavish Chinese financial advances and pernicious Chinese propaganda.

Chapter 13 is the final chapter on the Global South. It concludes the fourth part of the
book with an analysis of GPC across Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) at mid-de-
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cade. Douglas Farah and Marianne Richardson of IBI Associates demonstrate how China
has begun to turn two decades of economic and infrastructure development programs into
political influence operations and venues for future potential military access. They also de-
tail how Russia refurbished and upgraded its Cold War regional disinformation operations
and military support activities with modern technologies and processes. The chapter ob-
serves that Washington has just begun to recognize that it cannot take LAC for granted.
They observe that the United States retains an array of advantages to counter Chinese and
Russian gains in LAC—those that are unilateral and in partnership with Europe and Japan.
Properly applied, these advantages can safeguard LAC adherence to post-World War II
rules, norms, and procedures that Chinese and Russian investments and influence aimto
change.

The fifth and final part of the book features a one-chapter conclusion examining the
likely trajectory of GPC from 2025 to 2030. In chapter 14, Thomas Lynch moves beyond
the analysis of previous chapters and extends them into a comprehensive mosaic about the
future of GPC for the remained of the 2020s. He asserts that the Sino-American rivalrous
dyad will intensify as China and the United States vigorously contest global rules, norms,
and procedures in a competition that will fragment global economic, diplomatic, and
communications domains but not yet produce fully siloed interstate blocs. This will drive
accelerating deglobalization and fragmentation across an array of economic, diplomatic,
communications, and social-cultural domains that have been interconnected over the past
30 years. He forecasts that although Russian power certainly will decline, it will retain Great
Power status and witness Beijing and Washington joust to gain most from accelerating Rus-
sian descent. China will continue growth in relative strategic power but at a slower pace.
The United States will experience a decelerating relative power decline as it limits Chinese
access to global markets and high-end technologies. India will accelerate an ascent toward
Great Power status without attaining it but with an increasingly prominent role arbitrating
GPC especially in the Global South. The Global South will emerge as a fulcrum for compe-
tition over the future shape and scope of the international order.

Finally, this bookfeatures two appendices. The first is a selected bibliography of critical
documents, books, and articles featured in and culled from the individual book chapters.
The second appendix is an original, online-only selected database compiled in the research
for this volume titled Contemporary Great Power Dynamics. This modest index of very
focused data provides readers with a ready reference for nine of the most significant quan-
titative indicators of relative state status: gross domestic product (GDP), GDP per capita,
Composite Index of National Capability, population, birthrate, level of industrialization,
percentage of global financial markets, and innovation rank. Each indicator is provided
for the three contemporary Great Powers and five other states. This data is measured for
seven different years between 1980 and 2030. Some of this data is assimilated and provides
insights found in chapter 3b of the book. This appendix is intended as a one-stop reader
resource for follow-on investigations and as a living document that will be updated peri-
odically by the research team in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National
Defense University. The Contemporary Great Power Dynamics index is available at https://
XXXXXXXX (TF).
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Summary and Forthcoming Themes

The chapters that follow are generated as standalone products. The major conclusions
from each are summarized in the chapter abstracts. Resonant insights from them also are
captured in extracts found in the fronting material titled “Summary of Key Findings” (pp.
xx-xx). Four of these resonant insights stand out as major themes that transcend most book
chapters. Readers should be attentive to these themes as introduced here:

= the acceleration of global domain fragmentation

» the increasing importance of the Global South

= India’s growing role

= the movement of U.S. foreign policy from a “constant” to a “variable”

Each of these themes is briefly profiled below.

Global Domain Fragmentation

Key domains underpinning the post-Cold War international order have been undergoing
deglobalization for the better part of a decade. The fragmentation of interlocking global
supply chains was catalyzed by the evolution of modernized production techniques and
the relative cheapness of “home-shoring” for manufacturing. The COVID-19 pandemic’s
worldwide trade disruption and related adjustments during the first half of the 2020s ac-
celerated this process of global economic fragmentation. Targeted tariffs and trade barriers
reinforced technological and political impetus for supply chain “derisking” and moved
much of the world inexorably away from global interaction and toward fragmented trade
in various subregions. Similarly, Great Power disagreements over the benefits and risks
of a globally accessible Internet fragmented the cyberspace domain. Cyberspace was de-
veloped, enabled, and managed during the unique era of American unipolar dominance
where the United States was primarily focused on generation of global connectivity and
wealth creation. By the early 2020s, rivalrous Great Powers were using cyberspace tools
in an increasingly coercive manner to gain strategic advantage.”! At mid-decade the world
had fragmented into three distinct cyber domains: a highly manipulated and coercive one
preferred by Russia; a tightly constrained, mostly closed, self-interested one preferred by
China; and-an open and free one preferred by the United States and its partners.” The sim-
ilar trade and cyberspace patterns of once-interlocking global domains fragmenting under
pressure is.a consistent feature of past eras of GPC.” Thus, the fragmentation of globalized
activities and processes that have been a hallmark of the post-Cold War liberal interna-
tional order must be expected to continue for the remainder of the decade, spreading into
multiple domains including, but not limited to, seaborn transportation, aerial transporta-
tion, and outer space interactions.

The Increasing Importance of the Global South.

The term Global South refers to countries around the world that are alternatively described
as “developing,” “less developed,” or “underdeveloped” Many of them are in the Southern
Hemisphere. Most are in Africa and Latin America. Another grouping is found in South
and Southeast Asia and the Pacific Island Nations (see figure 1.2).* At mid-decade the
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Great Powers are increasingly referencing this construct in their strategic writing and pol-
icy formulations. China explicitly speaks of its mission in the Global South and how it
has a unique role to play in “South-South relations” to end the unfair treatment of these
countries endemic in the U.S./Western-led international order.® Russian foreign policy at
mid-decade courts the Global South to avoid increasingly harmful Western sanctions and
to de-Westernize the global order. U.S. foreign relations during the Biden administration
turned increasing attention to the intensifying strategic competition in the Global South,
especially with China. The Biden administration referred to the cluster of Global South
states to be at risk from China’s assertion of an alternative vision for global governance that
will alter the U.S.-led global order into a better “value proposition” for the developing coun-
tries there.”” While it is unclear that a second Trump administration will sustain Biden’s
intent to compete vigorously with China and Russia across the Global South for preser-
vation of the norms, rules, and procedures at the center of U.S.-led international order, it
is certain that Russia and especially China will exploit any U.S. absence there to generate

support for its vision of a global order “with Chinese characteristics’?

INSERT TEXTBOX 2 APPROXIMATELY HERE

India’s Growing Role

At mid-decade, India is not a Great Power and unlikely to become one anytime soon.
However, India has outsized presence and influence at the center of many Great Power in-
teractions.” India is a strategic rival with China while at the same time a deeply intertwined
trading partner with Beijing. India maintains a long-standing friendship with Russia
and treats Moscow as a valued strategic partner with special attention to the degree that
Moscow might deter China from bullying India when Delhi and Beijing disagree. This gives
New Delhi influence and cache in the Kremlin. Over the past decade, India and the United
States have drawn into an ever-closer strategic partnership—one that New Delhi leverages
in its rivalry with China but not to the degree that provokes negative reactions from Beijing
or Moscow. Beijing and New Delhi intensely vie to be the Global South’s champion. Each
advances a different vision for the future of the international order and its case for primacy.
While China touts the need for these regions to benefit from “true multilateralism” and
more “globally beneficial globalization with Chinese characteristics,” India urges the states
of these regions and the multilateral organization of Association of Southeast Asian Nations
to strive for an elevated international status for the common interest of all.*® All told, India
is.a rising middle state with both strategic autonomy and an independent role to play in
shaping the manner and degree to which the three Great Powers vie for geostrategic power
and influence over the rest of the decade.”

American Foreign Policy as a Variable Rather Than a Constant

American foreign policy from the beginning of the Cold War sustained several basic prem-
ises independent of the political party or temperament of the President in the White House.
At its base, this foreign policy emphasized promoting global democracy and human rights,
favoring free trade with limited exceptions, maintaining a strong military with a global pres-
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ence, building and sustaining military and diplomatic alliances and strategic partnerships,
supporting international institutions, and engaging the world with programs including for-
eign aid, diplomatic outreach, and military interventions, as necessary.*

But American consensus on these premises began to wane in the early 2010s, well be-
fore the political career of Donald Trump.*® Many ordinary Americans found the bruising
and inconclusive American interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq as costly and counter-
productive.*® An increasing number in the American polity grew weary of the burdens
of American global leadership and questioned the value of a sustained foreign policy
consensus.” Historian Hal Brands observed in early 2017 that this struggle for the “soul
of American foreign policy” had found a vessel in the views of newly elected President
Trump.* America’s allies and partners confronted a vastly different American President and
foreign policy from 2017 to 2020—one mistrustful of alliances, wary of free trade dogma,
open to diplomacy without ideological preconditions, and focused on an “America First”
mantra. Their faith and trust in the constant of American global engagement and leadership
waivered but remained largely intact.”

From 2021 to 2024, the Biden administration projected the return of American foreign
policy constancy featuring deep interaction with allies and partners and a resolve in Wash-
ington to take the lead in bearing foreign policy burdens and absorbing collective security
costs. Many concluded that as President Biden stated, “America was back”—meaning that
U.S. foreign policy and security strategy would not become a variable in their national cal-
culations as America’s leadership had returnedto the kind of global partner it had been
since the end of World War I1.® Whatever the specific manifestations of a second Trump
administration’s post-2025 foreign policy and security initiatives, the U.S. 2024 Presidential
election disabused many global assumptions about the enduring core of American foreign
policy.

A plurality of American voters selected the Presidential candidate who reflected a wea-
riness with the burdens of international leadership, skepticism in the value of global human
rights and democracy promotion, belief in global trade as less a “win-win” exercise and
more of a zero-sum game, and so forth. The American voter choice for this atypical ap-
proach to U.S. foreign policy in two of the past three Presidential election cycles was now
seen across the world as a feature, not an aberration.”” America’s global partners, and its
Great Power rivals, confronted a new reality: American foreign policy could no longer be
considered a constant in their own national plans and strategic activities, but rather a vari-
able, subject to change from American administration to administration.”” This change of
American foreign policy will have significant ramifications for the conduct of GPC during
the remainder of the 2020s and well into the 2030s.

Important GPC Topics Without Individual

Book Chapters: A Summary

As was the case in Strategic Assessment 2020, there is no possible way for this single volume
to cover full array of topics that might be addressed in an exhaustive assessment of strategic
Great Power competition at mid-decade. There are varied and interesting topics involving
GPC that will not fit these pages as standalone chapter contributions. Many such topics are
mentioned in context within the various book chapters. Among the topics of interest but
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without specific chapters, four merit special reader attention. Three focus on geographic re-
gions of GPC: Central Asia, the Arctic, and Antarctica. One focuses on the functional area
of U.S. homeland security. This first chapter flags some of the key dynamics between today’s
Great Powers in these four topic areas. Admittedly, space limitations constrain the degree
of detail found in these short sections. Therefore, each segment features detailed notes that
alert readers to many important reference sources that could provide a point of departure
for more detailed exploration of GPC in these contested arenas at mid-decade.

GPC in Central Asia

Central Asia runs from the Caspian Sea in southwestern Europe to the northeastern
boundary of western China and Mongolia. It is traditionally thought of as consisting of
five countries: Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan (see fig-
ure 1.3). All established independence from the collapsed Soviet Union in the early 1990s
but quickly found themselves at the crossroads of post-Cold War political, economic, and
security dynamics.

Moscow considered the newly independent “Stans” as an element of Russia’s legitimate
sphere of influence. Afflicted by the realities of distance and an absence of U.S.-Central
Asia historic linkages, Washington demonstrated little interest there in the early 1990s save
for some American oil and gas conglomerate companies-that explored options for resource
extraction during that decade before confronting roadblocks from reticent authoritarian
leaders and growing political risk due to metastasizing regional terrorist groups. After Sep-
tember 11, 2001, Washington viewed Central Asia through the prism of its “war on terror”
and interacted there mainly for the purpose of resupplying counterterrorism and counter-
insurgency operations in Afghanistan. China possessed the vision but lacked the power to
shape a more friendly and pliant region at the beginning of the 1990s—and Beijing also was
cautious about provoking Moscow with its interest in the newly independent states

By the mid-2000s a de facto competition between the three Great Powers was joined
in Central Asia, but its parameters were always asymmetric and destined for change once
American regional counterterrorism presence waned, Russias economic influence declined,
and Chinas economic growth and security interests grew.

China’s impact across Central Asia expanded in the late 1990s, accelerated into the
2000s, and became a juggernaut in the 2010s. China amassed the technological know-how
and the investment capital that enabled it to assert an increasingly dominant presence in
the Central Stans.*! The region hosted the “coming out” party for China’s worldwide eco-
nomic and infrastructure development prowess when President Xi Jinping made his 2013
announcement inaugurating global infrastructure program known as Belt and Road Initia-
tive in Kazakhstan.*? As Chinese diplomatic presence and economic influence grew at rapid
pace, Beijing worked to stay collegial with Moscow while asserting its own interests across
the Central Asian region.

Chinese interests in Central Asia are best understood as featuring three overarching
objectives. The first two are interrelated and involve China’s ongoing quest for growth in
relative power vis-a-vis the United States and its belief that the creation of continental trade
routes free from U.S./Western interference will accelerate that rise. A third features China’s
quest to maintain stability and security along its western border with special attention to
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the threats that global Salafi Muslim insurgent and terrorist groups pose should they gain
a toe hold with the Uighur Muslim minority group in Xinxiang Province.” Beijing estab-
lished the multilateral Shanghai Cooperation Organization security partnership in 2001 as
a counterterrorism framework welcoming Moscow as a partner but with clear ambitions
to be more predominant in the Central Asian security space.* China works directly with
Pakistan, and since 2021, with the Afghan Taliban government in Kabul to augment its
antiterrorism efforts across Central Asia.

Moscow has consistently conveyed its intent to preserve Central Asia as a zone of its
“near abroad” where it has privileged influence.” Russia works through two main organi-
zations to sustain its historic influence there: the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU) and
the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO).* For 30 years, Russia used the fear
of terrorism to assert its role as the security guarantor across Central Asia.*” The Russian
military maintains bases in Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan and extensive infrastructure in Ka-
zakhstan, although these were drawn down partially after 2022 to fulfill military manpower
and equipment needs in Ukraine.*

Russia’s war in Ukraine exacerbated tensions in its relationsacross Central Asia. States
in the region distanced themselves from Russian integration projects. In October 2022,
Kyrgyzstan canceled military exercises on its territory that were due to be held by the Mos-
cow-led CSTO. In December 2022, Uzbek President Shavkat Mirziyoyev postponed a visit
to Bishkek to avoid meeting Vladimir Putin there. Throughout 2022 to 2024, many Central
Asian states felt alienated from Moscow’s EAEU and began focus on non-Russian economic
and cultural projects. Beyond the ubiquitous Chinese projects, these increasingly involved
the Organization of Turkic States—a development that increased Tiirkiye’s influence at the
expense of Russia’s while at the same time enhancing Beijing’s relative regional posture
vis-a-vis Moscow.” The mainstay of Russian influence in Central Asia is the relationship of
trust between the countries’ political elites.”® So at mid-decade, Russia’s geopolitical inter-
ests in Central Asia remained significant, and Moscow retained the diplomatic and political
tools necessary to safeguard them but with notably less economic traction or security cred-
ibility to offset growing Chinese presence and activity than it possessed there at the dawn
of the 2020s.

After the U.S: withdrawal from Afghanistan in mid-2021, Central Asian perception
of the United States moved from curious but wary to indifferent. From early 2022, public
opinion there described the United States as a transient and opportunistic foreign power.*!
At the same time, Central Asian state leaders see the benefit of having a Great Power friend
in‘the United States that is powerful but not a threat. Then U.S. Secretary of State, Antony
Blinken, visited the region in late 2023 with an effort to rekindle Central Asian engagement
focused on U.S.-encouraged ventures strengthening regional civil societies and initiating
public-private commercial initiatives around the region.”” But American investments in the
region—generally limited to the tens of millions of dollars range—do not come close to the
billion dollar packages offered by China, France, the United Arab Emirates, and other Gulf
states. Moreover, the early 2025 Trump administration cancellation of U.S. Agency for In-
ternational Development programs worldwide eliminated the main vehicle for the limited
American investment initiatives across Central Asia.** Combined, America’s mid-decade
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profile in Central Asia indicated that it would not be in a favorable position for meaningful
influence or strategic competitive advantage there for the remainder of the decade.

Central Asia is increasingly captive of Chinese preferences for economics, policy, and
security. By the late 2010s, China established economic dominance across the region and
dominated the norms and protocols for brick-and-mortar infrastructure advancement and
soft/cyber infrastructure standards and norms. While continuing to respect Russia’s historic
role as a privileged power in Central Asia, China sought to carefully cultivate relationships
with Central Asian republics that deepen its engagement in the region. The competition be-
tween Russia and China in Central Asia includes both rivalry and cooperation. Russia and
China seek to keep the United States, the West, and democracy out of the region, maintain
stability, and pursue economic benefits.”® Russia seeks to maintain its historical influence
through security alliances and economic integration, while China leverages economic in-
vestments and infrastructure development to expand its presence.” This-delicate bilateral
balance appears durable unless Beijing perceives a growing uptick in regional terrorist
threats that Russia’s Ukrainian preoccupation would leave Moscow unable to suppress. That
form of insecurity could witness China stepping into a sphere where Russia has historically
played the primary role, propelling a largely collaborative relationship in Central Asia to-
ward a more contentious one where southern Russia and western China meet.”’

GPC in the Arctic

At mid-decade, the geopolitical importance of the Arctic region is taking on new contours
as the Russia-Ukraine war dragged on and polar ice melted at an accelerating rate. Climate
surveys indicated that the Arctic Ocean may witness its first nearly ice-free summer by
2030. By 2050, the Northern Sea Route (NSR) atop Russia is expected to be one of the
most efficient shipping paths between'Asia and Europe. The Arctic holds abundant natural
resources, including oil, gas, minerals, and fish, with its untapped oil and gas reserves esti-
mated to comprise about 25 percent of the world’s undiscovered resources.

The Russian-Ukraine war severely damaged Arctic state relations and highlighted crit-
ical fault lines between Russia and NATO-allied states. Russia’s intensifying alignment with
China since February 2022 moved Moscow and Beijing into a new place in their thinking
about a collective future in the Arctic. The United States and its European NATO allies
began weighing many cooperative options to address Russia’s growing Arctic interactions
with China during the early 2020s. Then, President Trump entered office suggesting that he
may prefer to assert unilateral U.S. strategic presence in the Arctic by acquiring Greenland
and absorbing Canada as the 51 state.”®

Until recently, the Arctic was a region where cooperation and collaboration to meet the
challenges of climate change was at the fore. Historically, the Arctic represented a model of
cooperation among the eight circumpolar nations. This included coordinated efforts that
dated back to 1996 among the Arctic Council states—Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland,
Norway, Russia, Sweden, and the United States—to standardize search-and-rescue opera-
tions, environmental protection, and the prevention of illegal fishing in the Arctic, among
other issues. But by the mid-2010s, the Arctic emerged as another venue for GPC. Then in
March 2022, the other members of the Arctic Council suspended Russia over its war with
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Ukraine, leaving Moscow to seek new partners to develop the region. Among its Arctic
suitors, China loomed. Thus, at mid-decade, the Arctic emerged as venue for intensifying
GPC and one that seems destined to take center stage during the 2030s.

The Arctic’s natural gas and energy reserves are concentrated in Russia’s northern ter-
ritories. These were reserves that European countries aspired to tap for their main their
energy supply through trading relations with Russia. The Russia-Ukraine war and Europe’s
reaction dashed these aspirations and led to greater Russian collaboration with China to
develop and sell its Arctic resources and assets. From February 2022, and especially after
President Xi’s visit to Moscow in March 2023, China turned Russia’s rupture with Europe
into its own 30-year agreement on Sino-Russian energy exports from Siberia and the Arc-
tic.” Beijing also secured other arrangements for deeper bilateral cooperation with Russia
in the Arctic. At the same time, Moscow stopped short of accepting China’s claim to be
a “near-Arctic state,” denying that Beijing has any inherent Arctic rights independent of
Russian interests.®

Russias Arctic policy is based on defending its sovereignty there and unlocking the
region’s economic potential for domestic advantage. Russia wishes to commercialize the
Arctic with a focus on oil and gas exploration and the creation of a Russian controlled NSR
as Arctic ice recedes. The Kremlin treats the route as a domestic maritime transportation
corridor and thus views Russian military presence as key to its sovereign control.®’ Well
prior to its full Ukraine invasion, Russia made the Arctic a focal point of its military mod-
ernization efforts, leading to a steady buildup of Russian forces there featuring a Russian
Arctic fleet with sophisticated military technology.* Among its initiatives, Russia modern-
ized its fleet of more than 50 icebreakers with 5 new, heavier, nuclear-powered ones that
began fielding with the first two in 2021 and 2022.% Russias Arctic military buildup con-
tinued even after its 2022 adventure into Ukraine and built further as NATO added Arctic
states Finland and Sweden to membership in 2023-24. These dynamics increased risks of a
potential military conflict between Russia and NATO in the Arctic as a spillover from the
war in Ukraine. Fortunately; such a clash did not occur before 2025.

Enticed by prospects of a shorter, quicker shipping route from the Pacific to the Atlan-
tic, a “Polar Silk Road,” China secured observer status in the Arctic Council in 2013 and
established several agreements with Arctic nations for joint research and commercial en-
deavors across the high north.% Then China published a 2018 white paper on Arctic policy
arguing the area to be a multinational arena and claiming China as a “near Arctic state”®
Beijing has actively pursued its right to scientific research, navigation, overflight, fishing,
laying of submarine cables and pipelines, and resource exploration in the Arctic region.
China also demonstrated the desire to become a stakeholder on the NSR, participate re-
source exploitation in the Arctic, and secure robust connectivity to Russia’s Arctic holdings.
As of mid-decade, China operates several scientific research stations in the region and has
added two icebreakers to its fleet, which are capable of clearing paths for merchant ships in
northern latitudes. China’s Arctic-focused projects include building more icebreakers on
its own and in partnership with Russia and generating polar capable liquified natural gas
container ships. China has undertaken scientific expeditions to the Arctic that have both ci-
vilian and military applications. The presence of Chinese ocean observation sonar stations
in the Arctic for scientific research are viewed as a dual-use threat.*



18 Lynch

In mid-2023, a regular Sino-Russian Arctic shipping corridor officially launched along
the NSR between Russia’s northern ports and Chinese ones. In all, 80 voyages including
cargo ships, cruise ships, and oil tankers reached Chinese ports via that Arctic waterway
during 2023.% The early 2020s also observed China, in partnership with Russia, assert a
more muscular claim to military and security operations in and around the Arctic region—
to include those waters adjacent to the United States. In August 2023, a fleet of 11 Russian
and Chinese warships sailed from the Sea of Japan through the Bering Strait into the Pacific
Ocean, passing close to the U.S.-held Aleutian Islands off the Alaskan coast. In 2024, China
sent four naval vessels close to U.S. waters off Alaska and flew nuclear-capable bombers in
a joint exercise with Russian planes just off the U.S. air defense identification zone there
and close to the Arctic. The United States took note of—and publicly expressed increasing
concern with—the lack of clarity and increasing intensity of in Chinese and Russian joint
strategic activities in and around the Arctic (see figure 1.4).

Prior to 2020, U.S. Arctic strategy focused on preserving a cooperative status quo that
minimized competing territorial claims and maximized international cooperation on issues
such as climate change and scientific research. The Biden administration’s 2022 National
Strategy for the Arctic Region focused on the areas of security; climate change and environ-
mental protection, sustainable economic development, and international cooperation and
governance. It emphasized the role of close alliances and partnerships in safeguarding these
interests.®® At the same time, the Biden administration recognized that increasing Russian
military presence in the Arctic and China’s Polar Silk Road ambitions meant that it must
begin emphasizing military readiness, infrastructure, and NATO collaboration there.® Like
the NSR in the Russian Arctic, melting polar ice along the Arctic’s Northwest Passage from
Alaska over Canada and into the Atlantic Ocean made it increasingly viable for commercial
traffic. The potential for multi-month shipping opportunities and natural resource access
there generated a greater sense of urgency for the United States, Canada, and the European/
NATO states to better align their national security, economic, and environmental goals.”

This proved easier said than done. As of mid-decade, America and its Western cir-
cumarctic partners had not yet agreed on the fundamental nature of Arctic strategic goals,
the relationship between NATO and the defense of Western interests in the Arctic, or the
degree to which economic interests should relate to climate management ones.”” With only
two aging icebreakers, the U.S. Navy lacked sufficient specialty ships or tactical know-how
to secure contested polar region. U.S. Coast Guard Arctic infrastructure was deemed aging
and in disrepair, and its icebreaker-building program was underfunded and years behind
schedule—rending both maritime Services unable to safeguard U.S. polar claims or year-
round commercial shipping.”” Moreover, the United States and its Western partners were
uncertain about if or how to resurrect a collaborative framework to engage Moscow about
the Arctic and were not resolved that the Arctic Council might again be resurrected with
Russian participation—although some observers suspected that the Biden administration
remained open to that future possibility.”

Moreover, U.S. and Canadian priorities in the Arctic demonstrated points of divergence.
Biden administration Arctic security documents began emphasizing a defense-centric mil-
itary posture there. Yet while Canada’s Arctic foreign policy of late 2024 gave new some
new emphasis to national defense and security, it held to historic commitments prioritizing
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the protection of the Arctic environment and assuring the rights of its norther Indigenous
population to share heavily in the fruits of any greater Arctic economic development and to
have a say about whether greater militarization there was acceptable.” Divergent U.S. and
Canadian interests in the Arctic are nothing new, but at the end of 2024, they were moving
to center stage as Great Power competition across the high north accelerated.”

While the Biden administration remained resolved to work within a framework of alli-
ances and strategic partnerships to safeguard and secure American economic and security
arrangements in the Arctic, the Trump administration entered office with an alternative
viewpoint. Citing U.S. national security requirements in the Arctic, President Trump began
2025 with public statements indicating that America would look to annex Greenland and
absorb Canada as the 51* state.” This would be stark reversal of recent American preference
for security through cooperative partnerships. It also suggested a new U.S. strategic logic of
preferring sovereign, rather than multinational, American hemispheric defensefor the high
north. Acquisition of Greenland would indicate American mistrust of the island’s future
loyalties and seek to control it directly to assure that China does not gain a foothold astride
the North American Arctic.”” Absorbing Canada would directly secure American access to
the Northwest Passage and give Washington sole control of security and defense decisions
in Canada’s Arctic north presumably with less allegiance to Canadian environmental and
Indigenous population sensitivities.” Both moves would seek to limit China’s presence in the
Arctic and stand firm on refusing to grant China a formal seat at the Arctic Council table.”

While it is certain that Arctic competition among the Great Powers will increase in
the immediate future, as climate change leads to increased northern trade routes and faster
economic development of polar regions, it is.unclear precisely how that competition will
manifest during the remainder of the decade. At mid-decade, the Arctic capabilities of the
democratic circumpolar states appear.to be less robust than those of China and Russia. The
United States has only two icebreakers, and Canada does not seem urgently focused on
defending the Arctic’s northern reaches.*

From 2025 through 2030, two pathways appear possible. If tensions between Russia
and the West remain high due to the ongoing war in Ukraine, it is likely that Russia’s joint
ventures with China in the Arctic will expand and that Beijing will move closer to its goal
of a Polar Silk Road, despite Russian wariness of such encroachment. Russia will welcome
Chinese cooperation so long as Beijing accepts that the Arctic remains a domain of Rus-
sian primacy. However, if the Trump administration brokers an end to the Russo-Ukraine
war and agrees to again do economic deals with Russian businesses, then perhaps Amer-
ican (and even European) companies will again engage with Russian Arctic projects.®! If
the Trump administration somehow manages to wrest sovereign control of Greenland and
Canada, then the United States and Russia might consolidate their own “domestic northern
sea lanes,” ceding primacy to the other’s sphere of influence and holding the upper hand in
negotiations for Arctic access with China and Europe.*? To hedge against this worrisome
latter possibility, China will counter with sustained economic and diplomatic engagement
with the other Arctic states in Europe and a promise of Chinese development and support
for greater Arctic access.®
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GPC in Antarctica

Once a region featuring peaceful scientific research and multistate cooperation, Antarctica is
emerging as a new frontier for GPC. Over the past decade, China and Russia have increased
their presence by establishing joint research stations and ventures for scientific dominance
in Antarctica. These dynamics are beginning to challenge the 60-year-old Antarctic Treaty
System (ATS), which is a 1959 international agreement that banned the use of Antarctica
for military purposes.®* ATS also allows mutual inspection of research bases. The United
States and Russia are original ATS signatories. China became a full (consultative) member
in 1985. All sides acknowledge that much scientific research in the region has a “dual use”
scientific-military purpose and understand that technological progress is driving a race for
resources increasingly in the direction of militarization.®®

China is the latest Great Power entrant onto Antarctica, but it has impressively ex-
panded its presence there with the stated goal of becoming a “polar great power” (see figure
1.5).8¢ The State Oceanic Administration and the Polar Research Institute of China are the
primary bureaucratic drivers of Chinese activity in Antarctica. The latter is charged with a
vague “security” mandate on the continent. Chinese outposts in Antarctica serve a dual-use
purpose. Chinese research stations on the continent are crucial to PLA efforts at intelli-
gence and command/control and have assisted in Chinese missile interception methods.
There is considerable speculation that Chinese research equipment is used to capture sig-
nals intelligence data from Australia and New Zealand—both members of the U.S.-led Five
Eyes Intelligence Sharing Protocol. Antarctica also serves as a key region for Chinese space
exploration and space management. China has extensive and growing economic interest
in the region, especially the farming of Antarctic krill. With help from Russia, China has
stalled agreements related to environmental protections that would threaten their fisher-
ies or their pursuit of mining and drilling opportunities. China also has been pursuing
its own definition of “sustainable development” of Antarctica that includes greater tourist
and economic activities than commonly understood under the Protocol on Environmental
Protection for the Antarctic (Madrid Protocol 2048) added to ATS in 1991.% That protocol
provided for comprehensive protection of the Antarctic from mining or aggressive eco-
nomic encroachment.

Disagreements over the future of Antarctica seem likely to increase Great Power ten-
sion and build toward a sober relook at the ATS in the not-too-distant future—certainly
by the 2030s..It appears unlikely that China will fully militarize any Antarctic installations
during the remainder of the 2020s, but Beijing will continue to put pressure on long-stand-
ing Antarctic norms and protocols. It will push against the ATS, but from the inside,
bending ATS toward China’s Antarctic agenda. Beijing will also use its growing Antarctic
presence to extend its global interests and enhance its power projection capabilities beyond
the Indo-Pacific region.*®

As it has for decades, Russia remains a presence in Antarctica. Russian strategy for the
Antarctic is not as important or detailed as its Arctic one but does align with Russia’s Arctic
policies in opposition to preserving that continent as nothing more than a scientific global
common.* Russian actions indicate a desire to have a seat at the decisionmaking table on
Antarctic issues and a fear of getting shut out of future decisions. Russia is more open about
its dual-use technology footprint than China. Much of Russian Antarctic research has clear
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military purposes in addition to scientific ones, such as its Global Navigation Satellite Sys-
tem (GLONASS), and an extensive hydrographic research program.”® Russian economic
goals, like those of China, center around Antarctic fishing and expanding resource exploita-
tion. Like China, Russia has prioritized the economic upsides of opening Antarctic waters
to commerce and poses a challenge to the ATS and its Madrid Protocol 2048.

Unlike China, Russian capabilities to conduct Antarctica commercial activities are lim-
ited, as it does not have the presence there that China does. Most Russian infrastructure
on the continent dates to the Soviet era and has fallen into varying degrees of disrepair.
Space-based research is a significant portion of Russian scientific activities, much of which
is considered dual use or outright military activity disguised as scientific research. As men-
tioned, the Russian GLONASS system has a significant footprint in Russian installations,
and this system could be used to monitor and enhance military activities. Russian hydro-
graphic surveys of the Antarctic oceans, while scientific, also provide important naval
intelligence reports. Russia views Antarctica as a space for geopolitical, geoeconomic, and
geoscientific competition. Just as in the Arctic, Russia believes that its national interests
must be safeguarded and protected in Antarctica from U.S. and Western threats, including
by military means.”

Over the course of many decades, U.S. activities in Antarctica have been primarily
research focused, with most government funding and oversight coming from the U.S. Ant-
arctic Program and the National Science Foundation (NSF). The 2017 National Security
Strategy and the 2018 National Defense Strategy did not mention Antarctica. The 2022
National Security Strategy mentioned it in the framework of preserving the continent for
research in accordance with the Antarctic Treaty of 1959. Since 1959, all U.S. Presidential
administrations have declared that Antarctica ought to be reserved exclusively for scien-
tific research and immune from government claims of sovereignty or territorial rights.”
Under the ATS, the United States could conduct research anywhere on the continent in
spite of competing claims of sovereignty The Biden administration released an Antarctic
Policy National Security Memorandum in May 2024 that again reaffirmed U.S. support for
preserving the continent as a zone for research and environmental conservation.”

The NSF had the leading role for U.S. activities in Antarctica.’® America’s sustained
preference for keeping the Antarctic as a zone for peace and science created tensions with
Russia and-China that most analysts expected would slowly intensify for the rest of the
2020s. However, the second Trump administration began moving in January 2025 to alter
the long-standing U.S. focus on science and climate management in an open and free Ant-
arctica. As part of its program of reductions to climate science programs across the U.S.
Government, the new administration made large personnel and financing cuts in February
2025 to the NSF team that supported all American field research in Antarctica.”

The future of American policy in the Antarctic at mid-decade is uncertain. A Trump
administration policy shift away from science and climate management cooperation could
be matched by a push for more U.S. icebreakers and greater U.S. sovereign and secure pres-
ence on the continent. The second Trump administration could find itself more aligned
with China and Russia about expanding commercial access to Antarctica while at the same
time intensifying competition for sovereign territory and other claims there, perhaps even
using military means. Such an approach would reverse decades of American Antarctic pol-
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icy and seems likely to intensify and even militarize the U.S-China security competition in
Antarctica and across the Arctic Ocean by the early 2030s.%

GPC and U.S. Homeland Security

The dominant construct for American homeland security during the past 30 years was that
of defense from catastrophic terrorist attack. From the 1990s through the mid-2010s, only
the very latent risk of unanticipated and unlikely nuclear exchange between the United
States and Russia stood in the background behind the dominant paradigm of homeland
protection from the threat of terrorism. The American homeland during those years was
largely a security sanctuary. American airbases and seaports projected unrivaled American
military power across the globe without fear of credible threat or reprisal.

The arrival of GPC changed all that. By the mid-2010s the American homeland faced
increasing duress from a growing array of security threats: cyberattacks, new nuclear-armed
states, advanced intercontinental strategic weapon designs, space weapons, and the growing
perception that the government had lost control of its borders to unchecked immigration.
During 2015-16, the Barack Obama administration went public with Federal Bureau of
Investigation indictments against China-backed hackers blamed for industrial espionage,
intelligence-gathering, and penetration into critical U.S. national infrastructure with an aim
to disrupt or destroy it in the event of Sino-American hostilities. North Korea launched
nuclear-capable missiles in 2017 with sufficient range to threaten the United States and
signaled that other nuclear weapons—capable states might soon develop delivery means to
threaten the American homeland, too.

In 2018, China commenced multifaceted nuclear weapons modernization programs
that build out an increasingly capable triad to hold the United States at risk of a nuclear
second strike in the event of any escalating armed conflict.” Russian state-enabled, military,
intelligence, and criminal cyber agents conducted increasingly sophisticated cyberattacks
and social media activity inside the United States—including disinformation campaigns—
that weakened Americans confidence in their government to protect sensitive citizen data
or deliver reliable public services. Russia and China unveiled stealthy unmanned aerial plat-
forms and hypersonic missiles capable of evading U.S. missile defenses and aerial protection
schemes rendering sovereign American airspace vulnerable to penetration.”® America’s
Great Power rivals tested and deployed increasingly capable systems for disrupting and
destroying commercial and military satellites including frequency jamming, lasers, maneu-
verable space objects, and increasingly capable direct ascent antisatellite weapons.®® Finally,
American homeland security became increasingly stressed by perceptions of a decade-long
tide of illegal immigrants, lethal drugs, criminals, and terrorists crossing American bor-
ders—especially its southern border with Mexico.'” U.S. concerns about terrorism heavily
merged with worries about border insecurity during the first half of the 2020s.'!

From 2021 to 2024, the Biden administration pursued a homeland security program
focused on enhancing national cyber resilience and vigilance, modernization of the na-
tional nuclear triad for strategic deterrence, and combatting terrorism with overseas
partner-led detection and prevention along with first-ever National Strategy for Counter-
ing Domestic Terrorism.'” The second Trump administration seems intent on pursuit of a
more muscular and sovereign approach to homeland security. Among the main initiatives
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now anticipated for the Trump homeland defense program over the remainder of the de-
cade are those tightly restricting immigration, establishing robust and militarized border
security, and creating a nation-wide missile defense (or “Iron Dome”).!”* As mentioned in
the section on the Arctic, the administration’s approach could feature annexation of Green-
land, absorption of Canada as a U.S. state, and greater control of the Panama Canal with
the aim of enhanced American homeland security from vastly expanded direct, sovereign
control of the Western Hemisphere.'**

President Trump declared a national emergency in January 2025 allowing U.S. mili-
tary assets to help with deportations and expanded border security.'” That same month,
he issued an executive order, “The Iron Dome for America,” launching a major initiative to
deploy and sustain a next-generation missile shield for the U.S. homeland aimed to-address
the growing threat to the homeland from ballistic, hypersonic, and cruise missile attacks.'”®
Notably, homeland cyber defense did not receive immediate White House-level attention,
although Defense Secretary Peter Hegseth directed that U.S. Cyber Command stand down
from its 7-year program of offensive cyber planning and operations against Russian cyber
hacking and cyberattacks.'?”

Administration critics complained that the declaration of a national emergency was
unnecessary to resolve the security challenges presented at U.S. borders and that the push
for an American Iron Dome was both infeasible without deep buy-in from allies and part-
ners and impossibly expensive to develop and deploy. Critics also questioned the logic
of deescalating robust cyber competition with one of America’s main Great Power rivals.
These criticisms noted, the aggregate impression from early Trump administration actions
in 2025 is that it will prioritize homeland security with close attention to tight, militarized
border control operations with a futuristic national missile defense system while deempha-
sizing national-level cyber defenseand offensive activities.

Transitions

The book now turns from framing the backdrop for evolving Great Power competition at
mid-decade and into a description of several historical insights from past eras of GPC with
resonance today. Chapter 2 describes major insights from historical strategic economic
competition among and between Great Power rivals. It also analyzes the key patterns of
alliance and strategic partnership formation under conditions of multistate Great Power
rivalry. Finally, chapter 2 evaluates the durability of global organizations, institutions, rules,
and norms when put under duress from Great Power competition between two or more
rivalrous states undergoing relative power transition.

The author thanks Brian C.H. Fong, Frank Hoffman, and Jim Keagle for their thoughtful re-
views and editorial inputs on this chapter.

Notes

! The author credits colleague Phillip Saunders for suggesting
this phrase as a way to capture the growing global uncertainty
about the trajectory of American foreign policy.

> Kurt M. Campbell and Ely Ratner, “The China Reckoning:
How Beijing Defied American Expectations,” Foreign Affairs

97, no. 2 (February 2018), 60-70, https://www.foreignaffairs.
com/articles/china/2018-02-13/china-reckoning; Angela
Stent, Putin’s World: Russia Against the West and with the Rest
(New York: Hachette Book Group, 2019).



24 Lynch

* Stent, Putin’s World; Rush Doshi, The Long Game: China’s
Grand Strategy to Displace American Order (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2021). Strategic competition exists on
a continuum of interactions between and among states,
nonstate actors, and some super-empowered individuals. On
one end of the spectrum is cooperation. Cooperating states
are exceptionally aligned in geopolitical goals and means of
achieving them, thus able to pursue means of attaining them
harmoniously. Collaborating states have similar goals and a
general agreement on the means of achieving them. Competing
states recognize that some but not most of their major goals
are compatible and simultaneously disagree on the best means
for attaining mutual gains in their remaining aligned goals.
Confrontational states are characterized by incompatible
aims in almost all major goals and in general conflict about
what constitutes legitimate means for attainment of national
goals. On the far end of the interaction continuum is the
undesirable environment where state goals are perceived as so
incompatible, and even threatening, that the dominant form
of state-to-state interaction devolves into armed conflict. See
a detailed discussion in Thomas E Lynch III, ed., Strategic
Assessment 2020: Into a New Era of Great Power Competition
(Washington, DC: NDU Press, 2020), “Introduction,”
https://ndupress.ndu.edu/Media/News/News-Article- View/
Article/2404286/1-introduction/.

*Kurt M. Campbell and Jake Sullivan, “Competition Without
Catastrophe,” Foreign Affairs (September/October 2019),
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/china/competition-
with-china-without-catastrophe; ~ Lynch, ed.,  Strategic
Assessment 2020.

® National Security Strategy of the United States of America
(Washington, DC: The White House, December 2017),
2-3, https://trumpwhitehouse.archives.gov/wp-content/
uploads/2017/12/NSS-Final-12-18-2017-0905.pdf.

®Lynch, ed., Strategic Assessment 2020, 2-3.

7 Rivalry is the relationship between two or more actors (states)
that regularly compete, while competition is the action taken
to contest ascendance in a particular field. Rivalry describes
the reciprocal competition between two or more states for
ascendance.

8 National Security Strategy (Washington, DC: The White
House, October 2022), 6-13,  https://bidenwhitehouse.
archives.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/Biden-Harris-
Administrations-National-Security-Strategy-10.2022.pdf.

°Thomas E. Lynch III, “New Era of Great Power Competition
and the Biden Administration: Emerging Patterns and
Principles,” Joint Force Quarterly 103 (4" Quarter 2021),
18-33, https://ndupress.ndu.edu/Portals/68/Documents/
jfq/jfq-103/JFQ-103_18-33_Lynch.pdf; Jake Sullivan,
“The Sources of American Power: A Foreign Policy for a
Changed World? Foreign Affairs (November/December
2023), 8-29,  https://www.foreignaffairs.com/united-states/
sources-american-power-biden-jake-sullivan.

1% Yaroslav Trofimov, “In a New Age of Empire, Great Powers
Aimto Carve Up the Planet,” Wall Street Journal, January 17,
2025; Walter Russell Mead, “Trump’s Greenland Gambit,” Wall
Street Journal, March 31, 2025.

1 “Donald Trump Will Upend 80 Years of American Foreign
Policyy The Economist, January 16, 2025, https://www.
economist.com/leaders/2025/01/16/donald-trump-will-
upend-80-years-of-american-foreign-policy.

2Lynch, ed., Strategic Assessment 2020.

Ronald L. Tammen et al., Power Transition Theory, Trans-
Research Consortium Work Paper #1, December 2011. For a
detailed look at power transition theory, see A.EK. Organiski,
World Politics, 2™ ed. (New York: Knopf, 1968); A.FK. Organski
and Jacek Kugler, The War Ledger (Chicago: University of

Chicago Press, 1980); and Jacek Kugler and Douglas Lemke,
eds., Parity and War: Evaluations and Extensions of the War
Ledger (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1996).
Related transition theories of hegemonic decline and global
cycles are found in Robert Gilpin, War and Change in World
Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981); and
George Modelski, Long Cycles in World Politics (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 1987), respectively.

4This approach differs from the one advanced by RAND
analyst Michael Mazarr and his colleagues that focuses on 11
separate Great Powers or major players. The major analytical
differences are established in the paragraph after next with an
operational definition of what constitutes a Great Power. For
the RAND take on why contemporary global interactions
do not qualify as a period of Great Power competition, see
Michael J. Mazarr et al., Understanding the Emerging Era
of International Competition: Theoretical and  Historical
Perspectives (Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2018), https://www.
rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2726.html.

1> Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York:
Random House, 1979).

1*Waltz, Theory of International Politics.

17John Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New
York: Norton, 2001); Waltz, Theory of International Politics.

18 Lynch, ed., Strategic Assessment 2020. Also see Max Weber,
cited in Isidor Wallimann et al., “On Max Weber’s Definition
of Power, The. Australian and New Zealand Journal of
Sociology 13,"no. 3 (December 1977), 231-35, https://doi.
org/10.1177/144078337701300308.

1 The most resonant operational definitions of hard power and
soft power are best developed in two books by Harvard political
scientist Joseph Nye. See Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Bound to Lead: The
Changing Nature of American Power (New York: Basic Books,
1990); and Joseph S. Nye, Jr., The Paradox of American Power
(London: Oxford University Press, 2002).

»The term smart power was coined by Nye in the early 2000s to
what he identified as a growing misperception that his writings
asserted that soft power alone could produce effective foreign
policy. See Joseph S. Nye, Jr., “Get Smart: Combining Hard and
Soft Power,” Foreign Affairs 88, no. 4 (July/ August 2009).

#'Thomas F Lynch III, “Cyberspace: Great Power Competition
in a Fragmenting Domain,” Orbis (Fall 2024), https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.0rbis.2024.09.007.

2 Clint Watts, “Five Generations of Online Manipulation:
The Evolution of Advanced Persistent Manipulators,” Foreign
Policy Research Institute, March 11, 2019, https://www.fpri.
org/article/2019/03/five-generations-of-online-manipulation-
the-evolution-of-advanced-persistent-manipulators/;
Thomas E. Lynch III, “Forward Persistence in Great Power
Cyber Competition,” Cyber Defense Review 9, no. 3 (Fall
2024), 85, https://cyberdefensereview.army.mil/Portals/6/
Documents/2024-Fall/Lynch_CDRV9N3-Fall-2024.pdf.

» Lynch, “Cyberspace”

 Leslie Vinjamuri, “The Fracturing of the U.S.-Led Liberal
International Order, in Competing Visions of International
Order, ed. Leslie Vinjamuri (London: Chatham House,
2025) 3-4, https://www.chathamhouse.org/2025/03/
competing-visions-international-order/01-fracturing-us-led-
liberal-international-order.

» Joseph S. Nye, Jr, “What Is the Global South?”
Project  Syndicate, ~ November 1, 2023,  https://
www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/
global-south-is-a-misleading-term-by-joseph-s-nye-2023-11.



Introduction 25

% Sarang Shidore, “China Is Not the Global South,”
Foreign Policy, October 10, 2024, https://foreignpolicy.
com/2024/10/10/china-is-not-the-global-south/.

2’Niva Yau, “A Global South With Chinese Characteristics,” The
Atlantic Council, June 13, 2024, https://www.atlanticcouncil.
org/in-depth-research-reports/report/a-global-south-with-
chinese-characteristics/; Bates Gill, “China Will Accelerate
Its Pivot to the Global South,” China 2024: What to Watch
(Washington, DC: Asia Society Policy Institute, 2024), https://
asiasociety.org/sites/default/files/inline-files/China2024_
PivotGlobalSouth_sect9.pdf; Inés Arco Escriche and Victor
Burguete, “Introduction: Chinas Presence in the Global
South,” Barcelona Centre for International Affairs, November
2023,  https://www.cidob.org/en/publications/introduction-
chinas-presence-global-south; Natalie Sabanadze, “Russia Is
Using the Soviet Playbook in the Global South to Challenge
the West—and It Is Working,” Chatham House, May 16,
2024, https://www.chathamhouse.org/2024/05/russia-using-
soviet-playbook-global-south-challenge-west-and-it-working;
Katherine Golden, “Inside the United States Plan to
Compete With China in the Global South,” Atlantic Council,
February 23, 2024, https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/
new-atlanticist/inside-the-united-states-plan-to-compete-
with-china-in-the-global-south/; Christopher Chivvis and
Beatrix Geaghan-Breiner, Emerging Powers and the Future of
American Statecraft (Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace, 2024), https://carnegieendowment.
org/research/2024/04/emerging-powers-and-the-future-of-
american-statecraft?lang=en.

» For a review of the uncertainty surround a second Trump
administration’s approach to competition with China and
Russia in the Global South, see Zainab Usman, “The Six Areas
in Trump’s Executive Orders That Countries in Africa and the
Global South Should Pay Attention To,” Carnegie Endowment
for Peace, February 12, 2025, https://carnegieendowment.org/
research/2025/02/the-six-areas-in-trumps-executive-orders-
that-countries-in-africa-and-the-global-south-should-pay-
attention-to?lang=en; Simon Speakman Cordall, “Is' Trump
the End of the International Rules-Based Order?” Al Jazeera,
March 16, 2025, https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2025/3/16/
is-trump-the-end-of-the-international-rules-based-order. For
thoughts about China’s potential to exploit U.S. retrenchment
from competition in the Global South; see Joshua Kurlantzick,
“U.S. Soft Power Is Spiraling in Asia, With China Filling the
Void,” Council on Foreign Relations, February 26, 2025,
https://www.cfr.org/blog/us-soft-power-spiraling-asia-china-
filling-void; Yun Sun, “Can China Fill the Void in Foreign
Aid,” Brookings, March 11, 2025, https://www.brookings.edu/
articles/can-china-fill-the-void-in-foreign-aid/.

» Chietigj Bajpaee, “India: A Non-Western, Not Anti-Western
Worldview;” in Vinjamuri, Competing Visions of International
Order, 42-50.

% Yau, “A Global South With Chinese Characteristics;” Ravi
Shankar Raj, “India’s Rising Influence: Leading the Global
South’s. Agenda in a Multipolar World,” Diplomatist (Noida,
Uttar Pradesh, India), January 15, 2025, https://diplomatist.
com/2025/01/15/indias-rising-influence-leading-the-global-
souths-agenda-in-a-multipolar-world/.

1S, Jaishankar, Why Bharat Matters (New Delhi: Rupa
Publications, January 2024).

32Steven W. Hook and John Spanier, “The American Approach
to Foreign Policy, in American Foreign Policy Since World
War II, ed. Steven W. Hook et al. (London: Sage Publications,
2013), https://uk.sagepub.com/sites/default/files/upm-
assets/140556_book_item_140556.pdf.

* Vinjamuri, “The Fracturing of the US.-Led Liberal
International Order, in Vinjamuri, Competing Visions of
International Order, 3, 5-7.

* Hook and Spanier, “The American Approach to Foreign
Policy,” in Hook, American Foreign Policy Since World War II.

*Stephen D. Krasner, “American Foreign Policy in Transition,”
Hoover Institution, June 2, 2021, https://www.hoover.org/
research/american-foreign-policy-transition.

% Hal Brands, “The Struggle for the Soul of American Foreign
Policy Has Begun,” War on the Rocks, January 23, 2017, https://
warontherocks.com/2017/01/the-struggle-for-the-soul-of-
american-foreign-policy-has-begun/.

”Daniel Byman, “What Will the End of the U.S. Foreign Policy
Consensus Mean for the World,” Lawfare Media, August 4, 2024,
https://www.lawfaremedia.org/article/what-will-the-end-of-
the-u.s.-foreign-policy-consensus-mean-for-the-world.

% Aamer Madhani, “Biden Declares America Is Back' in
Welcome Words to Allies,” Associated Press, February 19,
2021, https://apnews.com/article/biden-foreign-policy-
g7-summit-munich-cc10859afd0f542fd268c0a7ddcd
9bbé.

* Vinjamuri, “The Fracturing of the -US.-Led Liberal
International Order, in Vinjamuri, Competing Visions of
International Order, 8-9.

 Byman, “What Will the End of the US. Foreign Policy
Consensus Mean for the World”; “Trump 2.0: Examining
Regional Impact on Japan, Taiwan, and Korea,” GR Japan,
January 16, 2025, - https://grjapan.com/insights/insights/
trump-20-navigating-policy-changes-and-business-
impacts-japan-korea-and-taiwan; Heather Hulbert, “Can the
International Order Survive Trump 2.0?” Chatham House,
January 30, 2025, https://www.chathamhouse.org/2025/01/
can-international-order-survive-trump-20.

* Daniel Markey, Chinas Western Horizon (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2021).

2Jonathan E. Hillman, The Emperor’s New Road: China and
the Project of the Century (New Haven: Yale University Press,
2020), 39-60.

*Nozima Kholmatova, “The Great Game: Great Power Rivalry
for Dominance in Central Asia,” The Security Distillery, August
3, 2024, https://thesecuritydistillery.org/all-articles/the-great-
game-the-great-power-rivalry-for-dominance-in-central-asia.

“ Eleanor Albert, “The Shanghai Cooperation Agreement,”
Council on Foreign Relations, October 14, 2015, https://www.
cfr.org/backgrounder/shanghai-cooperation-organization;
Lars Erslev Andersen, Shanghai Cooperation Agreement, Danish
Institute for International Studies Policy Brief (Copenhagen:
DIIS, November 4, 2022), https://www.diis.dk/en/research/
shanghai-cooperation-organisation; “General Information,”
The Shanghai Cooperation Organisation, January 9, 2017,
https://eng.sectsco.org/20170109/192193.html;  Jennifer B.
Murtazashvili, “China’s Activities and Influence in South
and Central Asia,” Carnegie Endowment for Peace, May 17,
2022,  https://carnegieendowment.org/2022/05/17/china-s-
activities-and-influence-in-south-and-central-asia-pub-87146.

*TJeffrey Mankoff, “As Russia Reels, Eurasia Roils,” War on the
Rocks, October 11, 2022, https://warontherocks.com/2022/10/
as-russia-reels-eurasia-roils/.

4 Kholmatova, “The Great Game”; Dashdordiin Bayarkhuu,
“Geopolitics of the New Central Asia,” World Affairs: The
Journal of International Issues 8, no. 1 (2004), 53-76, https://
www.jstor.org/stable/48504969.

4 Jennifer Murtazashvili and Temur Umarov, “Nobody’s
Backyard: A  Confident Central Asia)”  Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, September 5, 2024,
https://carnegieendowment.org/research/2024/09/
nobodys-backyard-a-confident-central-asia?lang=en;



26 Lynch

 Mankoff, “As Russia Reels, Eurasia Roils”; Murtazashvili and
Umarov, “Nobody’s Backyard.

* Temur Umarov, “Russia and Central Asia: Never Closer,
or Drifting Apart] Carnegie Politika, December 23,
2022, https://carnegieendowment.org/russia-eurasia/
politika/2022/12/russia-and-central-asia-never-closer-or-
drifting-apart?lang=en; Stephen Blank, “Is This Turkey’s
Hour in Central Asia, The Central Asia-Caucasus Analyst,
February 9, 2024, https://www.cacianalyst.org/publications/
analytical-articles/item/13790-is-this-turkey%E2%80%99s-
hour-in-central-asia?. html.

" Hunter Stoll, “A Case for Greater U.S. Engagement in Central
Asia” RAND, September 11, 2023, https://www.rand.org/pubs/
commentary/2023/09/a-case-for-greater-us-engagement-in-
central-asia.html; Umarov, “Russia and Central Asia.

*1Stoll, “A Case for Greater U.S. Engagement in Central Asia”;
Gavin Helf, “Blinken Debuts New U.S. Approach to Central
Asia,” Indian Strategic Studies, March 10, 2023, https://www.
strategicstudyindia.com/2023/03/blinken-debuts-new-us-
approach-in.html.

*2Helf, “Blinken Debuts New U.S. Approach to Central Asia”

3 Eric Rudenshiold, “Is the United States Out of Steppe?
Addressing Central Asia’s Crossroads Moment,” Caspian Policy
Center, November 9, 2023, https://caspianpolicy.org/research/
central-asia/is-the-united-states-out-of-steppe-addressing-
central-asias-crossroads-moment.

* Humeyre Pamuk, “Trump Administration Puts on Leave
USAID Staff Globally in Dramatic Aid Overhaul,” Reuters,
February 4, 2025, https://www.reuters.com/world/us/
state-dept-orders-shutdown-usaid-overseas-missions-recalls-
staff-sources-say-2025-02-05/.

% Andrea Kendall-Taylor et al., Russia and China in Central
Asia:  Cooperate, Compete, or De-Conflict (Washington,
DC: Center for a New American Security, November
2024), https://www.cnas.org/publications/reports/
russia-and-china-in-central-asia.

* Kholmatova, “The Great Game.”
7 Kendall-Taylor et al., Russia and China in Central Asia.

* James Jay Carafano, “Greenland and Trump’s Strategy to
Deal With China and Russia,” GIS Report Online, February
26, 2025, https://www.gisreportsonline.com/r/us-greenland/;
Walter Russell Mead, “Trump’s Greenland Gambit,” Wall Street
Journal, March 31, 2025.

* Junhua Zhang, “Russia.Clears the Path for China in the
Arctic;” GIS Report Online, December 9, 2024, https://www.
gisreportsonline.com/r/china-arctic-russia/

® Andrei Dagaev, “The Arctic Is Testing the Limits of the
Sino-Russian -~ Partnership,” Carnegie Politika, February
18, 2025, https://carnegieendowment.org/russia-eurasia/
politika/2025/02/russia-china-arctic-views?lang=en.

' Dagaev, “The Arctic Is Testing the Limits of the Sino-Russian
Partnership”

% Nikita Lipunov and Pavel Devyatkin, “The Arctic in the
2023 Russian Foreign Policy Concept,” Arctic Institute, May
30, 2023, https://www.thearcticinstitute.org/arctic-2023-
russian-foreign-policy-concept/; Matle Humpert, “Russia
Amends Arctic Policy Prioritizing ‘National Interest’ and
Removing Cooperation Within Arctic Council,” High North
News, updated March 15, 2023, https://www.highnorthnews.
com/en/russia-amends-arctic-policy-prioritizing-national-
interest-and-removing-cooperation-within-arctic; ~ Marlene
Laruelle, Russias Arctic Policy: A Power Strategy and Its
Limits, Russie.Nei.Visions, No. 117 (Paris: Institut Francais
des Relations Internationales, March 2020), https://www.
ifri.org/en/papers/russias-arctic-policy-power-strategy-and-

its-limits; “Russia Charges U.S. With Seeking ‘Dominance’
In Arctic;” Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, April 28, 2020,
https://www.rferl.org/a/russia-charges-u-s-with-seeking-
dominance-in-arctic/30580543.html; Pavel Devyatkin, “Can
Arctic Cooperation Be Restored,” Arctic Institute, March
28, 2023, https://www.thearcticinstitute.org/can-arctic-
cooperation-restored/; Dmitry Gorenburg, “Russian Interests
and Policies in the Arctic,” War on the Rocks, August 7, 2014,
https://warontherocks.com/2014/08/russian-interests-and-
policies-in-the-arctic/; Liudmila Filippova, “China’s New Role
in the Arctic,” Valdai Discussion Club, May 31, 2023, https://
valdaiclub.com/a/highlights/china-s-new-role-in-the-arctic/;
Heather A. Conley et al, “The Ice Curtain, Russias Arctic
Military Presence,” Center for Strategic and International
Studies, March 26, 2020, https://www.csis.org/analysis/
ice-curtain-russias-arctic-military-presence; Daniel «Rakov,
“Russia’s New Naval Doctrine: A ‘Pivot to Asia,” The Diplomat,
August 19, 2022, https://thediplomat.com/2022/08/russias-
new-naval-doctrine-a-pivot-to-asia/; Nick  Childs,  “Russia’s
New Maritime Doctrine: Adrift From Reality?” International
Institute for Strategic Studies, September 2, 2022, https:/
www.iiss.org/online-analysis//military-balance/2022/09/
russias-new-maritime-doctrine-adrift-from-reality.

% Lawson Brigham, “World’s Most Capable
Icebreakers: Russia's New Arktika Class,;” U.S. Naval
Institute  Proceedings 148, no 5 (May 2022), https:/

www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2022/may/
worlds-most-capable-icebreakers-russias-new-arktika-class.

¢ Zhang, “Russia Clears the Path for China in the Arctic”
% Zhang, “Russia Clears the Path for China in the Arctic”

% Malte Humpert, “China-Russia Announce Plans for Five Ice-
Capable Containerships for Year Round Arctic Service,” High
North News, October 15, 2024, https://www.highnorthnews.
com/en/china-russia-announce-plans-five-ice-capable-
containerships-year-round-arctic-service; Marc Lanteigne,
“China and the “Two Arctics,” The Diplomat, October 18,
2022, https://thediplomat.com/2022/10/china-and-the-two-
arctics/; Sanna Kopra, “China and Its Arctic Trajectories: The
Arctic Institute’s China Series 2020, Arctic Institute, March
17, 2020, https://www.thearcticinstitute.org/china-arctic-
trajectories-the-arctic-institute-china-series-2020/; Swee Lean
Collin Koh, “Chinas Strategic Interest in the Arctic Goes
Beyond Economics,” Defense News, May 12, 2020, https://
www.defensenews.com/opinion/commentary/2020/05/11/
chinas-strategic-interest-in-the-arctic-goes-beyond-
economics/; Marisa R. Lino, “Understanding China’s Arctic
activities,” International Institute for Strategic Studies,
February 25, 2020, https://www.iiss.org/online-analysis/
online-analysis//2020/02/china-arctic; Somini Sengupta and
Steven Lee Myers, “Latest Arena for Chinas Growing Global
Ambitions: The Arctic” New York Times, May 24, 2019; Daniel
Kochis, “U.S. Policymakers Should Remain Wary of Chinese
Ambitions in the Arctic; Heritage Foundation, July 28,
2022, https://www.heritage.org/asia/report/us-policymakers-
should-remain-wary-chinese-ambitions-the-arctic; David
Auerswald, “China’s Multifaceted Arctic Strategy, War on the
Rocks, May 24, 2019, https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/
chinas-multifaceted-arctic-strategy/.

7 Zhang, “Russia Clears the Path for China in the Arctic”

% National Strategy for the Arctic Region (Washington, DC:
The White House, October 2022), https://bidenwhitehouse.
archives.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/National-Strategy-
for-the-Arctic-Region.pdf.

 Kiel Pechko, “Rising Tensions and Shifting Strategies: The
Evolving Dynamics of U.S. Grand Strategy in the Arctic,” Arctic
Institute, January 7, 2025, https://www.thearcticinstitute.org/
rising-tensions-shifting-strategies-evolving-dynamics-us-
grand-strategy-arctic/.



Introduction 27

70 Pechko, “Rising Tensions and Shifting Strategies”

7 Mathieu Boulégue et al., “Up North: Confronting Arctic
Insecurity Implications for the United States and NATO,” Center
for European Policy Analysis, December 5, 2024, https://cepa.
org/comprehensive-reports/up-north-confronting-arctic-
insecurity-implications-for-the-united-states-and-nato/.

72 Peter Siciu, “US. Navys Arctic Dilemma: Icebreaker
Shortage  Sparks ~ Concern,”  19FortyFive, —December
2024, https://www.19fortyfive.com/2024/12/u-s-navys-
arctic-dilemma-icebreaker-shortage-sparks-concern;
Heather MacLeod, “Coast Guard Arctic Planning,
Operational Challenges Persist, Says GAO,” MarineLink,
November 22, 2024, https://www.marinelink.com/news/
coast-guard-arctic-planning-operational-519530.

73 Patsy Widakuswara, “U.S. Wants Russia Iced Out Everywhere,
Except the Arctic,” Voice of America, August 4, 2023, https://
Www.voanews.com/a/us-wants-russia-iced-out-everywhere-
except-the-arctic-/7212157.html; Devyatkin, “Can Arctic
Cooperation Be Restored?”

74 Andreas Osthagen, “Canada and the Arctic: An Ambiguous
Relationship,” Arctic Institute, December 12,2013, https://www.
thearcticinstitute.org/canada-arctic-ambiguous-relationship/.

7> For a review of the history of U.S.-Canadian dialogue and
debates about the Arctic, see Suzanne Lalonde, “The U.S.
Canada Northwest Passage Disagreement: Why Agreeing to
Disagree Is More Important Than Ever,” in The Arctic and World
Order, ed. Kristina Spohr et al. (Washington, DC: Brookings
Institution Press, 2020), 267-93, https://transatlanticrelations.
org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/The-Arctic-and-World-
Order-ch11.pdf.

76 Klaus Dodds, “President Trump, Hemispheric Security, and
the Greenland Connection,” Geopolitique, February 21, 2025,
https://geopolitique.eu/en/2025/02/21/president-trump-=
hemispheric-security-and-the-greenland-connection/.

77 Dodds, “President Trump, Hemispheric Security, and the
Greenland Connection.”

78 Changes in the Arctic: Background and Issues for Congress,
R41153 (Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service,
October 1, 2024), https://sgp.fas.org/crs/misc/R41153.pdf.

7?Jim Garamone, “DOD Establishes Arctic Strategy and Global
Resilience Office,” DOD News, September 27,2022, https://www.
defense.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/Article/3171173/dod-
establishes-arctic-strategy-and-global-resilience-office/; Olivia
Popp, “How U.S. Arctic Policy and Posture Could Change
Under President-Elect Biden,” New Security Beat, December
15, 2020, https://www.newsecuritybeat.org/2020/12/u-s-
arctic-policy-posture-change-president-elect-biden/; Paul
Stronski and Grace Kier, “A Fresh Start on U.S. Arctic Policy
Under Biden,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
May 17,2021; Arati Prabhakar and Brenda Mallory, Guidance
for Federal Departments and Agencies on Indigenous Knowledge,
Memorandum (Washington, DC: The White House,
November 30, 2022), https://planning.erdc.dren.mil/toolbox/
library/MemosandLetters/TKGuidance_30Nov2022.pdf; Patsy
Widakuswara, “U.S. Wants Russia Iced Out Everywhere,
Except the Arctic,” Voice of America, August 4, 2023, https://
Wwww.voanews.com/a/us-wants-russia-iced-out-everywhere-
except-the-arctic-/7212157. html; Kochis, “U.S. Policymakers
Should Remain Wary of Chinese Ambitions in the Arctic’
Department of the Air Force Arctic Strategy (Washington, DC:
Headquarters Department of the Air Force, July 21, 2020,
https://www.af.mil/Portals/1/documents/2020SAF/July/
ArcticStrategy.pdf; David Larter, “The U.S. Navy Returns
to an Increasingly Militarized Arctic;” Defense News, May
12, 2020, https://www.defensenews.com/naval/2020/05/11/
the-us-navy-returns-to-an-increasingly-militarized-arctic/;
Jason Li, “A Shifting Focus of U.S. Arctic Policy: China and

Security, Front and Center,” Arctic Institute, August 21, 2020,
https://www.thearcticinstitute.org/shifting-focus-us-arctic-
policy-china-security/?cn-reloaded=1; David  Auerswald,
“A US. Security Strategy for the Arctic;’ War on the Rocks,
May 27, 2021, https://warontherocks.com/2021/05/a-u-s-
security-strategy-for-the-arctic/; Paul Devyatkin, “Can Arctic
Cooperation Be Restored?”

% Zhang, “Russia Clears the Path for China in the Arctic”
8 Zhang, “Russia Clears the Path for China in the Arctic”

8 Carafano, “Greenland and Trump’s Strategy to Deal With
China and Russia”

% Dagaev, “The Arctic Is Testing the Limits of the Sino-Russian
Partnership”

#Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research, “Antarctic Treaty
System,” 2025, https://scar.org/policy/antarctic-treaty-system.

% Daniel F Runde and Henry Ziemer, “Great Power
Competition Comes for the South Pole,” Center for Strategic
and International Studies, February 16, 2023, https://
www.csis.org/analysis/great-power-competition-comes-
south-pole; K.M. Seethi, “Chinas Forays Into Antarctic
Region Amid Growing Western Concerns—Analysis,”
Eurasia Review, May 17, 2023, https://www.eurasiareview.
com/17052023-chinas-forays-into-antarctic-region-amid-
growing-western-concerns-analysis/; Ryan Burke and Jahara
Matisek, “The Polar Trap: China, Russia, and American
Power in the Arctic and Antarctic,” Journal of Indo-Pacific
Affairs, October 25, 2021, https://www.airuniversity.af.edu/
JIPA/Display/Article/2820739/the-polar-trap-china-
russia-and-american-power-in-the-arctic-and-antarctica/;
Claire Young, “Eyes on the Prize: Australia, China, and
the . Antarctic Treaty System,” Lowy Institute, February
15, 2021, https://www.lowyinstitute.org/publications/
eyes-prize-australia-china-antarctic-treaty-system.

% “Chinas First Antarctic Scientific Research Station: Great
Wall Station,” Seetao, May 10, 2021, https://www.seetao.
com/details/81826.html; Runde and Ziemer, “Great Power
Competition Comes for the South Pole.”

8 Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic
Treaty, Antarctic and Southern Ocean Coalition, n.d. https://
www.asoc.org/learn/protocol-on-environmental-protection-
to-the-antarctic-treaty/.

8 Marigold Black et. al., Antarctica at Risk: Geostrategic
Manoeuvring and the Future of the Antarctic Treaty System
(Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2023, https://www.rand.org/
content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RRA2400/

RRA2465-1/RAND_RRA2465-1.pdf;  Anne-Marie Brady,
“Chinas Military Activities in Antarctica, Australian
Strategic  Policy Institute, 2017, https://www.jstor.org/

stable/pdf/resrep04257.9.pdf; Kartik Bommakanti, China’s
“Three Warfares” Strategy in Action: Implications for the
Sino-India Boundary, the Arctic, and Antarctica, Occasional
Paper No. 426 (New Delhi: Observer Research Foundation,
February 2024), https://www.orfonline.org/research/
china-s-three-warfares-strategy-in-action-implications-for-
the-sino-india-boundary-the-arctic-and-antarctica; Anthony
J. Press and Anthony Bergin, “Coming Into the Cold: China’s
Interests in the Antarctic,” Australian Journal of International
Affairs 76, no. 3 (2022), https://doi.org/10.1080/10357718.202
2.2057921; Yun Jiang, China’s Antarctic Ambitions—and Their
Implications for Australia, China Matters (Deakin, Australian
Capital Territory: Australian Institute of International Affairs,
August  2022),  https://www.internationalaffairs.org.au/
wp-content/uploads/2022/08/Chinas- Antarctic-ambitions-
and-their-implications-for- Australia-Yun-Jiang- August-2022.
pdf; Matthew Boulégue, “Five Eyes Strategic Interests in
Antarctica: Implications of Contemporary Russian and Chinese



28 Lynch

Strategy,” The Polar Journal 13, no. 1 (May 2023), https://www.
tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/2154896X.2023.2205239.

% Mathieu Boulégue, The Militarization of Russian Polar
Politics (London: Chatham House, June 2022), https://www.
chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/2022-06/2022-06-06-
militarization-russian-polar-politics-boulegue_0.pdf.

* Boulégue, The Militarization of Russian Polar Politics.
°' Boulégue, The Militarization of Russian Polar Politics.

2 Kezee Procita and Pervaze A. Sheikh, Antarctica: Overview
of Geopolitical and Environmental Issues, R46708 (Washington,
DC: Congressional Research Service, March 10, 2021), https://
crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R46708; Ralph Espach
and Nilanthi Samaranayake, “Antarctica Is the New Arctic:
Security and Strategy in the Southern Ocean,” CNA, March
17, 2020, https://www.cna.org/our-media/indepth/2020/03/
antarctica-is-the-new-arctic; Black et. al., Antarctica at Risk;
Ryan Burke, The Polar Pivot: Great Power Competition in the
Arctic and Antarctica (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers,
2022); Boulégue, “Five Eyes Strategic Interests in Antarctica;
National Security Strategy, 44-5.

% Jacob Taylor, “U.S. Reaffirms Antarctic Policy,” American
Institute of Physics, May 29, 2024, https://ww2.aip.org/fyi/
us-reaffirms-antarctic-policy.

* US. National Science Foundation, “National Security
Memorandum on United States policy on the Antarctic
Region,” May 17, 2024, https://www.nsf.gov/geo/opp/updates/
national-security-memorandum-united-states-policy-
antarctic.

% Ross Andersen, “The Golden Age of Antarctic Science
May Be Ending” The Atlantic, February 28, 2025,
https://www.theatlantic.com/science/archive/2025/02/
antarctica-climate-science-trump-layoffs/681870/.

% Tiara Walters, “Krill, Baby, Krill, What President-Elect
Donald Trump Means for Imperiled Antarctica, Daily
Maverick, November 11, 2025, https://www.dailymaverick.
co.za/article/2024-11-25-krill-baby-krill-what-president-
elect-donald-trump-means-for-imperilled-antarctica/.

7 Hans M. Kristensen et al., “Chinas Nuclear Weapons,
2024, Bulletin of American Scientists, January 15, 2024,
https://thebulletin.org/premium/2024-01/chinese-
nuclear-weapons-2024/; Amrita - Jash, “By the Numbers:
Chinas Nuclear Inventory - Continues to Grow;, The
Interpreter, February 27, 2024, https://www.lowyinstitute.
org/the-interpreter/numbers-china-s-nuclear-inventory-
continues-grow;  Paul . McLeary, ‘“Pentagon  Report:
China to Build 1,000 Nukes by 2030, Politico, December
18, 2024, https://www.politico.com/news/2024/12/18/
pentagon-report-china-nuclear-weapons-00195031.

* Paul Bernstein and Dain Hancock, “Chinas Hypersonic
Weapons,”  Georgetown Journal of International Affairs,
January 27, 2021, https://wmdcenter.ndu.edu/Publications/
Publication-View/Article/2484178/chinas-hypersonic-
weapons/; Josh Luckenbaugh, “Testing Top of Mind as U.S.
Lags China in Hypersonics Race,” National Defense Magazine,
July 24, 2024, https://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/
articles/2024/7/24/testing-top-of-mind-as-us-lags-china-
in-hypersonics-race; Paul Bernstein and Harrison Menke,
“Russia’s Hypersonic Weapons,” Georgetown Journal of
International Affairs, December 12, 2019, https://wmdcenter.
ndu.edu/Publications/Publication-View/Article/2039639/
russias-hypersonic-weapons/; Lyle Goldstein and Nathan
Waechter, “China Evaluates Russia’s Use of Hypersonic
‘Daggers’ in the Ukraine War, RAND, January 12, 2024,
https://www.rand.org/pubs/commentary/2024/01/china-
evaluates-russias-use-of-hypersonic-daggers-in.html.

* Julian E. Barnes et al, “Russias Advances on Space-
Based Nuclear Weapon Draws U.S. Concern,” New York
Times, February 14, 2024; Betty Wehtje, “Increased
Militarism of Space—A New Realm of Security,; Beyond
the  Horizon, June 6, 2023, https://behorizon.org/
increased-militarisation-of-space-a-new-realm-of-security/.

100 <

Rogers: Border Security Is National Security,” U.S. House
of Representatives, January 20, 2025, https://armedservices.
house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=4923.

101 “Border Security Is National Security: Recognizing Key
Vulnerabilities,” America First Policy Institute, October 24,
2023, https://americafirstpolicy.com/issues/fact-sheet-border-
security-is-national-security-recognizing-key-vulnerabilities;
Jacob Ware, “The Southern Border Poses Terrorism Risks.
Homegrown Threats Still Loom Larger,” Council on Foreign
Relations, September 26, 2023, https://www.cfr.org/blog/
southern-border-poses-terrorism-risks-homegrown-threats-
still-loom-larger.

12 James Coker, “DHS Secretary. Outlines Biden
Administration’s Cybersecurity Vision,” Infosecurity Magazine,
April 1, 2021, https://www.infosecurity-magazine.com/news/
dhs-secretary-biden-admin/; National Security Strategy, 30-1.

1% US. Northern Command Public Affairs,
“USNORTHCOM Bolsters  Security at Southern Border,
January 23, 2025, https://www.northcom.mil/Newsroom/
Press-Releases/Article/4038601/usnorthcom-bolsters-
security-at-southern-border/; “Fact Sheet: President Donald
J. Trump Directs the Building of the Iron Dome Missile
Defense Shield for America,” The White House, January
27, 2025, https://www.whitehouse.gov/fact-sheets/2025/01/
fact-sheet-president-donald-j-trump-directs-the-building-of-
the-iron-dome-missile-defense-shield-for-america/.

1% Carafano, “Trump’s Arctic Strategy and Greenland Security”;
Meade, “Trump’s Greenland Gambit?”

1% “Declaring a National Emergency at the Southern Border
of the United States, The White House, January 20, 2025,
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/01/
declaring-a-national-emergency-at-the-southern-border-
of-the-united-states/; Anastasia Obis, “Trump’s Executive
Order Directs NORTHCOM to ‘Seal’ the Border,” Federal
News Network, January 22, 2025, https://federalnewsnetwork.
com/defense-main/2025/01/trumps-executive-order-directs-
northcom-to-seal-the-border/.

1% Bradley Bowman and Mark Montgomery, “Trump Is Right
to Prioritize Homeland Missile Defense,” Foundation for
Defense of Democracies, February 10, 2025, https://www.
fdd.org/analysis/2025/02/10/trump-is-right-to-prioritize-
homeland-missile-defense/; “Fact Sheet: President Donald J.
Trump Directs the Building of the Iron Dome Missile Defense
Shield for America”

17 Julian E. Barnes et al., “Hegseth Orders Pentagon to Stop
Offensive Cyberoperations Against Russia,” New York Times,
March 2, 2025.



Introduction 29

TEXTBOX 1:

“China and Russia challenge American power, influence, and interests, attempting to erode
American security and prosperity. They are determined to make economies less free and
less fair, to grow their militaries, and to control information and data to repress their societ-
ies and expand their influence. . . . These competitions require the United States to rethink
the policies of the past two decades—policies based on the assumption that engagement
with rivals and their inclusion in international institutions and global commerce would turn
them info benign actors and trustworthy partners. For the most part, this premise turned
out fo be false.”

—National Security Strategy of the United States of America, December 2017
TEXTBOX 2:

“The United States is failing in the global South. lts popularity and influence-have waned,
and policies that recent U.S. administrations have designed to close the gap have fallen
short. . .. Countries in the global South have attempted to press the United States for better
engagement n multilateral forums. But addressing the trust deficit through these postwar
institutions has not been effective because they have become part of the problem. They
have failed to adapt to a new distribution of power, fueling charges of hypocrisy and
breeding competitive multilateralism. Antagonistic alternatives—from the expanded BRICS
to the Shanghai Cooperation Organization—are vying for influence. Neither American nor
Western leadership is the only game in town, and more than ever, the United States must
earn its partnerships with rising powers such as‘Brazil, India, and Indonesia.”

—Leslie Vinjamuri and Max Yoeli, “America’s Last Chance with the
Global South,” Foreign Affairs (November 15, 2024)

Table 1. Framework for Assessing the Aspects/Categories of Competition

Competitive Aspect/Category Main Competitive Elements

Political and Diplomatic Levels of influence in multilateral institutions, key posts held that con-
trol multilateral institutions, number, and strength of political alliances.

Ideological Values and political systems’ appeal.

Informational The manner and degree of transnational communications—open and
fransparent vs. closed and restrictive; extent of denigration of “the
other” in mass communications; ability to manage internal messages
and project external messages.

Military Size, posture, professionalism, and technological edge of armed
forces; cohesion and capacity of military alliances.

Economic Size, technological breadth, diversity, and resources based on the
national economy; the innovation ecosystem of a national economy,
including its access to and management of financial capital.






