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Introduction

The dominant geostrategic framework for international relations today is one of a great 
power competition between three rivalrous, globally ascendant states: the United States, 
Russia, and China. After more than two decades of mainly cooperation and collaboration, 
these countries had drifted into de facto rivalrous competition by the end of the 2000s 
(Campbell and Ratner, 2018; Stent, 2019). By the middle of the 2010s, their undeclared but 
obvious rivalry had intensified (Stent, 2019; Doshi, 2021). Fully acknowledged great power 
competition arrived in late 2017 when the United States published its National Security 
Strategy and declared a formal end to the 25-year era of United States-led globalization and 
active American democratization initiatives (Campbell and Sullivan, 2019; Lynch, 2020).

Previous chapters have considered the future of great power competition for an array of 
global actors: great powers, middle powers, small powers, geographic entities and non-state 
actors. This chapter will focus on the vital interactions of the three contemporary great pow-
ers. How did their relative power evolve? Where will they compete and how will this impact 
geostrategic norms, institutions, and inter-state alignments? Finally, will their competition 
spark direct great-power armed conflict soon?

Predicting the future always is a fraught endeavor. It is an increasingly difficult task if one 
defines the future in terms of decades or generations. A judicious consideration of relevant 
history can help one understand the patterns and probabilities for the trajectory of today’s 
multi-state, great power competition. As a result, this chapter will analyze the future of con-
temporary great power competition for the remainder of the 2020s. It will do so with fre-
quent explicit reference to historical patterns—touch points—associated with past multi-state 
great power competitions during the nation-state period that began in 1648 with the Treaty 
of Westphalia.
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The chapter will begin with the important features of this evolving era of multi-state great 
power competition and define why the distribution of geostrategic power in that system is 
critical to analysis of the way forward. Then, the chapter will address the salient features of 
modern great power strategic aims and the most likely trajectory of their relative power 
attributes for the remainder of the decade. It will next evaluate the prospects for changes in 
great power identities before 2030 based upon forecast relative power changes. The chapter 
will conclude with an assessment of the prospects for near-term direct great power war.

The Structure of Competition among Contemporary Great Powers

Great power competition describes the dominant feature of the geostrategic environment. It 
informs strategic options but is not policy prescriptive (Walt, 1998; Lynch, 2021; Wyne, 
2022). Throughout history, great powers display three conspicuous attributes. A great power 
has unusual capabilities in comparison with other states. Then it uses these to pursue broad 
and sustained policy interests beyond its immediate neighborhood. Thus, it is perceived by other 
states to be powerful, have influence, and is treated accordingly. Today the United States, 
China, and Russia fit the great power description. However, this triangular great power 
structure is not durable (Waltz, 1979). 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, another state might amalgamate power capa-
bilities 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 
strategic environment and frames the policy choices made by these powerful rivals seeking to 
maximize individual wealth, influence, and security in conditions of uncertainty and anarchy 
(Waltz, 1979). Less powerful states retain agency to seek wealth, influence, and security but 
within parameters defined by the interaction of the great powers (Mearsheimer, 2001).

Eras featuring three or more great power states—multi-polar eras—have been the most 
common since the dawn of the modern state era in 1648. But their dynamics are unfamiliar 
to modern statesman. Multi-state great power competition is conducted over decades and 
centuries, not years. Spain, France, Great Britain, the Netherlands, and the Ottoman Empire 
competed as great powers across multiple continents from the late 1500s into the early 
1700s. Spain, France, and Great Britain then continued that competition over American 
colonies for another century and a half. Russia, Austria-Hungary, and the Ottoman Empire 
alternatively jousted and clashed from the 1600s to the late 1800s across Europe, Asia Minor, 
and North Africa. Russia, Great Britain, and the Ottoman Empire engaged for more than a 
century in a “Great Game” located in Asia and the Middle East. Imperial Germany, France, 
Great Britain, Russia, the Ottoman Empire, Japan, and the United States were rivalrous great 
powers from the late 1880s to the end of World War II (Gilpin, 1981; Kennedy, 1987).

Three-quarters of great power transitions since 1500 have culminated with, or involved 
during them, a highly destructive period of direct great power war (Lacey, 2016; Allison, 
2017; Lynch, 2020). War between great powers during times of relative transition is not 
inevitable, but it is a persistent threat. Great powers may channel or expend their worst ani-
mus in competitive activities, short of supremely destructive direct armed conflict. Military 
competition among great powers often includes shifting military alliances, arms races, proxy 
wars, and irregular martial activities (Levy, 1985; Mearsheimer, 2001; Hoffman and Orner, 
2021). Great powers also constantly joust for relative advantage in four additional categories 
of inter-state competition and contest: the politico-diplomatic, economic, ideological, and 
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informational (see Table 24.1). These categories align with and extend the row titled 
“Mechanisms” in Table 1.2.

These major categories are consistent throughout history, but their main competitive 
elements are not static. These evolve over time and update in accordance with the dynamic 
aspects of evolving technology, political ideas, and governing structures.

Today’s main actors—China, Russia, and the United States—seek relative advantage and 
opportunity in each of these five competitive categories of Table 24.1. To understand the 
future of great power competition over the coming decade, one must evaluate the most likely 
protagonist trajectory for relative power and influence in these competitive categories.

Major Actors and Mechanisms: Relative Great Power Transition Arcs 
and Implications for Future Competition

Our modern era of multi-state great power rivalry is just entering a second decade. History 
informs that it should be expected to ebb and flow for at least several more decades (Gilpin, 
1981; Kennedy, 1987). This section will address how great power competitive mechanisms 
should be expected to evolve given the relevant aspects of multi-state, great-power, geostra-
tegic history.

The United States: Relative Power Trajectory and Competitive Prospects

The United States remains relatively strong in the military hard power and most of the soft 
power attributes necessary to influence by attraction or by coercion the growth of like-
minded global partnerships and an ascendant role in the maintenance of international norms 
of behavior. Its military forces are unmatched in global power projection capacity and likely 
to remain so for at least the rest of the decade (Lynch, 2020). The relative size of the US 
economy and its manufacturing base is in decline compared with China. However, it appears 
to be recovering from the COVID-19 shock better than most of the developed world. 
American real GDP growth was 2.5% in 2023 which was better than expectations and beat 

Table 24.1 A framework for assessing the aspects/categories of competition

Competitive aspect/category Main competitive elements

Political and diplomatic Levels of influence in multi-lateral institutions, key posts held that 
control multi-lateral institutions, number and strength of political 
alliances.

Ideological Values and appeal of political systems.
Informational The manner and degree of transnational communications: open and 

transparent 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.

Source: Lynch (2020).
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the global average (Mutikani, 2024). Washington also has many other durable economic 
advantages.

Global American financial dominance remains a critical power advantage and is likely to 
endure despite increasing international pressure from China to end the dollar’s role as the 
main currency of international transaction (Earle, 2023). America’s innovation dynamism 
remains very robust, even in comparison to China (Chaing, 2022; Weinstein, 2022; Bankoff, 
2022). Its demographic profile and immigration policies are more conducive to long-term 
economic adaptation and expansion than either of its two rivals. (Bankoff, 2022)

Core American ideological messages featuring freedom, openness, transparency, and uni-
versal human rights resonate very well in many parts of the world, providing America with an 
ability to attract other states to act favorably toward American objectives and interests. 
(Lynch, 2020) However, American political cohesion has been under duress from domestic 
polarization, catalyzed in part by rival great power multi-media interference. (Watts, 2019) 
America’s longstanding global leadership is challenged by rival narrative projections that 
paint Washington as directly responsible for regional instability and as the primary cause of 
the uneven distribution of global wealth and power. (Pennington et al., 2022) This will con-
tinue throughout the 2020s. America’s challenges are offset by Chinese and Russian limita-
tions and liabilities. Neither Russia or China is likely to supplant the reach of American 
military and economic power or the generally positive resonance and influence of American 
values and institutions during this decade. (Beckley, 2018)

China: Relative Power Trajectory and Competitive Prospects

China’s power bases—its tools for international influence through attraction or coercion—
have been skewed toward the economic but with clear potential to develop more broadly. 
China’s trade and infrastructure investment prowess has made it a major force in the eco-
nomic competitive space. It has declared long-term plans to leverage economic advantage for 
greater military, political, informational, and ideological capability—a military–civil fusion 
strategy. (Kanai and Laskai, 2021)

China’s current power factors do not present an urgent military threat regionally or glob-
ally. But Beijing’s determined focus on military development increasingly threatens US allies 
and partners in the Indo-Pacific and makes American military intervention on behalf of stra-
tegic partners there more costly over the coming decade. (Heginbotham, et al., 2015) China 
seeks the elimination of American presence in the Indo-Pacific as that stands as an obstacle 
to its ambition to be the dominant power in the region. Thus, Beijing works to erode US 
power and influence in the region while seeking to avoid a direct military confrontation. 
(IISS, 2019; Lynch, 2020). China’s People’s Liberation Army (PLA) can deny US naval and 
air forces uncontested access to areas near the Chinese coast, and it can hold major US air 
and naval weapons platforms at risk military in East Asia and the Western Pacific. (Heginbotham 
et al., 2015) However, China will be hard pressed to project power outside the second island 
chain during this decade. (Wuthnow and Fravel, 2022). China is rapidly expanding its stra-
tegic missile force and its nuclear weapons arsenal in a manner that will create a formidable 
deterrent posture if sustained into the 2030s. (Bugos and Klare, 2023)

China’s historically rapid domestic economic growth slowed between 2018 and 2022 and 
is likely to remain constrained into the future. After decades of GDP growth at 7% or greater, 
China’s ascent slowed to 2.2% in 2020 and 3% in 2022. (Douglas, 2022) It was forecast to 
be no better than 4.3% in 2023 and despite suspect Chinese claims that 2023 GDP growth 
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exceeded 5%, its growth is expected to remain sluggish for the remainder of the decade when 
compared to recent Chinese norms… (World Bank, 2023) Part of China’s economic slow-
down came from almost three years of self-imposed “Zero COVID-19” domestic lockdowns, 
but Beijing also has to confront a significantly altered global economic environment from the 
one it enjoyed before 2018.

The United States and China commenced a “trade war” two years before COVID-19. 
Competitive trade tensions show no signs of abating. (Huang, 2020) China also faces a new 
challenge from American-led, Western export constraints on key technologies like the semi-
conductor, a vital component for technological innovation and economic development in 
the highest value areas of modern economies like 5G and 6G communications, big data 
computing, artificial intelligence (AI), robotics, and autonomous machining. (Miller, 2022) 
China somehow must increase domestic consumption for indigenous goods which are now 
too expensive for many traditional export markets while at the same time replacing vital 
access to Western high technology inventions and processes that Beijing relied upon for eco-
nomic expansion during its impressive three-decade ascent. These feats will be difficult to 
manage during a painful economic rebalance that is certain to constrain Chinese GDP growth 
to at or below 3% for years to come. (Schneider, 2021; Pettis, 2023)

The impressive arc of Chinese international economic ascent also flattened in the early 
2020s. Its robust and well-received international infrastructure programs, mostly as part of 
Beijing’s so-called Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), came under stress. Many BRI projects 
have not produced the envisioned economic returns even though some have generated coer-
cive political-diplomatic gains. (Lu, 2023) In 2022, the Group of Seven (G7) industrialized 
nations introduced a competitor initiative to China’s BRI: the Partnership for Global 
Infrastructure and Investment (PGII). (Moses et al., 2022) American-led competition will 
slow and slim down a Chinese international investment juggernaut and test the attractiveness 
of its state-led equity and development model.

China’s projected economic power advantages are unlikely to fully eclipse those of the 
United States in the coming decade and Chinese economic power may not be sustainable in 
the out-years. (Brands and Beckley, 2022 ) Beijing must find a way to redress looming weak-
nesses certain to constrain economic growth, including a fast-aging population, an educa-
tional and intellectual culture that constrains innovation, and an undersized presence in 
global financial markets that limits the revenue potential and influence of its financial ser-
vices. (World Bank, 2023; Ji, 2023) China’s efforts to establish the renminbi as an increas-
ingly dominant instrument of international financial exchange will be a critical initiative to 
watch and will be addressed in a subsequent section.

China’s diplomatic power tools consistently underperform. Its coercive use of its eco-
nomic leverage in abrupt, brusque sanctions and embargos of trading partners including 
Australia, New Zealand, and Lithuania set back its diplomacy and drove these partners away 
and toward deeper economic and security arrangements with the United States. (Huang, 
2022; Taffer and Wallsh, 2023)

China also displays stubborn deficiencies in its ideological, cultural, and communications 
power posture and influence potential. It has no real multilateral political or military alli-
ances. Its national narrative focuses on state control and social order over individual liberties 
in a manner that resonates poorly outside of authoritarian circles despite Beijing’s intense 
global messaging campaign. (Lynch, 2020) China’s reflexively defensive posture and rela-
tively limited role in addressing the coronavirus pandemic generated mistrust and ill-will in 
many nations. (Gupta, 2022)
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China’s power trajectory and mechanisms for future competition indicate that it will 
remain the biggest rival to the United States but without surpassing America anytime soon. 
However, Beijing seems increasingly likely to suborn Russia as a junior partner in its strategic 
aims as Moscow reaps the bitter fruit of Putin’s poor decision-making in Ukraine. (Lynch, 
2022)

Russia: Relative Power Trajectory and Competitive Prospects

Prior to its 2022 invasion of Ukraine, Russia sought to manage its relationship with the USA, 
the European Union (EU), and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) to deter 
“supposed” hostile action by weakening the cohesion of these alliances. It also had been 
developing deeper relationships with China, the Chinese-led Shanghai Cooperation 
Organization (SCO), and the international Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa 
(BRICS) consortium countries to blemish US influence abroad. (Salzman, 2019)

Pre-2022, Russia’s relative power capabilities were most heavily concentrated in its mili-
tary and its information manipulation and influence activities. Its military tools ranged from 
a formidable nuclear weapons arsenal to significant military and armed mercenary power 
projection capabilities burnished over several years in distant, limited, gray-zone, armed 
actions. (Lynch, 2020) Moscow’s multi-media information operations had generated mean-
ingful disruption against Western leaders, political processes, institutions, and organizations. 
(Watts, 2019; CFR, 2022) Vast oil and gas reserves combined with expanding global delivery 
networks and Moscow’s participation in the Organization of Petroleum Exporting 
Countries – Plus (OPEC+) forum for managing global oil supplies provided Russia with its 
main point of economic prowess. Yet its economic, ideological, and political power have 
always been sub-standard for a durable global power.

Since the invasion of Ukraine, Russia has squandered a significant amount of power and 
accelerated an already evident relative power descent. Punitive Western financial sanctions 
and a dramatic decoupling of Europe and North America from Russian energy exports bit 
Moscow hard. Its GDP growth contracted by 3.5% in 2022 and another 3.3% in 2023 with 
poor future growth prospects. (The World Bank, 2023) Moscow’s pariah status with Western 
states has pushed its economic future more heavily—and dramatically—into the orbit of 
China. (Guabev, 2023)

Russia’s military has suffered staggering losses in Ukraine. British intelligence estimated 
about 220,000 Russian casualties, with up to a quarter of those dead, during the first year of 
its invasion. (The Economist, 2023) Russian military equipment losses were equally stark in 
the first year with more than 1,500 tanks, 2,400 variants of personnel carriers, and thousands 
of artillery pieces lost. The Russian defense budget will need years to replace what the mili-
tary has lost or otherwise expended in Ukraine. (Pifer, 2022) Perhaps more importantly, the 
narrative of Russian martial prowess and acumen earned from a series of unconventional 
warfare actions during the 2010s was flipped as the world witnessed exceedingly poor per-
formance in high-intensity, state-to-state combat. President Putin has somewhat masked this 
catastrophe by portraying durable Russian global military relevance in naval exercises off 
Japan, launches of intercontinental hypersonic cruise missiles, and with the sustained pres-
ence of Russian Wagner Group mercenaries in countries including Syria, Libya, South Sudan, 
Chad, and Mali. (Faulconbridge, 2023; Ehl, 2023)

Russian diplomacy also sustains the global reach and influence befitting a great power. 
Moscow’s role as a Permanent Five (P5) member of the UN Security Council with veto 
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power conveys its influence and resonates widely. The Russian Foreign Ministry retains a 
global voice and influence especially when blaming the United States and Western partners 
for the economic ills of lesser developed countries and Southern Group states. (Pennington 
et al., 2022)

Down but not out, Russia is most likely to remain a great power during this decade 
despite a steeper relative power descent than before 2022. At the same time, Moscow’s des-
perate turn for a lifeline with Beijing increasingly will compromise Russia’s independence and 
relative stature at the great power high table.

India, not Europe: An Evolving Role in Great Power Competition

Past eras of multistate great power competition often feature the ascent of a middle power 
into great power status. Great Britain joined France, Spain, and the Ottomans as an interna-
tional great power in the early 1700s. The late 1800s witnessed the rise of the United States, 
Imperial Germany, and Imperial Japan from the ranks of the middle powers onto the high 
table of great powers. (Kennedy, 1987) In each of these cases and others, middle power 
ascent did not alter the global distribution of power in a structural manner, for the geostra-
tegic framework remained multipolar. (Waltz, 1979; Gilpin, 1981) Newcomers effectively 
developed the key attributes of a great power by acquiring unique military and economic 
attributes, acting in a strategic fashion well beyond their own region of the world, and catch-
ing the attention of other states as a ubiquitous factor in geostrategic calculations and 
decision-making. (Gilpin, 1975; Lynch, 2020)

Many wonder whether Europe might soon rise as a great power in the emerging interna-
tional order. Variants of this question have been asked for decades as post-World War II 
European integration flowed from the romantic vision of a Europe transcending conflict and 
forming an ever-closer union. But the crowning jewel of the European integration 
experiment—the EU, established by the 1992 Treaty in Maastricht and entering into force in 
1993—has struggled to present a cohesive whole. From 1993 to 2022, the EU never cleaved 
together politically, militarily, or even economically to the degree necessary to meet the 
three-feature definition of a global great power. (Lynch, 2020) It has remained an impor-
tant, but lesser-tier, player in the emerging new era of great power competition shaped by the 
USA, China, and Russia.

After the outbreak of the Russo-Ukrainian war in February 2022, some analysts observed 
changes in the EU, suggesting a deepening economic and political union with security and 
defense cooperation necessary to ascend as a great power. (Sullivan, 2022) For the first time 
ever, the EU purchased and provided €450 million worth of weapons and equipment to an 
active warzone in support of Ukraine, simultaneously encouraging member states to make 
extensive military contributions. It extended past efforts to create an EU defensive union 
that would run parallel to NATO without duplication, deploying a first-ever cyber division 
to counter attacks from Russia. The EU took uncharacteristically rapid collective action that 
banned all Russian-owned media and froze Russian bank assets. (Eder and Moyer, 2022) It 
also led member states through a painful but necessary rapid move away from European 
energy dependence on Russia. (Gili, 2022)

Important as these EU activities were to a cohesive European response against brazen 
Russian regional aggression, they do not portent any imminent future for the EU as a global 
great power. The EU lacks autonomous authority over member state security policies or 
military procurements. Thus, NATO’s formal processes and organizations featuring advanced 
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American military capabilities were the essential enablers of Europe’s security response to 
Russian aggression. NATO remains an irreplaceable organization for harmonizing European 
security policies and activities against Russia and China (Bond and Scazzieri, 2022). This is 
even more the case today since the United Kingdom (UK) removed its significant strategic 
nuclear and conventional capabilities from the EU with its 2020 BREXIT departure even as 
it remained a NATO member. (Adamson, 2020)

EU political and economic interactions with China also demonstrate that while it is a 
player at the high table of global commerce and finance, it cannot generate or enforce a 
cohesive strategic narrative on member states in a manner requisite for a global great power. 
In early 2023, EU President Ursula von der Leyen publicly announced a framework for 
“de-risking” European economic activities with China to limit the potential for Chinese 
economic coercion or security blackmail. (der Leyen and Ursula, 2023) French President 
Macron then traveled to China with von der Leyen and a large commercial delegation 
announcing there that he viewed European strategic autonomy to necessitate that his nation 
and others avoid getting caught up in crises that “are not ours” (Sorgi, 2023). EU policy 
discontinuities were further highlighted by Germany as Prime Minister Scholtz announced 
support for the EU approach of “de-risking” even as his government delayed for several 
months the publication of a national strategy for China due to significant disagreement 
about whether major German investment would continue to flow to China, Berlin’s largest 
trading partner. (Reuters, 2023; Rinke, 2023)

Unlike the EU, India comprises a cohesive sovereign entity with direct control over its 
military assets, political and economic processes, and strategic narrative. More than any other 
contemporary sovereign state, India has a growing economy, a nuclear capable military, and 
an international diplomatic presence. So, for the 2020s, India appears to be the country with 
the most latent potential to rise to the status of a great power. But New Delhi is not realisti-
cally poised to become a great power this decade. (Tellis, 2019)

India has a large population that recently bypassed China’s as the largest in the world. It 
has the fifth largest economy and a steadily growing GDP along with an expanding presence 
on the international export and exchange markets. At the same time, India’s domestic limi-
tations constrain advancement in many manufacturing and financial sectors and its economy 
is heavily dependent on trade with China for many of its critical supply chains. Despite fre-
quent Indian rhetoric about economic decoupling from China over time, the loss of Chinese 
supply chains and investments would harm India far more than it would impact China for the 
foreseeable future. (Verma, 2023)

India has a military that mainly focuses on its immediate regional antagonist, Pakistan, but 
with increasing attention to its great power rival, China. (Tellis, 2019) The Indian armed 
forces are growing toward a joint and strategic organization with intercontinental missiles 
and a deterrent nuclear force that includes land, air, and sea components. However, India is 
not likely to field a full strategic triad before the end of the decade if then. (Wright, 2022) 
India is a large and growing player in outer space with one of the top five satellite launch 
organizations in the world. Its posture in outer space is poised to grow exponentially in the 
coming decade on the back of surging demand for telecommunication services and because 
Western satellite services are abandoning Chinese launch facilities due to growing political 
risk. (Einhorn and Saxena, 2023)

Despite these favorable if somewhat mixed relative power factors, New Delhi does not 
aspire to project military power beyond its immediate region. (Tellis, 2019) Most security 
experts do not anticipate that India will have sufficient capabilities for military power 
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projection beyond the Indian Ocean Region before the mid-2030s at the earliest. (Gatapolous, 
2021) India is not a P5 member on the United Nations Security Council. However, it is an 
increasingly active leader of the Group of Twenty (G20), including a stint as its rotating 
president during 2023. India used this presidency to project itself as the “Voice of the Global 
South”, emphasizing the demands of poor countries for inclusive growth, climate finance, 
more representative multilateral institutions, and progress on sustainable development. 
(Baru, 2023)

India can position itself as an arbiter of great power competition in the Global South. 
New Delhi retains a historic relationship with Moscow so can present itself as a diplomatic 
counterweight to Russian denigration of liberal norms and democratic governance. India 
also might provide an alternative for developing states wishing to escape coercive Chinese 
economic and diplomatic overtures but wary of direct interaction with America and its part-
ners. The United States increasingly views India as a potential bridge to the developing 
world and a democratic counterweight to China’s influence. India is postured to be an 
increasingly influential global diplomatic presence over the coming decade even though not 
yet a great power.

The Future Structure of Great Power Competition and Relative Power 
Changes in the Current Three

The United States, China, and Russia each face major internal structural, economic, and 
demographic challenges. The choices each state’s political leadership makes about how to 
address these domestic dynamics as well as their international challenges will determine the 
future power they will possess, and the future policy options they might pursue. Russia 
appears to be confronting these challenges first in the early 2020s. (Lynch, 2020)

Moscow’s disastrously misjudged military attack of Ukraine stoked the first proxy war of 
the new great power competitive era and put Russia’s fragile relative power factors under 
enormous duress, accelerating decline. (Gabuev, 2023; Lynch 2022) America and its NATO 
allies have been able to contest Russian norm-busting military aggression while avoiding a 
direct armed clash with Moscow. In classic proxy war fashion, the Alliance equipped and 
mentored a frontline but technically unallied state with a mix of inexpensive but effective 
autonomous drones, artillery, air defense, and cruise missiles that effectively denied most of 
Putin’s campaign objectives and exposed Russia as an amazingly incompetent military foe. 
(Duffy Toft and Monica, 2022).

The Russo-Ukraine war has also weakened Moscow’s strategic position in Eurasia as its 
aggression has spooked formerly neutral European nations Finland and Sweden into joining 
NATO. American global sanctions and diplomatic initiatives simultaneously have accelerated 
the already noteworthy ongoing decline of Russian economic status and global influence. 
(Gabuev, 2023)

Bipolar zero-sum certainties are not present in modern multistate great power competi-
tion. (Waltz, 1979; Lynch 2022) Putin’s misguided invasion of Ukraine and obvious wastage 
of already limited Russian military and economic power there did not inherently benefit 
America’s strategic interests, nor did it convey certain advantages to China. Instead, Beijing 
and Washington will compete for dominant influence over the role and relationship of 
Moscow in the ongoing decade. (Lynch, 2022)

For its part, China views the retention of Russia as a great power rival of the United States 
to be strategically advantageous. (Kusa, 2022) A chastened but intact Russia diverts at least 
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some American economic attention and military resources away from the Indo-Pacific and 
toward the European theater. Moreover, Chinese delimited support for Russia as a declining 
but relevant great power allows Beijing to exact an increasingly heavy price for diplomatic 
friendship, turning Russia ever-more into a vassalized junior partner. For the cost of a March 
2023 photo-opportunity in Moscow that made Vladimir Putin and Russia look less of a 
global pariah, Chinese President Xi Jinping exacted important Russian concessions. 
Reportedly, that March 2023 visit gained Chinese exclusive rights and prices on rare minerals 
and special commodities, the transfer of top Russian weapons technologies, formal Russian 
diplomatic support to Beijing in its territorial dispute claims in the Indo-Pacific Region, and 
Moscow’s agreement to use the Chinese renminbi as the official currency in bilateral eco-
nomic exchange and during all Russian energy transactions with the middle powers and small 
states of the less developed world. (The Economist, 2023) China can be expected to extract 
even more favorable terms and conditions from a vassalized Russia should Moscow’s isola-
tion from the West grow more all-encompassing. (CSIS, 2022)

The United States also wants a chastened but largely intact great power in Moscow. It 
cannot afford to clean up the mess of a collapsed Russia embroiled in civil war or overtaken by 
radicalized officials who might resort to using nuclear weapons or enabling their proliferation. 
(Lynch, 2022) It would prefer a form of Russian leadership capable of reasonable compromise 
in Ukraine, renunciation of force to intimidate bordering Eurasian states, retention of suffi-
cient territorial control and governance to stabilize Russia proper while resisting Chinese 
encroachment or usurpation of key Russian power assets for use by Beijing. (Gabuev, 2023)

Washington must guard against significant relative power gains for a rival from the acceler-
ating decline of another great power. (Lynch, 2022) It should be expected to seek benefit 
from Russian decline by finding mechanisms to reset bilateral relations with Moscow, most 
likely after new political leadership there, that helps reform Russian behavior and reveal points 
where Western isolation of Russia can be eased to provide Moscow with some options other 
than a growing fealty toward Beijing. As with past eras, both of Russia’s contemporary great 
power rivals this decade will seek to gain maximum relative advantage from its decline without 
undoing Moscow’s great power status or the multi-polar global distribution of power.

Competitive Arenas and Prospects of the Major Great Powers

The main arenas of great power competition for the rest of the 2020s will involve certain 
territorial regions and multiple borderless activities like those involving space and cyberspace 
addressed in earlier chapters. Yet great power competition—especially within the Sino-
American rivalrous dyad—is systemic as much as regional and functional. Systemic great 
power competition will reshape the structure of the international order. (Mazarr and 
McDonald, 2022)

Systemic competition is occurring along two vectors. Both contribute to the fragmenta-
tion of formerly universal organizations and institutions. The first vector features great pow-
ers assertively and simultaneously manipulating and contesting the rules and norms in 
standing international organizations, institutions, and activities. (Chhabra et al., 2022) 
Chapter 23 discussed the jousting between the United States and China in the international 
Human Rights Commission (HRC) over Beijing’s aim to change the historical definition of 
human rights from an individual-focused one into an ultra-statist version. This is just one of 
an increasing number of instances where wrangling over foundational differences between 
rivalrous great power norms and ideals frustrates international consensus, neuters joint policy 
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development and enforcement, and fragments once cohesive systemic global arrangements. 
(Jorgensen, 2020; Remler, 2020) Russia and especially China will continue efforts to co-opt 
standing institutions by enticing or coercing member states to support their misuse for 
nationalist agendas and to alter their fundamental underpinnings. (Schuman, 2021) The 
United States and its partners will continue to push back. The resulting tensions will erode 
viability and constrain effectiveness. This is a growing reality for agencies and forums within 
and affiliated to the United Nations (UN) and for free-standing global institutions like 
Interpol. (Fung and Lam, 2022; Hyde, 2023; Keith and Davies, 2023)

The second vector features the growth of alternative international governance regimes 
and networks that compete with traditional ones. Here, China is at the forefront. Over the 
past decade, Beijing launched the Global Security Initiative (GSI), the Global Development 
Initiative (GDI), the BRI, and others as alternatives to what it regards as US-dominated 
regimes. (Jaeger, 2022) GSI envisions an alternative, post-American, international security 
architecture and courts international participation. (Van Oudenaren, 2023) Although nom-
inally supportive of the UN, China’s GDI framework states that economic development is 
prerequisite to the enjoyment of human rights, positioning the nation state over the individ-
ual in a manner contrary to standing UN norms. It also links GDI with GSI. (Page, 2022) 
Announced in 2013, the BRI is China’s massive global infrastructure development initiative, 
but it is so much more than this. It is Beijing’s most important political and economic instru-
ment enabling the internationalization of Chinese priorities and its long-term strategic inter-
ests. Beijing is leveraging the BRI’s global reach to encourage more countries to join 
multilateral cooperation platforms originated or dominated by China, like BRICS, the SCO, 
and the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB). (Umbach, 2022) China also views 
BRICS as an emerging potential global political and trade framework to eventually supplant 
the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the G7 (Jaeger, 2022).

If China cannot recalibrate existing, American-supported, international political and secu-
rity organization norms and procedures, then it will move onto these new organizations 
where its definitions and norms serve as the baseline. This is why the EU writes of China as 
a “systemic rival promoting alternative models of governance” and the United States refers 
to China as a “competitor with both the intent and, increasingly, the capability to reshape the 
international order” (European Commission, 2019; National Security Strategy of the United 
States, 2022; Jaeger, 2022). As with the first vector, systemic competition along this second 
will become increasingly prominent and will fragment the cohesion and relevance of long-
standing global norms and ideals over the remainder of the decade.

Great power competition over the systemic features of a future international order will 
engage governance, security, and economic elements. Several of these elements have been 
addressed above. The rest of this section will focus on three major arenas where the great 
powers will compete vigorously around the globe for the remainder of this decade to estab-
lish both their preferred domain rules and norms in global economic interactions, to build-
out alliances and partnerships that uphold these preferences, and to establish the level and 
degree of global communications and messaging. I will demonstrate that these three arenas 
also all involve an accelerating fragmentation of formerly globalized domains.

Global Economic Rules, Norms, and Organizations

Global economics integrate the dynamics of trade, finance, and infrastructure development. 
The post-World War II era featured all three systems built around American-preferred norms 
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of global openness, freedom of access, private corporate enterprise, and the primacy of the 
American dollar. (Kindelberger, 1996; Wong, 2023) For more than 30 years, China has ben-
efitted handsomely from these economic norms and institutions. Beijing values free-flowing 
trade and finance, but with a model that emphasizes a large state role in economic decision-
making. (Lynch, 2020)

Beijing continues to be a supportive member in many of these foundational economic 
arrangements and organizations. (Ikenberry and Lim, 2017) But as its relative power has 
grown, China has rejected lower domestic barriers to overseas corporate ownership and has 
chafed at making its state-led economic decisions fully transparent. Beijing also has aggra-
vated global trade and financial partners with a well-documented pattern of intellectual prop-
erty theft and disregard for the sanctity of proprietary innovation. (Lewis, 2017)

Since the mid-2010s, China has been establishing parallel institutions and programs to 
compete with Western institutions in trade, international infrastructure development, and 
finance. China’s BRI announced in 2013 and its AIIB begun in 2016 are just two examples 
of Chinese alternative economic institutions that the United States and some other Western 
states have not joined. (Seiwert, 2020) As of 2023, China brought over 140 states into its 
BRI framework. Notably, the United States and India do not participate in the BRI but many 
other states simultaneously participate in BRI programs, those from the legacy International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) and Asia Development Bank (ADB) where all three great powers are 
members, and in the G7 PGII where China and Russia are excluded. Likewise longstanding 
members of the World Bank and IMF where America holds sway have joined 120 partici-
pants in the Chinese-led, American-free AIIB, including Japan, India, and many European 
countries. The presence of these Chinese trade and financing alternatives foreshadows greater 
fragmentation of the global economic order in the near term and beyond.

China also has focused on extending the global reach and convertibility of its currency, the 
renminbi, as an alternative to the dollar. While Beijing has had success in attracting countries 
like Brazil to expand bilateral trade denominated in renminbi and coerced Russia into pre-
ferred use of the renminbi in both bilateral commercial transactions and in those with coun-
tries of the developed world, it has only begun the complex process of displacing the dollar’s 
global privilege. (Earle, 2023) In 2022, China’s yuan accounted only for 2.7% of global 
currency reserves while the dollar made up almost 60%: more than all other national curren-
cies combined. That same year about half of global trade was denominated in dollars and a 
full 88% of international currency exchanges involved the dollar. (Wong, 2023) Starting from 
such a deep disadvantage, the Chinese effort at de-dollarization will evolve slowly and une-
venly for at least the coming decade. (Earle, 2023)

In some ways, Chinese alternative commercial programs and financial arrangements have 
filled gaps in the coverage of legacy World Bank, IMF, and WTO arrangements. Multi-
faceted Chinese global economic expansion also is consistent with the pattern of past rising 
great powers. Great Britain and the United States for example used growing domestic wealth 
and status in a globalized effort to extend and expand access to global factors of production 
and markets for manufactured goods. (Gilpin, 1975; Kindelberger, 1996)

Like China, Russia prefers state-monopolized trade. It does not adhere to norms of free-
dom or openness in its general commercial activities. Prior to 2022, and despite an array of 
Western-imposed financial and trade sanctions levied against Russian organizations and indi-
viduals especially since 2014, Russia seemed to accept the basic elements of international 
trade and financial flows so long as they sustained President Putin and his oligarch constitu-
ency’s financial interests. (Stent, 2019; Lynch, 2020) Extensive Western punitive financial 
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and commercial sanctions following Russia’s 2022 invasion of Ukraine changed that calculus 
fundamentally and pushed the Kremlin largely out of the American legacy global financial 
system. (Sonnefeld and Tien, 2023) Moscow began reorienting primary trade routes and 
economic exchanges into an accelerating alignment with Chinese preferences. Tight eco-
nomic coupling between Moscow and Beijing will present a significant challenge for 
Washington, ultimately requiring it to consider less coercive economic approaches toward 
Moscow. (Lynch, 2022) To forestall its geostrategic distress from turning Moscow into an 
economic vassal of Beijing, America is almost certain to eventually offer Russia some alterna-
tive economic incentives for at least partial rapprochement.

Trade and financial disputes are surging as primary flashpoints between the three global 
powers. As Beijing moves to supplant Washington’s preferred international rules, norms, 
and processes with a more state-centric model of economic activity, fissures in the interna-
tional trade and finance order will widen. (Wong, 2019; Mazarr and McDonald, 2022) 
This fragmentation will not yet force middle or small powers to exclusively align with one 
framework or another. (Kausikan, 2023) At least for the next decade, Sino-American eco-
nomic competition will feature divergent philosophies without hard boundaries. Lesser 
states will experience degrees of freedom in economic, political, and security alignment, at 
least for a while.

Military Influence on Defense and Security Relationships

Throughout modern history, great powers have forged military alliances and partnerships to 
expand strategic reach, to enhance deterrence of great power rivals and their proxies, and to 
extend power and influence by attraction. (Gilpin, 1981; Mearsheimer, 2001) In past multi-
state eras, great powers frequently established security partnerships among themselves in 
bilateral or multilateral combinations and in competition with rival great powers. Historic 
great power security alliances are often fluid. Great Britain fought against France in iterative 
great power military alliances for two centuries with an interlude of military partnership 
against Russia during the 1850s Crimean war. Ultimately Great Britain allied with long-time 
rival France and other great powers, including “Great Game” strategic rival Russia, against 
Germany during the early twentieth century. (Kennedy, 1987; Lacey, 2016) Great power 
military and security alliances with lesser powers also can be fluid. They are important to 
great power competitiveness but most favorable to great power interests when tightly cou-
pled in arrangements featuring interoperable military equipment and doctrine, integrated 
command and control protocols, and a political-military decision-making foundation that 
clearly specifies duties and obligations in the event of armed conflict. (Levy, 1985)

The United States has a comparative advantage in forging multinational defense and secu-
rity alliances and partnerships. Washington has recognized this advantage and moved to 
deepen historical multilateral security alliances like NATO, to expand existing bilateral alli-
ances into multilateral ones especially in the Indo-Pacific region, to extend military partner-
ships as more tightly coupled alliances, and to forge new military partnerships. (National 
Security Strategy, 2022) American-endorsed multi-lateral security partnership initiatives 
across the Indo-Pacific are noteworthy and include the multi-faceted Quad arrangement 
with Japan, Australia, and India, and the maritime security AUKUS partnership with Australia 
and the UK (Kutty and Basrur, 2021; Joint Leaders’ Statement on AUKUS, 2021). Many 
states, especially across the Indo-Pacific region, appear keen to join American-led security 
partnerships. While they wish to continue beneficial economic exchange with China, they 
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also desire a hedge against coercive Chinese influence targeting them or their regional inter-
ests. (Lynch, 2020; Kausikan, 2023)

China has some experience with bilateral military and security alliances but far less with 
multilateral ones. Beijing has longstanding bilateral security partnerships with North Korea 
and Pakistan. Both have a narrow, regional security focus and feature common military 
equipment and liaison interactions. China and Pakistan have recurring training exercises. 
(Lalwani, 2023). None of the three have joint combat experiences. From the early 2000s, 
China has conducted multilateral “Peace Mission Drills” with Russia and the Central Asian 
states sponsored by the Chinese-led SCO. These mainly have focused on suppressing a major 
insurgency or popular rebellion. (Weitz, 2021) Beijing has also conducted periodic joint 
naval exercises since 2023 with Russia and Iran. (The Moscow Times, 2023)

China’s most important security partnership is its bilateral one with fellow great power 
Russia. Not a full-fledged security alliance—for neither state has formally promised to defend 
the other in event of an attack—the Sino-Russian defense relationship has evolved signifi-
cantly from its 1990s origins. Moscow originally exploited episodic Sino-Russian exercises to 
display weapons systems to potential People’s Liberation Army (PLA) buyers and to gain 
insights about evolving Chinese military capabilities. From 2012, Russia and China have 
conducted recurring naval exercises on at least an annual basis.

The Russo-Ukraine war has deepened this most important security relationship. 
Dramatic Russian military equipment losses and stiffening Western sanctions force Russia 
ever-more toward China to revive its armed forces. Inevitably, Russia must buy substan-
tially more Chinese weaponry including China’s more advanced unmanned aerial vehicles 
and information technology systems. It also may become beholden to China’s shipbuilding 
capacity, space infrastructure, and to redress shortfalls in domestic technologies. China will 
become the partner using joint military drills to showcase its own advanced arms to Russian 
state firms. Where bilateral military drills and exercises once signaled mutual geostrategic 
support, they may soon indicate growing Russian fealty to specific Chinese themes and 
strategic objectives.

President Putin’s concessions to President Xi during the latter’s March 2023 visit to 
Moscow signaled Russia’s ongoing decay toward a junior partnership in a Chinese-dominated 
security framework. (CSIS, 2022; The Economist.com, 2023) The United States must play 
close attention to this evolution, calibrating and recalibrating its treatment of Russian lead-
ership in a manner that inhibits a formal Sino-Russian security alliance. (Lynch, 2022)

Messaging Capabilities for Diplomatic and Ideological Influence on 
Political Norms and Values

The current structure of the international diplomatic order, with a multitude of interlocking 
organizations and institutions, aligns with major American strategic aims and ideological 
values. These feature an emphasis on globalized rules and norms advocating the primacy of 
free and open societies, commercial markets, protection of political rights, and the rule of law 
in a UN-led multinational diplomatic environment for the peaceful, collective resolution of 
disputes. The structure also features a Western preference for liberal democratic governance. 
(Mazarr and McDonald, 2022)

Divergent great power ideologies and strategic objectives have torn the fabric of glo-
balized norms and procedures, increasingly fragmenting domains once characterized by 
broad inter-state collaboration and coordination. Like the fragmenting trade, finance, and 
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infrastructure investment domains discussed earlier, once-universal norms for comity and 
peaceful interactions in the Arctic, in outer space, in cyberspace, and in other domains have 
splintered along lines of divergent great power preferences.

History informs that such domain fragmentation is the norm for intensifying great power 
rivalries. (Gilpin, 1981) For example, key elements of the electromagnetic (EM) spectrum 
evolved in an era of multi-state great power competition where the rivalry was not intense, 
the technological dominance of one great power—Great Britain—was unrivaled, and where 
London and her great power competitors could collaborate in shared international commu-
nication norms favored by London for mutual wealth gains. But mid-decade in the 1900s, 
Great Britain and Imperial Germany’s intensifying rivalry eroded confidence in the value of 
a shared EM domain, focused on relative gains and losses, and led to domain fragmentation. 
(Kennedy, 1971; Lambert, 2012)

As detailed in Chapter 21, cyberspace today is fragmenting as great power rivalry intensi-
fies. The rise of the cyber domain parallels—but does not exactly match—the EM domain 
trajectory of 100 years ago. The cyber domain rose on a backbone of American-driven tech-
nology, rules, norms, and procedures in an era where no other nation possessed the relative 
power to contest American technological know-how or preferred norms and rules for the 
global internet. (Fischerkeller et al., 2022) America nurtured cyberspace as an international 
medium of commercial and scientific exchange with common adherence to liberal Western 
laws, norms, and procedures. Washington’s values underpinned a globalized technological 
revolution. (CFR, 2022) Despite the relative comity and cooperation across the internet in 
this early era, the states of the world never did generate a comprehensive legal or normative 
framework for governing acceptable conduct in cyberspace. (Lewis, 2017; Fischerkeller et al., 
2022) Even then, the level of distrust among major states was too high to conceive of a 
legally binding cyber treaty or durable nonbinding norms and confidence-building measures 
(Lewis, 2017).

As with the case of the EM domain, global cyberspace has become contested between 
today’s three great powers. Since at least 2008, the Russian state has directed coercive peace-
time cyber campaigns aimed at weakening America’s relative power in the four major areas 
of: public confidence in the safety of American critical infrastructure; the sanctity of the 
American electoral system; the social stability of American society; and average American 
trust in their government. (Fischerkeller et al., 2022) Beijing has thrown up a “Great Firewall 
of China” to prevent the free flow of global information into the hands of Chinese citizens. 
It also conducts strategic cyber-competitive espionage against the United States to enhance 
its relative economic wealth. (CFR, 2022) China has pursued a deliberate cyber espionage 
campaign against American firms and their partners both in China and abroad, focused on 
the brazen theft of intellectual property along with sensitive commercial data and processes. 
(Lewis, 2017) China’s strategy for cyber operations can be characterized as controlling infor-
mation at home and stealing secrets abroad. (Aitel et al., 2022a)

Russia and China find threatening the American preference for the free and open exchange 
of ideas with very little restriction and a global communications architecture that features 
consensus-based cooperation. They prefer very closed and restrictive communications and 
exchange, with the state having the right to control the flow of information within and across 
its borders.

As American cyberspace analyst Clint Watts puts it, the world has entered an era of three 
separate cyber domains: a free and open one preferred by America and its partners; a largely 
closed, tightly constrained, and self-interested one preferred by Beijing; and a highly 
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manipulated, intimidated, and coercive one preferred by Russia. (Watts, 2019) The June 
2022 US Council on Foreign Relations report put it succinctly by noting that the competi-
tion for internet data in cyberspace is the new locus for great power strategic competition 
short of armed conflict; and cyberspace fragmentation is here to stay. ( CFR, 2022)

The fragmentation of cyberspace under pressure from growing great power rivalry is con-
sistent with the history of fragmentation and separation of global domains of state-to-state 
interaction under growing geostrategic duress. (Gilpin, 1975; Waltz, 1979) As with the EM 
domain and others before it, the cyber domain promises a trajectory of increasing fragmen-
tation until a major geostrategic shock—like an armed direct power conflict—reframes global 
power distributions and relationships in a manner more conducive to a cooperative and col-
laborative norm. (Wong, 2019)

Prospects for Direct Armed Conflict between the Great Powers

Direct great power war is an ever-present and very dangerous risk during historic periods of 
multi-state rivalries, although not a normal occurrence during the early decades of great 
power rivalry. (Allison, 2017; Lynch, 2020) The exceptions normally feature severe leader-
ship miscalculation about the capabilities and intentions of the rival great power. (Lynch, 
2020) As great power tensions rise and the mechanisms for coordination and collaboration 
between them recede, it takes extraordinary statesmanship to compete effectively with a rival-
rous great power and not antagonize it to the point where direct armed conflict becomes 
unavoidable. (Gilpin, 1981; Kennedy, 1987; Lynch, 2020)

The most frequent strategic miscalculations are those when one great power generates 
extremely inflexible and time-sensitive war plans, or when a great power poorly signals to a 
rival contemplating a direct military clash that it will use armed conflict directly against that 
rival should it resort to arms. The start of World War I after less than two decades of great 
power rivalrous competition came from grave miscalculations featuring both errors. Imperial 
Germany crafted an extremely brittle war timetable, the Schlieffen Plan requiring a pre-
emptive military invasion of western Europe to knock out France and England before their 
Triple Entente partner Russia could mobilize to Germany’s east. (Fisher, 1961; Remak, 
1967; Levy and Vazquez, 2014) Simultaneously, Great Britain fueled German impatience 
and impetus to rashly attack, because London sent Berlin and Paris mixed signals about 
whether it would deploy a full British Army to the continent to stand with France. (Ritter, 
1958; Levy and Vazquez, 2014) The atypical eruption of great power wars during the early 
decades of rivalrous competition demonstrate that agile, flexible wartime plans and clear 
signaling of when a great power will resort to direct armed conflict against a rival are two 
antidotes to the ever-present risk of unintended great power war during periods of intense 
geostrategic competition.

The ongoing second decade of multi-state great power competition can be expected to 
follow historic patterns. The three great powers will indirectly test each other’s military 
strengths short of direct armed clash while forming and reframing military alliances, sup-
porting proxy war partners, and participating in arms races. (Levy, 1985; Hoffman and 
Orner, 2021) Each of these forms of military competition short of armed conflict risk esca-
lation into direct clash. But even the “hard cases” can be managed short of great power war. 
(Hastings, 2023)

The Russo-Ukraine war provides one example. The United States and Russia are deeply 
involved in that intense proxy war, Moscow directly and Washington indirectly. (Duffy Toft 
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and Monica, 2022) Both great powers take deliberate steps to avoid direct armed clash. The 
United States has emphasized that it would defend every inch of NATO partner territory, 
leaving Moscow in no doubt that a wider war into western Europe would mean direct com-
bat with the United States. (Bose and Charlish, 2023) At the same time, the United States 
has carefully metered military plans and weapons used by Ukraine during Kyiv’s righteous 
defense against Russian aggression. Washington and NATO partners have limited Ukrainian 
access to those weapons highly capable of striking at Russia proper, discouraged overt 
Ukrainian cross-border military operations into Russian territory, and refrained from for-
mally stationing NATO country forces or advisory groups in Ukraine. (Pifer, 2023)

Taiwan is the other major “hard case” that could trigger direct great power war in the 
coming decade. But a Sino-American war over Taiwan can be deterred. Washington will need 
to assure Beijing that any attempt to resolve the Taiwan issue with military force would have 
extremely high costs for China and include direct US military intervention. (Hastings, 2023) 
Beginning in 2021, American President Joe Biden made public statements indicating that 
direct American military engagement would occur should China invade Taiwan or try to 
strangle its viability with military means. (Mao, 2022) For all its impatient rhetoric over 
Taiwan, analysts view Beijing as fundamentally risk averse when it comes to any near-term 
military clash with the United States, in part because it recognizes that the PLA has had no 
actual combat experience for more than 40 years and that the United States military features 
globally tested, battle-hardened forces and doctrines that are hard for China to properly 
prepare for in war game simulations. (Heath, 2018; Roy, 2020)

At the same time, Washington and Beijing can avoid deadly direct armed conflict if both 
craft flexible war plans that avoid rigid timelines or escalation ladders and that build-in space 
for leadership communication before any direct military confrontation. Bilateral political and 
military negotiations that build-up guard rails to inhibit direct armed confrontation and 
develop protocols that de-escalate accidental military incidents are called for to prevent a 
Taiwan scenario from triggering a war unwelcomed in Washington or Beijing over the com-
ing decade. (Mazarr and McDonald, 2022)

The specter of direct great power war will ever-loom over this era of multi-state great 
power competition. But great power aversion to such a risky clash in the early decades of 
their competition should inhibit rash decision-making or accidental war for the foreseeable 
future.

Conclusion

Past eras of multi-state great power competition inform future expectations. The coming 
decade will feature intensifying competition in the Sino-American dyad. Russia will decline. 
Its missteps in Ukraine will hasten a long-forecast relative power decay but it will remain a 
great power. Washington and especially Beijing each will work to preserve Moscow’s great 
power status while jousting to gain most from Russia’s descent. China will continue a strate-
gic rise in relative power but at a slower pace than before the United States began disengag-
ing from selected sectors of the Chinese economy. The United States will experience relative 
power decline but at a slowing tempo as Washington and its partners more severely limit 
formerly unfettered Chinese access to global markets and high-end technologies.

China and the United States will vigorously contest global rules, norms, and procedures 
in a competition that will fragment multiple global domains but is unlikely to produce a 
decisive outcome. The fragmentation of globalized chains and networks will increase costs 
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of interchange between the great powers and for all states in the international system. 
Middle and lesser powers will seek opportunities to mix-and-match their allegiances, part-
nering with one great power on some activities and with another great power for separate 
interactions.

India will accelerate an ascent toward great power status without attaining it. However, 
New Delhi will play an increasingly prominent role arbitrating great power competition 
especially in the Global South.

Escalation of great power competition into direct great power war will loom as an unin-
tended and undesirable possibility from the intensifying rivalry among Russia, China, and the 
United States. However, it remains unlikely to erupt in the near term due to the historical 
pattern of great power aversion to such a potentially devastating clash in the early decades of 
geostrategic competition. The extreme caution exercised by Russia and the United States in 
the Ukraine war demonstrates this premise indicating that direct great power military clash 
remains unlikely without a grievous failure of foresight. Great power leadership and open 
lines of communications will be required to reinforce natural caution to avoid direct military 
clash. Vigorous competition short of direct armed conflict can be preserved and deterrence 
maintained in the near term by minimizing the most substantive risks from severe miscalcu-
lation of relative power ratios, excessively brittle great power war plans, or protagonists’ 
misunderstanding of the red lines defining where and when rival leaders will resort to direct 
armed clash.

References
Adamson, Thomas. (2020). “Macron Seeks Leading Role in Post-Brexit EU Nuclear Strategy.” Defense 

News (US). https://www.defensenews.com/smr/nuclear-arsenal/2020/02/07/macron-seeks-
leading-role-in-post-brexit-eu-nuclear-strategy/

Aitel, Dave, Sophia d’Antoine, Thomas Garwin, Ian Roos, Nicholas Rostow, Justin Sherman, Abraham 
Wagner. (2022a). China’s Cyber Operations: A Rising Threat to American National Security. New 
York: Margin Research LLC. 8–37. https://margin.re/content/files/2023/01/China-s-Cyber-
Operations-Full-Report.pdf

Aitel, Dave, Sophia d’Antoine, Thomas Garwin, Ian Roos, Nicholas Rostow, Justin Sherman, Abraham 
Wagner. (2022b). Russia’s Cyber Operations: A Rising Threat to American National Security. New 
York: Margin Research LLC. 1–18, 49–82. https://margin.re/russias-cyber-operations-are-a-
threat-to-american-national-security/

Allison, Graham. (2017). Destined for War: Can America and China Escape Thucydides Trap? New 
York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt. Appendix 1, 244–286.

Apuzzo, Matt. (2018). “Interpol Rejects Russian as President, Electing South Korean Instead.” The 
New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2018/11/21/world/europe/interpol-russia-south-
korea.html

Bankoff, Joe. (2022). The Innovation Wars: The Competition between America and China. Atlanta: The 
China Research Center. https://www.chinacenter.net/2022/china_currents/21-1/the-innovation-
wars-the-competition-between-america-and-china/

Baru, Sanjaya. (2023). “India Can Still Be a Bridge to the Global South.” Foreign Policy.com. https://
foreignpolicy.com/2023/03/02/india-g20-modi-global-south-ukraine-climate-economy/

Beckley, Michael. (2018). “The Power of Nations: Measuring What Matters.” International Security 43 
(2). 8–9. https://direct.mit.edu/isec/issue/39/4

Bergmann, Max. (2023). What Could Come Next? Assessing the Putin Regime's Stability and Western 
Policy Options. Washington, D.C.: Center for Strategic and International Studies. https://www.csis.
org/analysis/what-could-come-next-assessing-putin-regimes-stability-and-western-policy-options

Bond, Ian, Luigi Scazzieri. (2022). The EU, NATO and European Security in a Time of War. Brussels: 
Centre for European Reform. https://www.cer.eu/publications/archive/policy-brief/2022/
eu-nato-and-european-security-time-war

AQ2

9781032367910_C024.indd   320 06-05-2024   10:53:13

Copyright Material – Provided by Taylor & Francis 
Proof Review Only – Not For Distribution



The Future of Great Power Competition

321

Bose, Nandita, Alan Charlish. (2023). “Biden reassures eastern NATO allies on security after Putin's 
nuclear warning.” Reuters.com. https://www.reuters.com/world/biden-meet-eastern-nato-allies-
wake-putins-nuclear-warning-2023-02-22/

Brands, Hal. (2016). Making the Unipolar Moment: U.S. Foreign Policy and the Rise of the Post-Cold 
War Order. Cornell, NY: Cornell University Press. https://www.cornellpress.cornell.edu/
book/9781501747069/making-the-unipolar-moment/

Brands, Hal, Michael Beckley. (2022). Danger Zone: The Coming Conflict with China. New York.: WW 
Norton.

Brands, Hal, Peter D. Fever, (2017). “Reevaluating Diplomatic and Military Power: What Are America’s 
Alliances Good For?” Parameters 4 (2). 25–30. https://press.armywarcollege.edu/cgi/viewcontent.
cgi?article=2928&context=parameters

Bugos, Shannon, Michael Klare. (2023). “Pentagon: Chinese Nuclear Arsenal Exceeds 400 Warheads.” 
Arms Control Today.org. https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2023-01/news/pentagon-chinese-
nuclear-arsenal-exceeds-400-warheads

Campbell, Kurt M., Ely Ratner. (2018). “The China Reckoning: How Beijing Defied American 
Expectations.” Foreign Affairs 97 (2). 60–70. https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/china/
2018-02-13/china-reckoning

Campbell, Kurt M., Jake Sullivan, (2019). “Competition without Catastrophe.” Foreign Affairs.com. 
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/china/competition-with-china-without-catastrophe

Chaing, Min-Hua. (2022). China More Dependent on U.S. and Our Technology Than You Think. 
Washington, D.C.: The Heritage Foundation. https://www.heritage.org/asia/commentary/
china-more-dependent-us-and-our-technology-you-think

Chhabra, Tarun, Rush Doshi, Ryan Hass, Emilie Kimbrall. (2022). Global China: Global Governance 
and Norms. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution. https://www.brookings.edu/research/
global-china-global-governance-and-norms/

IISS (2019). “China’s Concept of the World Order: Theory and Practice.” Strategic Survey. London: 
IISS. 35–36.

Commission reviews relations with China. (2019). Proposes 10 Actions. Brussels: European Commission. 
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_19_1605

CFR (2022). Confronting Reality in Cyberspace: Foreign Policy for a Fragmented Internet. New York: 
Council on Foreign Relations [CFR] Independent Task Force Report No. 80.

Dettmer, Jamie. (2020). “China’s ‘Wolf Warrior’ Diplomacy Prompts International Backlash.” Voice of 
America. https://www.voanews.com/covid-19-pandemic/chinas-wolf-warrior-diplomacy-prompts-
international-backlash

Doshi, Rush. (2021). The Long Game: China’s Grand Strategy to Displace American Order. Oxford: 
Oxford University Press.

Douglas, Jason. (2022). “China’s Economic Growth Fell to Near-Historic Lows as Covid Took a Bite.” 
The Wall Street Journal.

Duffy Toft, Monica. (2022). “The US Isn’t at War with Russia, Technically – But Its Support for 
Ukraine Offers a Classic Case of a Proxy War.” The Conversation.com. https://theconversation.
com/the-us-isnt-at-war-with-russia-technically-but-its-support-for-ukraine-offers-a-classic-case-
of-a-proxy-war-192064

Earle, Peter C. (2023). De-dollarization Has Begun. Washington, D.C.: American Institute for 
Economic Research. https://www.aier.org/article/de-dollarization-has-begun/

Edel, Charles, Hal Brands. (2019). “The Real Origins of the U.S.-China Cold War.” Foreign Policy.com. 
https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/06/02/the-real-origins-of-the-u-s-china-cold-war-big-
think-communism/

Eder, Teresa, Jason C. Moyer. (2022). “The European Union’s U-Turn: Emergence of a Great Power?” 
The Wilson Center. https://www.wilsoncenter.org/article/european-unions-u-turn-emergence-
great-power

Ehl, David. (2023). “More than Mercenaries: Russia's Wagner Group in Africa.” DW.com. https://
www.dw.com/en/more-than-mercenaries-russias-wagner-group-in-africa/a-64822234

Einhorn, Bruce, Ragini Saxena. (2023). “India Is Taking on China in the $447 Billion Space Economy.” 
Economic Times (India). https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/science/india-is-taking-
on-china-in-the-447-billion-space-economy/articleshow/99253747.cms?utm_source=
contentofinterest&utm_medium=text&utm_campaign=cppst

9781032367910_C024.indd   321 06-05-2024   10:53:13

Copyright Material – Provided by Taylor & Francis 
Proof Review Only – Not For Distribution



Thomas F. Lynch III

322

“EU must reduce risks in China relations without cutting ties – Scholz.” (2023). Reuters.com. https://
www.reuters.com/world/europe/eu-must-reduce-risks-china-relations-without-cutting-
ties-scholz-2023-05-09/

Faulconbridge, Guy. (2023). “Putin Deploys New Zircon Hypersonic Cruise Missiles to Atlantic.” 
Reuters.com. https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/putin-sends-off-frigate-armed-with-new-
hypersonic-cruise-missile-2023-01-04/

Fischerkeller, Michael P., Emily O. Goldman, Richard J. Harknett. (2022). Cyber Persistence Theory: 
Redefining National Security in Cyberspace Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Fisher, Fritz. (1961). Germany’s Aims in the First World War. London: WW Norton & Company.
Friedberg, Aaron L. (2019). Partial Disengagement: A New U.S. Strategy for Economic Competition 

with China – NBR Special Report #82. Seattle, Washington: National Bureau of Asian Research 
[NBR]. https://www.nbr.org/publication/partial-disengagement-a-new-u-s-strategy-for-economic-
competition-with-china/

Friedberg, Aaron L., Charles W. Boustany, Jr. (2020). “Partial Disengagement: A New US Strategic for 
Economic Competition with China.” The Washington Quarterly 43(1). 23–40. https://www.
tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/0163660X.2020.1736882

Fung, Courney J., Shing-hon Lam. (2022). Mixed Report Card: China’s Influence at the United 
Nations. Sydney: The Lowy Institute. https://www.lowyinstitute.org/publications/mixed-report-
card-china-s-influence-united-nations

Gabuev, Alexancer. (2021). Neighbors, Partners, Competitors: Drivers and Limitations of China-Russia 
Relations. Moscow: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. https://carnegiemoscow.org/
commentary/86104

Gabuev, Alexander. (2022). “Putin’s Doomsday Scenario.” The Atlantic. https://www.theatlantic.
com/ideas/archive/2022/11/russia-putin-nuclear-escalation-ukraine-war/672082/

Gabuev, Alexander. (2023). “The Russia that Might Have Been.” Foreign Affairs.com. https://www.
foreignaffairs.com/ukraine/russia-might-have-been

Gatapolous, Alex. (2021). “Project Force: Is India a Military Superpower or a Paper Tiger?” Al Jazeera.
com. https://www.aljazeera.com/features/2021/2/11/india-military-superpower-or-paper-tiger

Gili, Allesandro. (2022). Between Transition and Security: The EU’s Response to the Energy Crisis. Milan: 
Italian Institute for International Political Studies. https://www.ispionline.it/en/publication/
between-transition-and-security-eus-response-energy-crisis-36819

Gilpin, Robert. (1975). US Power and the Multinational Corporation: The Political Economy of Foreign 
Direct Investment. New York: Basic Books.

Gilpin, Robert. (1981). War and Change in World Politics. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University 
Press.

Gilpin, Robert. (1987). The Political Economy of International Relations. Princeton: Princeton 
University Press. https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt19wcct3

Gramer, Robbie. (2019). “China and Russia Take the Helm of Interpol.” Foreign Policy.com. https://
foreignpolicy.com/2016/11/10/china-and-russia-take-the-helm-of-interpol/

Gupta, Amit. (2022). “Panda Power? Chinese Soft Power in the Era of COVID-19.” Prism 10(1). 
https://ndupress.ndu.edu/Media/News/News-Article-View/Article/3174587/panda-power-
chinese-soft-power-in-the-era-of-covid-19/

Hastings, Max. (2023). “What the War in Ukraine Tells Us About Deterring China.” Bloomberg.com. 
https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2023-02-05/russia-ukraine-war-china-must-
know-us-would-protect-taiwan

Heath, Timothy R. (2018). China’s Military has no Combat Experience: Does It Matter? Santa Monica: 
RAND Corporation. https://www.rand.org/blog/2018/11/chinas-military-has-no-combat-
experience-does-it-matter.html

Heginbotham, Eric, Michale Nixon, Forrest E. Morgan, Jacob L. Heim, Jeff Hagen, Sheng Tao Li, 
Jeffrey Engstrom, Martin C. Libicki, Paul DeLuca, David A. Xhlapak, et al. (2015). The US-China 
Military Scorecard. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation. https://www.rand.org/pubs/
research_reports/RR392.html

Hoffman, Frank G., Andrew Orner. (2021). Dueling Dyads: Conceptualizing Proxy Wars in Strategic 
Competition. Philadelphia: Foreign Policy Research Institute. Dueling Dyads: Conceptualizing 
Proxy Wars in Strategic Competition - Foreign Policy Research Institute (fpri.org).

9781032367910_C024.indd   322 06-05-2024   10:53:13

Copyright Material – Provided by Taylor & Francis 
Proof Review Only – Not For Distribution



The Future of Great Power Competition

323

The Economist.com. (2023). “How many Russians have been killed in Ukraine?” https://www.
economist.com/graphic-detail/2023/03/08/how-many-russians-have-been-killed-in-ukraine

How Severe Are China’s Demographic Challenges? (2023). Washington, D.C. Center for Strategic and 
International Studies (CSIS). https://www.csis.org/analysis/how-severe-are-chinas-demographic-
challenges

Huang, Kathy. (2022). “China is Locked Into Xi Jinping’s Aggressive Diplomacy.” Foreign Policy.com. 
https://foreignpolicy.com/2022/12/02/china-xi-jinping-aggressive-diplomacy/

Huang, Yasheng. (2020). “China Has a Big Economic Problem and It isn’t The Trade War.” New York 
Times.

Hyde, Andrew. (2023). China’s Emerging Financial Influence at the UN Poses a Challenge to the U.S. 
Washington, D.C.: Stimson Organization. https://www.stimson.org/2022/chinas-emerging-
financial-influence-at-the-un/

Ikenberry, John, Darren Lim (2017). China’s Emerging Institutional Statecraft. Washington, D.C.: 
Brookings Institution. https://www.brookings.edu/research/chinas-emerging-institutional-
statecraft/

Jaeger, Markus. (2022). “Europe in the Age of US-China Great Power Competition.” Internationale 
Politik Quarterly (Germany). https://ip-quarterly.com/en/europe-age-us-china-great-power-
competition

Ji, Eliot. (2023). “Great Leap to Nowhere: Challenges of China’s Semiconductor Industry.” War on 
the  Rocks. https://warontherocks.com/2023/02/great-leap-nowhere-the-challenges-of-chinas-
semiconductor-industry/

Joint Leaders’ Statement on AUKUS. (2021). https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/
statements-releases/2023/03/13/joint-leaders-statement-on-aukus-2/

Jorgensen, Malcolm. (2020). “China Is Overturning the Rules-Based Order from Within.” The 
Interpreter. Australia: Lowy Institute. https://www.lowyinstitute.org/the-interpreter/china-
overturning-rules-based-order-within

Kanai, Elsa B., Lorand Laskai. (2021). Myths and Realities of China’s Military-Civil Fusion Strategy. 
Washington, D.C.: Center for New American Security (CNAS). https://www.cnas.org/
publications/reports/myths-and-realities-of-chinas-military-civil-fusion-strategy

Kausikan, Bilahari. (2023). “Navigating the New Age of Great-Power Competition.” Foreign Affairs.
com. https://www.foreignaffairs.com/united-states/china-great-power-competition-russia-guide

Keith, Ben, Rhys Davies. (2023). “Russia and China's abuse of Red Notices could break Interpol 
beyond repair.” Euronews.com. https://www.euronews.com/2023/04/06/russia-and-chinas-
abuse-of-red-notices-could-break-interpol-beyond-repair

Kennedy, Paul M. (1971). “Imperial Cable Communications and Strategy, 1879–1914.” English 
Historical Review 86. 728–752.

Kennedy, Paul M. (1987). The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers. New York: Random House.
Kindelberger, Charles. (1996). World Economic Primacy: 1500–1990. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

225.
Krauthammer, Charles. (1990). “The Unipolar Moment.” Foreign Affairs 70 (1). 23–33. https://

www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/1990-01-01/unipolar-moment
Kusa, Iliya. (2022). “China’s Strategic Calculations in the Russia-Ukraine War.” Wilson Center.org. 

https://www.wilsoncenter.org/blog-post/chinas-strategic-calculations-russia-ukraine-war
Kutty, Sumitha Narayanan, Rajesh Basrur. (2021). “The Quad: What It Is – And What It Is Not.” The 

Diplomat. https://thediplomat.com/2021/03/the-quad-what-it-is-and-what-it-is-not/
Lacey, James ed. (2016). Great Strategic Rivalries: From the Classical World to the Cold War. New York: 

Oxford University Press.
Lal, Neeta. (2017). “India’s Soaring Space Ambitions.” The Diplomat. https://thediplomat.com/

2017/08/indias-soaring-space-ambitions/
Lalwani, Sameer. (2023). A Threshold Alliance: The China-Pakistan Military Relationship. Washington 

D.C.: United States Institute of Peace. https://www.usip.org/publications/2023/03/
threshold-alliance-china-pakistan-military-relationship

Lambert, Nicholas A. (2012). Planning Armageddon: British Economic Warfare and the First World 
War. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Levy, Jack S. (1985). “Theories of General War.” World Politics 37 (3). 344–374.

9781032367910_C024.indd   323 06-05-2024   10:53:13

Copyright Material – Provided by Taylor & Francis 
Proof Review Only – Not For Distribution



Thomas F. Lynch III

324

Levy, Jack S., John A. Vazquez. (2014). The Outbreak of the First World War. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press.

Lewis, James A. (2017). Sustaining Progress in International Negotiations on Cybersecurity. Washington, 
D.C: CSIS.org. https://www.csis.org/analysis/sustaining-progress-international-negotiations-
cybersecurity

Lu, Christina. (2023). “China’s Belt and Road to Nowhere.” Foreign Policy.com. https://foreignpolicy.
com/2023/02/13/china-belt-and-road-initiative-infrastructure-development-geopolitics/

Lynch, Thomas F. III. (2021). “The New Era of Great Power Competition and the Biden Administration: 
Emerging Patterns and Principles.” Joint Force Quarterly 103. https://ndupress.ndu.edu/Media/
News/News-Article-View/Article/2807276/the-new-era-of-great-power-competition-
and-the-biden-administration-emerging-pa/

Lynch, Thomas F. III. ed. (2020). Strategic Assessment 2020: Into a New Era of Great Power Competition. 
Washington, D.C.: NDU Press. https://ndupress.ndu.edu/Publications/Books/Strategic-
Assessments-2020/

Lynch, Thomas F. III. (2022). America’s Great Power Challenge: Managing Russia’s Decline and 
China’s Rise. Philadelphia: Foreign Policy Research Institute. https://www.fpri.org/
article/2022/12/americas-great-power-challenge-managing-russias-decline-and-chinas-rise/

Mao, Frances. (2022). “Biden again Says US Would Defend Taiwan If China Attacks.” BBC.com. Biden 
again says US would defend Taiwan if China attacks - BBC News.

Mazarr, Michael J., Tim McDonald. (2022). Competing for the System: The Essence of Emerging Strategic 
Rivalries. Arlington, VA: RAND Corporation. https://www.rand.org/pubs/perspectives/
PEA1404-2.html

Mearsheimer, John. (2001). The Tragedy of Great Power Politics. New York: WW Norton.
Miller, Chris. (2022). Chip War: The Fight for the World’s Most Critical Technology. New York: Scribner.
Moses, Oyintarelado, Anjali Kini, Karen Zhu. (2022). Spot the Difference: Comparing the Belt Road 

Initiative and the Partnership for Global Infrastructure and Investment. Boston, MA: Boston 
University Development Policy Center. https://www.bu.edu/gdp/2022/11/14/the-belt-and-
road-initiative-and-the-partnership-for-global-infrastructure-and-investment-comparison/

Mutikani, Lucia. (2024), “US economy on firmer footing heading into first quarter.” Reuters.com. 
https://www.reuters.com/world/us/us-fourth-quarter-economic-growth-revised-slightly-lower-
2024-02-28/

National Security Strategy of the United States. (2022). https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/
statements-releases/2022/10/12/fact-sheet-the-biden-harris-administrations-national-
security-strategy/

Nye, Joseph S. Jr. (2020). “Power and Interdependence with China.” The Washington Quarterly 43(1). 
15–17. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/0163660X.2020.1734303

Osnos, Evan. (2020). “The Future of America’s Context with China.” The New Yorker. https://www.
newyorker.com/magazine/2020/01/13/the-future-of-americas-contest-with-china

Page, Mercedes. (2022). Unpacking China’s Global Development Initiative. Sydney: The Lowy Institute. 
https://www.lowyinstitute.org/the-interpreter/unpacking-china-s-global-development-initiative

Pennington, Josh, Darya Tarasova, Stephanie Busari. (2022). “Russia Tries to Blame West for Food 
Shortages as Lavrov Rallies Support on Africa Tour.” CNN.com. https://www.cnn.com/2022/
07/25/africa/lavrov-africa-tour-food-shortage-ukraine-russia-intl/index.html

Pettis, Michael. (2023). Can China’s Long-Term Growth Rate Exceed 2–3 Percent? Washington, D.C.: 
Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS). Can China’s Long-Term Growth Rate Exceed 
2–3 Percent? - Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.

Pifer, Steven. (2022). The Russia-Ukraine War and Its Ramifications for Russia. Washington, D.C.: 
Brookings Institution. https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-russia-ukraine-war-and-its-
ramifications-for-russia/

Pifer, Steven. (2023). Arming Ukraine without Crossing Russia’s Red Lines. Washington, D.C.: 
Brookings Institution. https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2023/04/06/
arming-ukraine-without-crossing-russias-red-lines/

Remak, Jachim (1967). The Origins of World War I: 1870–1914. London: Peter Smith Publishers.
Remler, Philip. (2020). Russia at the United Nations: Law, Sovereignty, and Legitimacy. Washington, 

D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. https://carnegieendowment.org/2020/
01/22/russia-at-united-nations-law-sovereignty-and-legitimacy-pub-80753

9781032367910_C024.indd   324 06-05-2024   10:53:14

Copyright Material – Provided by Taylor & Francis 
Proof Review Only – Not For Distribution



The Future of Great Power Competition

325

Rinke, Andreas. (2023). “Germany's New China Strategy Delayed by Policy Differences – Sources.” 
Reuters.com. https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/germanys-new-china-strategy-delayed-by-
policy-differences-sources-2023-05-23/

Ritter, Gerhard. (1958). The Schlieffen Plan: Critique of a Myth. London: Oswald Wolff.
Roy, Denny. (2020). “China Won’t Achieve Regional Hegemony.” The Washington Quarterly 43(1). 

105–106.
The Moscow Times. (2023). “Russia, China, Iran Launch Naval Drills.” https://www.themoscowtimes.

com/2023/03/16/russia-china-iran-launch-naval-drills-a80488
Salzman, Rachel S. (2019). Russia, BRICS, and the Disruption of Global Order. Washington, D.C.: 

Georgetown University Press.
Schneider, Henrique. (2021). Prospects for China’s Dual Circulation Strategy. Vaduz, Liechtenstein: 

Geopolitical Intelligence Services (GIS). https://www.gisreportsonline.com/r/china-dual-
circulation/

Schuman, Michael. (2021). “China Wants to Rule the World by Controlling the Rules.” The Atlantic. 
https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2021/12/china-wants-rule-world-controlling-
rules/620890/

Seiwert, Eva. (2020). “How China is Expanding Beyond Western Institutions.” The Diplomat. https://
thediplomat.com/2020/03/how-china-is-expanding-beyond-western-institutions/

World Bank (2023). Sharp, Long-lasting Slowdown to Hit Developing Countries Hard. Washington, 
D.C: The World Bank. https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2023/01/10/
global-economic-prospects#:~:text=In%20the%20United%20States%2C%20growth,revision%20
of%201.9%20percentage%20points

Sonnefeld, Jeffrey, Steven Tien. (2023). “The World Economy No Longer Needs Russia.” Foreign 
Policy.com. https://foreignpolicy.com/2023/01/19/russia-ukraine-economy-europe-energy/

Sorgi, Gregorio. (2023). “EU: Macron and von der Leyen Were United in the Room with China’s Xi.” 
Politico.eu. https://www.politico.eu/article/eu-says-macron-von-der-leyen-were-united-in-china-
beijing-taiwan-mamer-unilaterally-change/

Stent, Angela. (2019). Putin’s World: Russia Against the West and with the Rest. New York: Hachette 
Book Group.

Sullivan, Mike. (2022). “Could Europe Become A Geopolitical Superpower?” Forbes.com. https://
www.forbes.com/sites/mikeosullivan/2022/09/17/could-europe-become-a-geopolitical-
superpower/?sh=5bff16883f03

Taffer, Andrew D., David Wallsh. (2023). Chian’s Indo-Pacific Folly: Beijing’s Belligerence Is 
Revitalizing U.S. Alliances. Foreign Policy.com. https://www.foreignaffairs.com/asia/china-indo-
pacific-folly

Tellis, Ashley J. (2019). Troubles Aplenty: Foreign Policy Challenges for the Next Indian Government. 
Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.

“U.S.-India Joint Strategic Vision for the Asia-Pacific and Indian Ocean Region.” (2015). Washington, 
D.C.: The White House – Office of the Press Secretary. https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/
the-press-office/2015/01/25/us-india-joint-strategic-vision-asia-pacific-and-indian-ocean-region

Umbach, Frank. (2022). How China’s Belt and Road Initiative Is Faring. Lichtenstein: Geopolitical 
Intelligence Services (GIS). https://www.gisreportsonline.com/who-we-are/

Verma, Raj. (2023). “India’s Economic Decoupling from China a Critical Analysis.” Asia Policy 18, 1. 
https://www.nbr.org/publication/indias-economic-decoupling-from-china-a-critical-analysis/

Van Oudenaren, S. John (2023). The Global Security Initiative: China Outlines a New Security 
Architecture. Jamestown Foundation. https://jamestown.org/program/the-global-security-
initiative-china-outlines-a-new-security-architecture/?mc_cid=cab5906bd1&mc_eid=2692945913

Von der Leyen, Ursula. (2023). Speech by President von der Leyen on EU-China relations to the Mercator 
Institute for China Studies and the European Policy Centre. https://ec.europa.eu/commission/
presscorner/detail/en/speech_23_2063

Walt, Steve. (1998). “International Relations: One World, Many Theories.” Foreign Policy (110). 29–46.
Waltz, Kenneth. (1979). Theory of International Politics. New York: Random House.
Watts, Clint. (2019). Five Generations of Online Manipulation: The Evolution of Advanced Persistent 

Manipulators. Philadelphia, PA: Foreign Policy Research Institute – National Security Program 
E-note. https://www.fpri.org/article/2019/03/five-generations-of-online-manipulation-the-
evolution-of-advanced-persistent-manipulators/

9781032367910_C024.indd   325 06-05-2024   10:53:14

Copyright Material – Provided by Taylor & Francis 
Proof Review Only – Not For Distribution



Thomas F. Lynch III

326

Weinstein, Emily S. (2022). Beijing’s ‘Re-Innovation’ Strategy Is Key Element of U.S.-China Competition. 
Washington D.C.: Brookings Institution. https://www.brookings.edu/techstream/beijings-re-
innovation-strategy-is-key-element-of-u-s-china-competition/

Weitz, Richard. (2021). Assessing Chinese-Russian Military Exercises: Past Progress and Future Trends. 
Washington, D.C.: Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS). https://www.csis.org/
analysis/assessing-chinese-russian-military-exercises-past-progress-and-future-trends

CSIS (2022). What are the Weaknesses of the China Russia Relationship? Washington, D.C.: Center for 
Strategic and International Studies (CSIS).

The Economist.com. (2023). “What does Xi Jinping want from Vladimir Putin?” https://www.
economist.com/international/2023/03/19/what-does-xi-jinping-want-from-vladimir-putin

Wolf, Martin. (2019). “The Looming 100-Year US-China Conflict.” Financial Times. https://www.
ft.com/content/52b71928-85fd-11e9-a028-86cea8523dc2

Wong, Edward. (2019). “US versus China: A New Era of Great Power Competition, but Without 
Boundaries.” New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2019/06/26/world/asia/united-
states-china-conflict.html

Wong, Jacky. (2023). “King Dollar Still Looks Safe from the Yuan.” The Wall Street Journal. https://
www.wsj.com/articles/king-dollar-still-looks-safe-from-the-yuan-d706ba7d

Wright, Timothy. (2022). Assessing India’s Nascent Nuclear Triad. London: IISS Military Balance 
Blog. https://www.iiss.org/online-analysis//military-balance/2022/01/assessing-indias-nascent-
nuclear-triad

Wuthnow, Joel, M. Taylor Fravel. (2022). “China’s Military Strategy for a ‘New Era’: Some Change, 
More Continuity, and Tantalizing Hints.” Journal of Strategic Studies. (46) 1149–1184. https://
www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/01402390.2022.2043850

Wyne, Ali. (2022). America’s Great Power Opportunity. New York: Polity.
Zakaria, Fareed. (2008). The Post-American World. New York: WW Norton & Company. https://

projects.mcrit.com/foresightlibrary/attachments/Post_american_world.pdf

9781032367910_C024.indd   326 06-05-2024   10:53:14

Copyright Material – Provided by Taylor & Francis 
Proof Review Only – Not For Distribution



Author Queries
[AQ1] Please provide reference for “der Leyen and Ursula, 2023”.
[AQ2] Please cite the below references in the text:

Aitel et al. 2022b; Apuzzo, 2018; Brands, 2016; Brands and Fever¸ 2017; 
Dettmer, 2020; Edel and Brands¸2019; Friedberg 2019; Friedberg and 
Boustany¸2020; Gabuev, 2021; Gabuev, 2022; Gilpin, 1987; Gramer 2019; How 
Severe Are China’s Demographic Challenges? 2023; Krauthammer 1990; Lal, 
2017; Lynch, 2021; Nye, 2020; Osnos, 2020; U.S.-India Joint Strategic Vision 
for the Asia-Pacific and Indian Ocean Region, 2015; Von der Leyen, 2023; Wolf, 
2019; Zakaria, 2008.

9781032367910_C024.indd   427 06-05-2024   10:53:14

Copyright Material – Provided by Taylor & Francis 
Proof Review Only – Not For Distribution


