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Key Questions: 

• How can renewed presidential nuclear diplomacy between and among Washington, 
Moscow, and Beijing be put to best use? 

• If the three agree to talk, what would they want to talk about?  What should they 
want to talk about? 

• What practical opportunities for U.S. diplomacy lie ahead? 
 
Workshop Topics: 
 
Day 1:  Understanding “the Next Era of Strategic Stability” 

• New U.S. Concepts and Approaches 

• The Concepts and Approaches of China and Russia: In Flux? 

• A “Decent and Durable Peace”? 

• From Burden Sharing to Burden Shifting 

Day 2:  Understanding “the Next Era of Arms Control” 

• The Unstable Political Order and the Fragile Nuclear Order 

• An America Freed from Nuclear Coercion and Rejecting Unilateral Restraint 

• De-confliction, De-escalation, and Risk Reduction 

• Bargains and Trade-Offs 

• Carrots and Sticks  

 
1 The views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United 
States government or Lawrence Livermore National Security, LLC, and shall not be used for advertising or 
product endorsement purposes. 
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Panel 1: New U.S. Concepts and Approaches 
 

• What are the ingredients of a stable strategic landscape? 
• How do we get from here to there? 
• How does the “end of unilateral restraint” fit in? 

 
 
The White House, “National Security Strategy of the United States of America” (November 2025). 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/2025-National-Security-Strategy.pdf. 
 

A key concept in the 2025 National Security Strategy is peace through strength. The 
document emphasizes that strength is the best deterrent and as long as adversaries are 
sufficiently deterred, they will not challenge the core interests of the United States. A strong 
United States is also in a better position to resolve conflicts and maintain peace in the 
international arena. With respect to the balance of power, the NSS clearly states that the 
United States cannot allow any nation to become so dominant that it could threaten U.S. 
interests. The United States will work with allies and partners to maintain global and regional 
balances of power to prevent the emergence of dominant adversaries. These efforts require 
investing in emerging technologies and basic science to ensure the continued prosperity, 
competitive advantage, and military dominance of the United States for future generations. 

 
U.S. Department of War, “2026 National Defense Strategy ─ Restoring Peace Through Strength for a 
New Golden Age of America” (January 23, 2026). 
https://media.defense.gov/2026/Jan/23/2003864773/-1/-1/0/2026-NATIONAL-DEFENSE-
STRATEGY.PDF.  
 

The National Defense Strategy emphasizes four key lines of effort for the United States. First, 
defending the U.S. homeland. In this regard, Golden Dome for America and a robust and 
modern nuclear deterrent are key capabilities to address strategic threats against the U.S. 
homeland. Second, deterring China in the Indo-Pacific through strength, not confrontation. 
On the one hand, this entails seeking a stable peace, fair trade, and respectful relations with 
China, but it also requires a strong denial defense along the First Island Chain to prevent 
China form emerging as a dominant actor in the region. Third, increasing burden-sharing 
with U.S. allies and partners and working together to field the forces required to deter or 
defeat potential adversaries in every key region of the world, even in the face of 
simultaneous aggression. Lastly, supercharging the U.S. defense industrial base to be able 
to produce at scale, rapidly, and at the highest levels of quality. 

 
Marco Rubio, “The Next Era of Nuclear Arms Control,” U.S. Department of State, Substack (February 
6, 2026). https://statedept.substack.com/p/the-next-era-of-nuclear-arms-control.  
 

Secretary Rubio frames New START’s expiration not as the start of an arms race, but as the 
end of an outdated bilateral arms control model. His central claim is that a stable strategic 
landscape can no longer be built around U.S.–Russia limits alone, because China’s rapid 
and opaque nuclear expansion has transformed the strategic environment. He argues that 
unilateral U.S. restraint would leave Russia and China unconstrained while binding only 
Washington. Future arms control must be multilateral, verifiable, and negotiated from a 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/2025-National-Security-Strategy.pdf
https://media.defense.gov/2026/Jan/23/2003864773/-1/-1/0/2026-NATIONAL-DEFENSE-STRATEGY.PDF
https://media.defense.gov/2026/Jan/23/2003864773/-1/-1/0/2026-NATIONAL-DEFENSE-STRATEGY.PDF
https://statedept.substack.com/p/the-next-era-of-nuclear-arms-control
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position of strength. Rubio therefore defines the “end of unilateral restraint” as a 
precondition for serious arms control rather than a rejection of arms control itself. 

 
Thomas G. DiNanno, “Statement to the Conference on Disarmament by Thomas G. DiNanno, Under 
Secretary for Arms Control and International Security,” U.S. Department of State (February 6, 2026). 
https://www.state.gov/releases/under-secretary-for-arms-control-and-international-security-
affairs/2026/02/statement-to-the-conference-on-disarmament.  
 

Under-Secretary DiNanno presents the expiration of New START as a watershed event 
forcing the United States to move beyond legacy arms-control concepts built for a bilateral 
world. He argues that any future agreement must account for Russia’s full nuclear arsenal, 
including both its exotic and non-strategic systems, and China’s accelerating nuclear 
buildup. His emphasis is less on abandoning arms control than on refusing agreements that 
create asymmetrical constraints. DiNanno also links strategic stability to verification, 
compliance, and the credibility of U.S. deterrence. His core contention is that stability 
requires reciprocal restraint, not American restraint in isolation. 

 
Christopher Yeaw, “Statement by U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for the Bureau of Arms Control 
and Nonproliferation, The Honorable Dr. Christopher Yeaw to the Conference on Disarmament,” 
U.S. Mission Geneva (February 23, 2026). https://geneva.usmission.gov/2026/02/23/statement-by-
u-s-assistant-secretary-of-state-for-the-bureau-of-arms-control-and-nonproliferation/.  
 

Assistant Secretary Yeaw’s statement develops the Administration’s case for a new 
multilateral arms-control framework. He argues that all nuclear weapon states, especially 
China, have obligations under Article VI of the NPT and cannot indefinitely shift 
responsibility onto Washington and Moscow while expanding their own arsenals. The 
statement therefore reframes strategic stability as a shared obligation rather than a bilateral 
U.S.–Russian inheritance. It also connects arms control to transparency: without insight into 
Chinese intentions and capabilities, U.S. planners must prepare for worst-case outcomes. 
The core question his statement raises is therefore whether stability can be rebuilt through 
reciprocal, verifiable restraint among all major nuclear powers. 

 
United States Senate, “To Receive Testimony on Strategic Competition in an Unconstrained, Post-
New START Treaty Environment ─ Witnesses: Admiral (ret.) Charles A. Richard, Honorable Rose E. 
Gottemoeller, and Mr. Timnothy A. Morrison,” United States Senate Committee on Armed Services 
(February 3, 2026). https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/transcript_02-03-
2026.pdf.  
 

This hearing captures the live policy debate over how to compete after New START. 
Chairman Wicker stresses capability, industrial capacity, integrated deterrence, and missile 
defense; Senator Reed warns that unconstrained arms racing, allied anxiety, and renewed 
nuclear testing could worsen instability. The witnesses similarly divide between preserving 
arms control where verification is possible and adapting U.S. force posture to a two-peer 
environment. Admiral Richard’s testimony is especially relevant: he argues that missile 
defense can strengthen deterrence by denial, but only if backed by credible cost imposition. 
The hearing shows that the current security environment requires both diplomacy and force-
structure adaptation. 

 

https://www.state.gov/releases/under-secretary-for-arms-control-and-international-security-affairs/2026/02/statement-to-the-conference-on-disarmament
https://www.state.gov/releases/under-secretary-for-arms-control-and-international-security-affairs/2026/02/statement-to-the-conference-on-disarmament
https://geneva.usmission.gov/2026/02/23/statement-by-u-s-assistant-secretary-of-state-for-the-bureau-of-arms-control-and-nonproliferation/
https://geneva.usmission.gov/2026/02/23/statement-by-u-s-assistant-secretary-of-state-for-the-bureau-of-arms-control-and-nonproliferation/
https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/transcript_02-03-2026.pdf
https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/transcript_02-03-2026.pdf
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Senior Study Group on Strategic Stability, “Sustaining the Nuclear Peace: On the Urgent Need for a 
New Strategy for Stability,” United States Institute of Peace (February 2025). 
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-
08/USIP%20Senior%20Study%20Group%20on%20Strategic%20Stability%20Final%20Report.pdf.  
 

This report begins with an assessment of the security environment: stability, deterrence, and 
security are all eroding—and at an accelerating rate. It then turns to an assessment of U.S. 
policy. U.S. nuclear policy has many different elements addressing deterrence, assurance, 
and strategic stability. The report’s focus is on the strategy for stability, which it sees as 
cross-cutting. The long-standing U.S. approach has failed to deliver and will not deliver the 
desired results. Something new and substantial is now required of the United States. It then 
elaborates the key elements and associated concepts for a new strategy for stability. That 
strategy reprioritizes deterrence, refocuses diplomatic engagement, and bolsters the 
enablers of success. The report closes with the argument that the time for wishful thinking is 
over, and that a new generational effort is required to confront the dangers now arrayed 
against the United States. 

 
 
 

Panel 2: The Concepts and Approaches of China and Russia:  
In Flux? 
 

• How and why has thinking in Russia about the requirements of strategic stability shifted 
over the past three decades? In China? 

• Is their convergence of views likely to prove enduring? 
• What are their initial reactions to the new U.S. approach? 

 
 
Fiona S. Cunningham, “China’s Test of the Nuclear Revolution: Technology, Great Power 
Competition and the Nuclear Balance,” Journal of Strategic Studies 48, no. 2 (2025), pp. 510–57.  
 

The U.S. pursuit of counterforce technology has been a longstanding driver of 
China’s nuclear modernization. Until recently, China had responded to that threat by 
improving its capabilities for nuclear retaliation without seeking a large and diverse arsenal. 
But changes to China’s nuclear capabilities and operations suggest that China has re-
evaluated what kind of nuclear force it requires to deter the United States. This article 
examines the views of China’s experts and its behavior in modernizing its nuclear posture. It 
finds that there is little evidence to suggest that China is pursuing a competitive nuclear 
posture akin to that of the superpowers during the Cold War, although a gap has appeared 
between the views of China’s nuclear experts and the capabilities it is building. This could 
indicate that China’s nuclear modernization is less disciplined in its development of 
capabilities than in the past, and it also raises the possibility that China’s nuclear 
modernization is driven by factors other than deepening its nuclear stalemate with the 
United States. 

 
  

https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-08/USIP%20Senior%20Study%20Group%20on%20Strategic%20Stability%20Final%20Report.pdf
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-08/USIP%20Senior%20Study%20Group%20on%20Strategic%20Stability%20Final%20Report.pdf
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Wu Riqiang, “Keeping Pace with the Times: China’s Arms Control Tradition, New Challenges, and 
Nuclear Learning,” International Security 50, no. 1 (2025), pp. 82–117. 
 

China’s arms control tradition seeks to safeguard national defense modernization, prioritize 
developing military capabilities over reassurance and risk reduction, and maintain a high 
level of secrecy. This approach faces new challenges as China’s nuclear capabilities 
increase. Through nuclear learning, China needs to update its core beliefs regarding arms 
control, shifting from seeing it as a means to restrain China to emphasizing the shared 
interest among nuclear powers and the value of reassurance in preventing nuclear war and 
arms races. Maintaining strategic stability within an asymmetric nuclear force structure is a 
new challenge for both China and the United States. To foster nuclear learning, Washington 
should exercise restraint in its strategic capabilities, Beijing should adopt an interagency 
arms control decision-making mechanism, and both sides should continue to engage in 
nuclear dialogues. 

 
Li Bin, “Chinese perspectives on strategic stability engagement with the United States,” Brookings 
Institution (July 21, 2025). https://www.brookings.edu/articles/chinese-perspectives-on-strategic-
stability-engagement-with-the-united-states/.  
 

Chinese experts fall into two categories in their approach to strategic stability: one school 
takes a holistic approach, viewing strategic stability as comprehensive stability among 
nations based on multiple factors. Another group of Chinese scholars takes a reductionist 
approach, viewing strategic stability as a situation in which there are low incentives to 
launch nuclear attacks and engage in arms races. Chinese scholars believe that there’s a 
contradiction in the United States’ actions: the United States is abandoning the principle of 
strategic stability while simultaneously seeking to talk about it with China. From Beijing’s 
perspective, it is thus necessary for China to enhance the credibility of its strategic 
deterrence. In recent years, Chinese scholars have also been very concerned about the 
possibility of emerging technologies triggering inadvertent nuclear conflicts, which could be 
an area for exploration with the United States. 

 
Nicolò Fasola, and Derek Averre, “Current Russian Perspectives on Strategic Stability and 
Deterrence through the Prism of Strategic Culture,” Journal of Strategic Studies 49 (2026), pp. 1–37. 
 

This article examines contemporary Russian thinking on strategic stability and deterrence, 
focusing on the strategic culture shaping Russian debates and military strategy. Drawing on 
original Russian-language writing, it explores how Russian elites interpret the evolving 
international security environment, the role of nuclear and non-nuclear deterrence, and the 
implications of technological change. The authors argue that the cultural context in which 
strategic thinking unfolds is a crucial element in understanding Russian logic and behavior, 
in particular the iterative process of exchange of ideas between political and military 
leaders. They found that in key Russian documents, strategic deterrence is emphasized as 
the core of Moscow’s defense policy, while arms control has been progressively de-
emphasized. Deterrence, is seen by Russian political and military decision-makers as ‘the 
cornerstone of modern strategic stability.’  

 
  

https://www.brookings.edu/articles/chinese-perspectives-on-strategic-stability-engagement-with-the-united-states/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/chinese-perspectives-on-strategic-stability-engagement-with-the-united-states/
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Christopher A. Ford, “Thinking about Russian Nuclear Weapons Thinking,” Journal of Policy & 
Strategy 5, no. 2 (2025), pp. 39–60. 
 

This paper compares modern Russian nuclear weapons thinking to that of Soviet times and 
suggests three different conceptual framings that may help make some sense of how the 
Kremlin has in recent years approached these issues. These three framings include: 1) 
nuclear posture as guided by game theory, 2) nuclear policy as driven by geopolitical status-
seeking, and 3) nuclear weapons as the object of a sort of cultish fixation. These approaches 
are not offered as mutually exclusive alternative explanations for the Putin regime’s nuclear 
behavior. It may be, for instance, that they all influence Russian policy to some extent. They 
are offered here as conceptual devices to help the reader better understand particular 
aspects, themes, or tendencies in Moscow’s nuclear weapons thinking. 

 
 
 

Panel 3: A “Decent and Durable Peace”? 
 

• How can the peace envisioned by the United States be made “compatible with the interests 
of its potential opponents?” 

• How would the United States judge that Russia and China are “keeping their demands 
reasonable and cabined?” How would Russia and China judge that U.S. interests are 
“reasonably conceived?” 

• What role does nuclear deterrence play in the transition to a decent and durable peace? 
 
 
Leslie Vinjamuri (ed.), Competing visions of international order Responses to US power in a 
fracturing world (London, UK: Chatham House, 2025). 
https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/2025-03/2025-03-27-competing-visions-
international-order-vinjamuri-et-al.pdf. 
 

The aim of this research paper is to examine the medium- and longer-term factors that are 
shaping a select group of states’ visions of the international order. The chapter on the United 
States argues that after decades of strong support but growing ambivalence, the United 
States is turning against the liberal international order that it once forged. In the meanwhile, 
China is actively seeking to balance U.S. power and maximize its own international 
influence, through deep diplomatic engagement and global initiatives framed to exploit 
growing disquiet at the U.S.-led world order. The chapter on Russia concluded that Russia is 
using regional hegemony to secure its great power status, recasting the Ukraine war as a 
global conflict against the U.S.-led international order. But whether Russia would thrive in a 
post-Western world is far from clear. 

 
A. Wess Mitchell, “Recovering the Lost Art of Diplomacy,” The Patriot Post (March 2, 2026). 
https://patriotpost.us/opinion/125539-recovering-the-lost-art-of-diplomacy-2026-03-02.  
 

Diplomacy is an instrument of strategy that great powers use to survive and gain an 
advantage in competition with other powerful states. Excellence in diplomacy is a vital 
prerequisite to the success and endurance of great powers. Diplomatic skills atrophied in 

https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/2025-03/2025-03-27-competing-visions-international-order-vinjamuri-et-al.pdf
https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/2025-03/2025-03-27-competing-visions-international-order-vinjamuri-et-al.pdf
https://patriotpost.us/opinion/125539-recovering-the-lost-art-of-diplomacy-2026-03-02


  

UNCLASSIFIED 
 

 
 

8 

the United States after the end of the Cold War, as we came to rely on military technology 
and economic sanctions as the main tools of our foreign policy. But now we are entering a 
dangerous age in which great powers are competing for the things they have competed over 
from the beginning of time: territory, resources, influence, and prestige. In this setting, the 
United States will need to recover the lost art of diplomacy. 

 
Zack Cooper, “An American Strategy for a Multipolar World,” Stimson Center, Issue Brief (September 
15, 2025). https://www.stimson.org/2025/an-american-strategy-for-a-multipolar-world/.  
 

The United States took a leading role in reenvisioning the world order 80 years ago. Today, it 
should do so again. This time, the United States is not ascendant after victory in a world war, 
but rather on a slow path of relative decline after decades as the world’s unchallenged 
leader. A more fragmented world with many competing regional and global powers awaits. 
The emerging multipolar system will require U.S. leaders to think more about building 
flexible coalitions than fixed alliances. American policies today cannot resemble those of 
the 20th century for a second reason: first, the U.S. public is growing more skeptical of 
expending resources on international engagement, and second, the U.S. debt is rising 
alongside calls for additional social spending, constraining expenditures on national 
security. Barring an inspirational leader or catastrophic conflict, these trends are unlikely to 
be reversed. 

 
Thomas Graham, “Competitive Coexistence: US Engagement in a Multipolar World,” Survival 68, no. 
1 (2026), pp. 49–60. 
 

The United States presented itself first as the moral leader of the ‘free world’, then as the 
chief advocate of a rules-based world order. With the end of U.S. primacy and the return of 
multipolarity and great-power competition, these options are gone. In China and Russia, the 
United States faces rivals espousing different sets of values that it cannot hope to vanquish. 
The concept of competitive coexistence offers a way forward. It reconciles permanent 
engagement with moral purpose by acknowledging the persistence of rivalry and the 
diversity of values, while charting a course that diminishes the risks of war and leaves space 
for cooperation on global challenges. Still the pre-eminent power, the United States can take 
the lead in forging coalitions to meet those challenges, leading through persuasion rather 
than domination. 

 
Elbridge Colby, “Remarks by Under Secretary of War for Policy Elbridge Colby at the Sejong Institute 
in South Korea (As Delivered),” U.S. Department of War (January 26, 2026). 
https://www.war.gov/News/Speeches/Speech/Article/4389207/remarks-by-under-secretary-of-war-
for-policy-elbridge-colby-at-the-sejong-insti/.  
 

In his speech, Under Secretary of War for Policy Elbridge A. Colby references the Indo-
Pacific region as key to the United States’ long-term security and prosperity. Stability in Asia 
will only be guaranteed with a durable balance of power that prevents regional hegemony. 
He emphasizes that the Trump administration is not seeking regime change in Beijing, rather 
its defense strategy centers on deterrence by denial along the first island chain. This strategy 
includes military cooperation with Japan, the Philippines, the Korean Peninsula, and others 
in a shared goal of peace and stability. He concludes by saying that the underlying logic of 
the administration’s strategy is peace through strength, and deterrence by denial. 

https://www.stimson.org/2025/an-american-strategy-for-a-multipolar-world/
https://www.war.gov/News/Speeches/Speech/Article/4389207/remarks-by-under-secretary-of-war-for-policy-elbridge-colby-at-the-sejong-insti/
https://www.war.gov/News/Speeches/Speech/Article/4389207/remarks-by-under-secretary-of-war-for-policy-elbridge-colby-at-the-sejong-insti/
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Panel 4: From Burden Sharing to Burden Shifting 
 

• What is “a favorable balance of power…in which no state can impose hegemony?” 
• How can “a genuinely stable regional equilibrium” be achieved? 
• How are stronger U.S. allies and alliances in the interest of Russia and China? 
• Is greater strategic autonomy for U.S. allies in Europe and Asia a risk for Russia and China? 
• What is the United States prepared to do to “end the perception, and prevent the reality, of 

NATO as a perpetually expanding alliance”? 
 
 
Maximilian Hoell, et al., “Extended Deterrence in a Multipolar World,” Center for Global Security 
Research, Workshop Summary (March 25-26, 2025). https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-
05/Extended%20Deterrence%20in%20a%20Multipolar-Nuclear-World-Workshop-Summary.pdf.  
 

Moscow, Beijing, and Pyongyang are all deeply hostile to U.S. extended deterrence policies 
and practices. They see these as a means for the United States and its proxies to meddle in 
their core interests and to enable alliances that they deem illegitimate and dangerous. They 
pursue military, political, and informational strategies aimed at breaking those alliances or 
weakening them to the point that they are not capable of coherent action. In crisis and war 
against a nuclear-armed adversary, the United States and its allies and partners will be 
presented with significant nuclear dangers and many difficult decisions. In the face of these 
challenges, the United States and its allies must (re)learn how to operate under the nuclear 
shadow cast by adversaries and to cast their own nuclear shadow over enemy actions. 
Alliances must also have robust capabilities for deterrence and defense in the domains of 
cyber space and outer space, in addition to missile defenses and deep precision (non-
nuclear) strike. 

 
David Santoro, and Brad Glosserman, “A Heavy Lift: Making Collective Deterrence and Defense 
Work in the Indo-Pacific,” Pacific Forum, Issues & Insights Vol. 24, WP 2 (April 2024). 
https://pacforum.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/PacNet-25-Bigger-isnt-Necessarily-Better-
Making-Collective-Deterrence-and-Defense-Work-in-the-Indo-Pacific.pdf.  
 

The rise of an increasingly confident, assertive, and capable China has triggered a 
transformation of the Indo-Pacific security architecture, at the national, bilateral, and 
multilateral levels. These efforts are designed to better compete with, deter, and, if 
necessary, defend against China. To succeed, they must be nurtured, and they must 
advance fast given the magnitude and rapid increase of Chinese power and influence. This 
report argues that since the United States, Australia, Japan, South Korea, and the United 
Kingdom are the most militarily capable and most enthusiastic allies and partners in the 
Indo-Pacific, they could play a key role in influencing and rallying others from the region and 
beyond that may be less military capable, less active, less aligned, or less integrated. 

 
  

https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-05/Extended%20Deterrence%20in%20a%20Multipolar-Nuclear-World-Workshop-Summary.pdf
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-05/Extended%20Deterrence%20in%20a%20Multipolar-Nuclear-World-Workshop-Summary.pdf
https://pacforum.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/PacNet-25-Bigger-isnt-Necessarily-Better-Making-Collective-Deterrence-and-Defense-Work-in-the-Indo-Pacific.pdf
https://pacforum.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/PacNet-25-Bigger-isnt-Necessarily-Better-Making-Collective-Deterrence-and-Defense-Work-in-the-Indo-Pacific.pdf
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Christopher Lee, “Integrated Deterrence, Integrated Friends: Countering China’s Aggression in the 
Indo-Pacific with Multilateralism,” Modern War Institute (September 18, 2024). 
https://mwi.westpoint.edu/integrated-deterrence-integrated-friends-countering-chinas-aggression-
in-the-indo-pacific-with-multilateralism/.   
 

Integrated deterrence is at the core of U.S. strategy in the Indo-Pacific. Lee argues that 
integrated deterrence can be strengthened by seeking greater integration among alliances. A 
deepened security cooperation framework between the United States and its allies could be 
a logical outgrowth of existing relationships and an effective deterrent against China’s 
aggressive actions in the South China Sea. Existing exercises and other activities provide a 
useful foundation on which to expand cooperation. Multilateral exercises would allow 
participants to share threat awareness and broad strategies, mutually provide qualitative 
training, and promote multilateralization and multilayered cooperation. These outcomes, 
along with the consequent capacity buildup, are a powerful means of establishing and 
strengthening their deterrence and defense posture against China. 

 
Héloïse Fayet, Andrew Futter, Ulrich Kühn, Łukasz Kulesa, Paul van Hooft, and Kristin Ven 
Bruusgaard, “Forum: European Nuclear Deterrence and Donald Trump,” Survival 67, no. 1 (2025), 
pp.123–142. 
 

This discussion brings together experts from across Europe to reflect on the future of U.S. 
extended deterrence policy in Europe. The Nordic perspective suggests that while the U.S. 
nuclear presence in Europe is likely to continue, there may be reductions in conventional 
forces. The Polish view expresses doubt that European efforts, even with Anglo-French 
cooperation, could fully replace the U.S. extended deterrent, and warns that an overt focus 
on European nuclear capabilities could distract from the urgent need to strengthen 
conventional forces. The Dutch article considers the credibility of an Anglo-French deterrent 
but stresses the need for broader European participation and joint exercises. Overall, the 
discussion reveals that Europeans consider U.S. extended deterrence less reliable, and 
many experts urge European states to explore alternative arrangements and greater self-
reliance. 

 
Jacek Durkalec, Russian Net Assessment and the European Security Balance, (Livermore, CA: 
Larence Livermore National Laboratory, 2024). https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/pubs/2024- 
08/CGSR_Livermore_Paper_13_Russian-Net-Assessment.pdf. 
 

This report argues that despite the unanticipated challenges the Russian military has faced 
in Ukraine, the belief that the West is in decline and a “polycentric world order” is emerging 
has not substantially changed since 2022. Russian strategic elites broadly believe they can 
succeed in setting conditions in peacetime for wartime advantage, gaining a decisive edge 
early in conflict, and managing escalation. Moscow’s confidence is rooted not only in its 
capabilities but also in the belief that Western resolve is brittle and that time ultimately 
favors Russia. However, while Russian leaders remain confident in their prospects for 
success, Durkalec views this optimism as potentially misguided, noting that it is based on 
questionable assumptions about relative strength and the resilience of Western resolve. He 
concludes by warning that Russian leaders’ confidence—however faulty their estimates of 
relative strength may be—is difficult for NATO to influence. 

 

https://mwi.westpoint.edu/integrated-deterrence-integrated-friends-countering-chinas-aggression-in-the-indo-pacific-with-multilateralism/
https://mwi.westpoint.edu/integrated-deterrence-integrated-friends-countering-chinas-aggression-in-the-indo-pacific-with-multilateralism/
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/pubs/2024-%2008/CGSR_Livermore_Paper_13_Russian-Net-Assessment.pdf
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/pubs/2024-%2008/CGSR_Livermore_Paper_13_Russian-Net-Assessment.pdf
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Panel 5: The Unstable Political Order and the Fragile Nuclear 
Order 
 

• How tightly coupled are these two “orders?” 
• Can Washington, Moscow, and Beijing recover the measure of cooperation necessary to 

play their expected roles in safeguarding the nonproliferation regime? 
• What are the prospects of cooperatively moderating their own sources of nuclear 

competition? 
 
 
Laurel Baker, et al., “Nuclear Order and Global Disorder,” Center for Global Security Research, 
Workshop Summary (March 25-26, 2025). https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-
09/Nuclear%20Order%20Disorder%20Workshop%20Summary_Final.pdf.  
 

The nuclear order is largely a U.S. creation, designed to safeguard broad international 
interests while also advancing the self-interests of the United States. The stability and 
durability of the international nuclear order depend in part on the stability and durability of 
the international political order. Today, both orders are eroding, and the collapse of the 
nuclear order seems increasingly possible. Potential successors to the current nuclear 
order are numerous. The best case would be rapid progress to disarmament, but it is simply 
not plausible. The worst case would be rapid descent into nuclear conflict and the 
normalization of nuclear weapons as instruments of war fighting; this too seems highly 
unlikely. More likely is that erosion will either slow or accelerate. In these perilous times, 
U.S. policy should focus on the future and build what is needed now. 

 
Doreen Horschig, and Heather Williams, “The Crumbling Nuclear Order,” Foreign Affairs (September 
16, 2024). https://www.foreignaffairs.com/china/crumbling-nuclear-order.  
 

Horschig and Williams argue that norms against nuclear use, proliferation, and testing have 
been undermined by U.S. adversaries who often work together to destabilize the 
international order. Further, these norms have also been weakened by the United States, 
through the rejection of the CTBT and a potential return to nuclear testing in the second 
Trump administration. The dissolution of any one of these norms inherently threatens the 
other two and would have disastrous consequences for global stability. Horschig and 
Williams recommend that the United States broaden its relationships in the Global South, 
where many countries support nuclear norms, and seek to establish consensus through 
conversations around differing perspectives on nuclear issues. The United States must also 
work with allies to strengthen deterrence while also embracing risk reduction measures. 

 
Stephen Herzog, “The Trilateral Dilemma: Great Power Competition, Global Nuclear Order, and 
Russia’s War on Ukraine,” Peace Review 36, no. 4 (2024), pp 581–94. 
 

Scholars and policy analysts have debated the health of the global nuclear order since the 
beginning of Russia’s February 2022 full-scale invasion of Ukraine. Their analysis often yields 
disturbing predictions about the future of the nonproliferation regime, arms control, and the 
“taboo” against using nuclear weapons. Herzog argues, however, that the components of 
this longstanding order are durable. They have proven robust to Russian nuclear threats, just 

https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-09/Nuclear%20Order%20Disorder%20Workshop%20Summary_Final.pdf
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-09/Nuclear%20Order%20Disorder%20Workshop%20Summary_Final.pdf
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/china/crumbling-nuclear-order
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as they did in the face of past great power transgressions. Yet, cracks are forming that will 
require attention in the long run as the nuclear order built by Washington and Moscow 
adapts to Beijing’s emergence. The best remedy appears to be enhanced trilateral 
cooperation between China, Russia, and the United States. Active Chinese participation is 
necessary to sustain the global nuclear order due to—and in spite of—great power 
competition. 

 
Zachary S. Davis, “Renovating the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime for the Emerging World Order,” 
in Michael Albertson (ed.), Aligning Arms Control with the New Security Environment (Livermore, CA: 
Center for Global Security Research, 2024). https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2024-08/2024-
0528-cgsr-cccasional-paper-aligning-arms-control_0.pdf.   
 

Davis assesses the successes and failures of the nonproliferation regime and proposes 
mechanisms to ensure the regime’s longevity. As both Russia and China seek to dismantle 
the rules-based world order, existing norms and institutions are called into question. The 
good news, however, is that nonproliferation still serves the security interests of most 
members of the global commons, including revisionist states such as Russia and China. To 
preserve the regime, disarmament measures should always be weighed against the possible 
negative effects on the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence commitments, which could 
undermine nonproliferation. States should also double down on their support to the regime, 
upgrade verification and monitoring technologies, reimagine the energy component in light 
of new technologies, and improve transparency. Lastly, keeping arms control alive is key, as 
well as maintaining deterrence credibility.   

 
Paul Gerwitz, “China, The United States, and the Future of a Rules-Based International Order,” The 
Brookings Institution (July 22, 2024). https://www.brookings.edu/articles/china-the-united-states-
and-the-future-of-a-rules-based-international-order/.   
 

We are at a historic moment. After the Cold War, the Western model of free trade and open 
economies, greater democracy, and human rights became the foundation of the rules-
based international order. But the world has changed and the unipolar moment is gone. The 
United States remains by far the most powerful country in the world, but it is plagued by 
political division and uncertainty, its global influence is in flux, and its enduring commitment 
to the international order doubted by many. At the same time, China’s rise and Russia’s 
violence are not only transforming geopolitics and economics but are explicitly challenging 
the character of international order. Changes are clearly needed and they will surely involve 
compromises the United States does not want to make. Nevertheless, some compromises 
seem acceptable if on balance a revised but rules-based international order would be 
preferable to a disintegrated or collapsed one.  

 
 
 

  

https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2024-08/2024-0528-cgsr-cccasional-paper-aligning-arms-control_0.pdf
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2024-08/2024-0528-cgsr-cccasional-paper-aligning-arms-control_0.pdf
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/china-the-united-states-and-the-future-of-a-rules-based-international-order/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/china-the-united-states-and-the-future-of-a-rules-based-international-order/
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Panel 6: An America Freed from Nuclear Coercion and Rejecting 
Unilateral Restraint 
 

• What is required to be free of coercion? 
• What forms of unilateral restraint should the United States no longer exercise? 
• How dangerous to Russia and China is a United States that refuses “to be left vulnerable to 

nuclear blackmail?” Why? How hard are they prepared to work to deny the United States 
the invulnerability it seeks? 

 
 
Paul Amato, “A One-War Warfighting Construct No Longer Applies to U.S. Nuclear Strategy,” Journal 
of Policy & Strategy 5, no. 3 (2025), pp. 55–64. 
 

Amato argues that a China-focused one-war conventional strategy cannot be allowed to 
govern U.S. nuclear strategy. In a two-peer nuclear environment, the United States must be 
able to deter Russia and China simultaneously or sequentially, including if one adversary 
exploits a crisis involving the other. The article speaks directly to the question of freedom 
from coercion: invulnerability requires not only homeland survivability, but sufficient nuclear 
flexibility and capacity to deny adversaries escalation leverage in multiple theaters. Amato’s 
main prescription is for a “two-war” nuclear force-sizing construct, even if conventional 
planning remains more selective. 

 
Austin Long, “Peace through Strength in the Nuclear Enterprise,” in Brad Roberts (ed.), From 
Stewardship to Transformation: Toward a Nuclear Enterprise for the 21st Century (Livermore, CA: 
Center for Global Security Research, 2025). https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-12/251112-
CL-CGSR-Occasional-Paper-From-Stewardship-to-Transformation.pdf.  
 

Long argues that the U.S. nuclear enterprise remains shaped by post-Cold War habits of 
sustainment, risk elimination, and slow refurbishment, even though the threat environment 
now demands speed, flexibility, and innovation. He links “peace through strength” to the 
ability of the nuclear enterprise to deliver new or different capabilities quickly enough to 
outpace Russia and China. His key insight is that rejecting unilateral restraint is not simply a 
declaratory-policy shift; it requires an enterprise capable of producing credible options. A 
United States free from coercion must therefore transform the institutions, production 
systems, and risk culture that underpin deterrence. 

 
Thomas G. Mahnken, and Tai Ming Cheung, “The Decisive Decade: United States–China 
Competition in Defense Innovation and Defense Industrial Policy in and Beyond the 2020s,” Center 
for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (May 22, 2023). 
https://csbaonline.org/research/publications/the-decisive-decade-united-stateschina-
competition-in-defense-innovation-and-defense-industrial-policy-in-and-beyond-the-
2020s/publication/1.  
 

Mahnken and Cheung examine U.S.–China competition through defense innovation and 
industrial policy. Their argument highlights how nuclear coercion does not occur in isolation: 
it is embedded in a broader contest over production capacity, technological adaptation, and 
defense-industrial resilience. The study helps explain why Chinese leaders may believe time 

https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-12/251112-CL-CGSR-Occasional-Paper-From-Stewardship-to-Transformation.pdf
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-12/251112-CL-CGSR-Occasional-Paper-From-Stewardship-to-Transformation.pdf
https://csbaonline.org/research/publications/the-decisive-decade-united-stateschina-competition-in-defense-innovation-and-defense-industrial-policy-in-and-beyond-the-2020s/publication/1
https://csbaonline.org/research/publications/the-decisive-decade-united-stateschina-competition-in-defense-innovation-and-defense-industrial-policy-in-and-beyond-the-2020s/publication/1
https://csbaonline.org/research/publications/the-decisive-decade-united-stateschina-competition-in-defense-innovation-and-defense-industrial-policy-in-and-beyond-the-2020s/publication/1


  

UNCLASSIFIED 
 

 
 

14 

is on their side if U.S. mobilization remains slow or fragmented. The implication is that 
freedom from nuclear blackmail requires more than declaratory resolve; it depends on 
whether the United States can sustain military-technological superiority and deny China the 
confidence that it can out-produce or out-innovate Washington. 

 
Joel Wuthnow, “Taming the Hegemon: Chinese Thinking on Countering U.S. Military Intervention in 
Asia,” China Strategic Perspectives 20 (Washington, DC: Institute for National Strategic Studies, 
National Defense University, September 2025). 
https://ndupress.ndu.edu/Portals/68/Documents/stratperspective/china/China%2020%20Final%2
0for%20Web.pdf?ver=gDU3jVQuS_48oeo5BpCV5Q%3D%3D.   
 

Wuthnow analyzes Chinese thinking on how to counter U.S. intervention in Asia, especially 
in a Taiwan contingency. He finds that PLA analysts already assume U.S. intervention and 
focus on direct assault, strategic deterrence, and pressure against U.S. political decision-
making, and that Chinese strategy is designed precisely to coerce the United States into 
hesitation or non-intervention. Wuthnow also warns that PLA nuclear, space, cyber, and 
informational signaling could create crisis instability even when intended to manage 
escalation. The article therefore highlights how hard China may work to deny U.S. freedom 
of action through asymmetric strategies of coercion. 

 
Seth G. Jones, “Russia’s Shadow War Against the West,” Center for Strategic and International 
Studies (CSIS) (March 18, 2025). https://www.csis.org/analysis/russias-shadow-war-against-west.  
 

Jones argues that Russia is already conducting an escalating campaign of sabotage and 
subversion against European and U.S. targets, largely below the threshold of conventional 
war. The piece highlights the extent to which coercion operates below the threshold of 
nuclear employment: Russia uses deniable violence, infrastructure attacks, and proxy 
operations to impose costs while limiting escalation risk. Jones argues that Western 
defensive measures are necessary but insufficient, and calls for calibrated offensive 
responses to raise costs on Moscow. He concludes by characterizing this as a case of 
unilateral restraint producing vulnerability: Russia exploits Western caution unless 
confronted by credible counter-pressure. 

 
 
 

  

https://ndupress.ndu.edu/Portals/68/Documents/stratperspective/china/China%2020%20Final%20for%20Web.pdf?ver=gDU3jVQuS_48oeo5BpCV5Q%3D%3D
https://ndupress.ndu.edu/Portals/68/Documents/stratperspective/china/China%2020%20Final%20for%20Web.pdf?ver=gDU3jVQuS_48oeo5BpCV5Q%3D%3D
https://www.csis.org/analysis/russias-shadow-war-against-west
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Panel 7: De-confliction, De-escalation, and Risk Reduction 
 

• Across the full conflict continuum, what practical measures would be stabilizing at this 
time? 

• Do Moscow and Beijing share these assessments? What motivates their responses to U.S. 
initiatives? 

• Is there any reason to think that Moscow and Beijing are newly receptive? 
 
 
Rebeccah L. Heinrichs, Ryan Tully, Kyle Balzer, and Matthew Costlow, “Relearning Escalation 
Dynamics to Win the New Cold War,” Hudson Institute (September 20, 2024). 
https://www.hudson.org/defense-strategy/relearning-escalation-dynamics-win-new-cold-war-
rebeccah-heinrichs. 
 

The axis of adversaries has discovered that the most direct way to break the U.S.-led 
international order is to undermine the credibility of America’s military alliances. To replace 
the current order with one that is more favorable to totalitarian systems of government, the 
axis needs to sufficiently degrade the perception that America can credibly project power to 
defend its allies and maintain nuclear deterrence and assurance. Thus, China, Russia, and 
North Korea are increasingly determined to use nuclear coercion to dissuade the United 
States from supporting its allies by threatening uncontrolled escalation. In response, 
Washington must adapt its strategic posture and force composition to meet this threat and 
convince adversaries they cannot outmaneuver or out-escalate the United States. This 
adaptation should also include a careful reassessment of assumptions surrounding action-
reaction cycles and escalation dynamics.  

 
Anna Péczeli, Thinking Strategically about Risk Reduction: What Role Should It Play in a Two-Peer 
Security Environment? (Livermore, CA: Center for Global Security Research, 2025). 
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-
06/250529cl_cgsr_livermore_paper_14_thinking_strategically_about_risk_reduction-
webversion.pdf.  
 

The rise of nuclear dangers in the past few years has led to renewed interest in using risk 
reduction measures. However, despite the high profile of risk reduction, these tools have 
been unable to bring much needed relief in great power relations. Péczeli argues that the risk 
reduction framework has not been effective in the current context, because most of the 
proposals are disconnected from the realities of the security environment. Risks cannot be 
properly understood outside of the context of the given security environment, and risk 
reduction approaches must continuously adapt to the changing nature of great power 
relations. Today’s environment is more complex and dangerous than any time before, and 
the conditions for cooperative risk reduction simply do not exist. Thus, if great powers want 
to advance a risk reduction agenda, they should start with creating the conditions for 
success and define what success means in the current context.  

 
  

https://www.hudson.org/defense-strategy/relearning-escalation-dynamics-win-new-cold-war-rebeccah-heinrichs
https://www.hudson.org/defense-strategy/relearning-escalation-dynamics-win-new-cold-war-rebeccah-heinrichs
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-06/250529cl_cgsr_livermore_paper_14_thinking_strategically_about_risk_reduction-webversion.pdf
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-06/250529cl_cgsr_livermore_paper_14_thinking_strategically_about_risk_reduction-webversion.pdf
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2025-06/250529cl_cgsr_livermore_paper_14_thinking_strategically_about_risk_reduction-webversion.pdf
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Nobumasa Akiyama, “Strategic risk assessment in East Asia: A Japanese view,” European 
Leadership Network and Asia-Pacific Leadership Network (April 2024). 
https://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/24_04_Japan-framing-
paper.pdf. 
 

From the perspective of Japan, China is the most substantial strategic challenge in the Indo-
Pacific due to its expansionist policies, military activities, and economic coercion. In recent 
years, Japan adopted a proactive approach to address the China threat, emphasizing both 
diplomatic and defense policies. On the defense side, the focus of Japan’s response is on 
enhancing counter-strike capabilities to deter potential Chinese offensive military 
operations as well as North Korean threats. The Japan-U.S. alliance remains a cornerstone 
of Japan’s security policy. The United States and Japan are actively working on coordinating 
operational plans and conducting training exercises to enhance readiness and deterrence. 
However, deterrence is particularly challenging, given the evolving nature of China’s military 
actions, which include intimidation, coercion, and military exercises. 

 
Lewis A. Dunn, “Managing Nuclear Risks in an Era of Strategic Confrontation,” in Michael Albertson 
(ed.), Aligning Arms Control with the New Security Environment (Livermore, CA: Center for Global 
Security Research 2024). https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2024-08/2024-0528-cgsr-cccasional-
paper-aligning-arms-control.pdf.  
 

To help focus thinking and debate about nuclear risk management in an era of strategic 
confrontation, Dunn elaborates seven guiding principles. First, effective nuclear deterrence 
is the necessary bedrock of policies and postures to reduce the risk of use of nuclear 
weapons. Second, the United States needs a flexible, limited nuclear response capability for 
deterrence. Third, safe, secure, effectively controlled nuclear operating practices serve 
everyone’s interests. Fourth, the road to nuclear use runs through conventional conflict. 
Fifth, the United States should seek to reinvigorate official channels of dialogue and 
engagement with adversaries. Sixth, sustaining what remains of the 20th century’s nuclear 
arms control legacy is key. And lastly, the international community should strive to set out a 
credible and compelling positive vision of a desirable long-term nuclear future. 

 
Maximilian Hoell, et al., “Escalation, De-Escalation, and Intra-War Deterrence,” Center for Global 
Security Research, Workshop Summary (April 3-4, 2024). https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2024-
08/Intrawar-Deterrence-Workshop-Summary.pdf.  
 

The challenges of intra-war deterrence have grown more complex in the current security 
environment, and they will only get more difficult in the future. That complexity is driven by 
China’s emergence as a major challenger to U.S. interests with a substantial and growing 
capacity to wage war at the strategic level, North Korea’s growing capacity to wage nuclear 
war, and Russia’s demonstrated capacity for both escalation and miscalculation. In a future 
war, U.S. intra-war crisis management strategy must account for the actions and equities of 
all of these actors, and also for potential cooperation among them. The management of 
multipolar crises will inevitably be clouded by uncertainty and disagreement about the 
intentions, red lines, and capabilities of both adversaries and allies. These can be reduced 
by exploring possible information needs in crisis and filling the gaps in the pre-crisis phase. 

 
 

https://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/24_04_Japan-framing-paper.pdf
https://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/24_04_Japan-framing-paper.pdf
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2024-08/2024-0528-cgsr-cccasional-paper-aligning-arms-control.pdf
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2024-08/2024-0528-cgsr-cccasional-paper-aligning-arms-control.pdf
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2024-08/Intrawar-Deterrence-Workshop-Summary.pdf
https://cgsr.llnl.gov/sites/cgsr/files/2024-08/Intrawar-Deterrence-Workshop-Summary.pdf
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Panel 8: Bargains and Trade-Offs 
 

• Has the willingness to bargain changed in Moscow, Beijing, and Washington?   
• For any of the three, are there new incentives to compromise arising from new factors? 

 
 
Frank Miller, “Frank Miller joins to talk arms control after New START, today's threats, and his 
experience working on nuclear policy and arms control,” Strategic Simplicity Podcast with Pranay 
Vaddi and Vipin Narang (August 20, 2025). https://strategicsimplicity.substack.com/p/frank-miller-
joins-to-talk-arms-control.  
 

Miller argues that willingness to bargain has declined sharply, especially between 
Washington and Moscow, due to worsening political relations and the erosion of trust 
following the Ukraine war. He remains skeptical of extending New START, noting that its 
limits reflect an outdated 2010 threat environment and no longer account for Russia, China, 
and North Korea simultaneously. He stresses that arms control should not override 
deterrence requirements and criticizes continued reliance on parity as a guiding principle. 
However, he indicates that bargaining has not disappeared but has become more 
conditional and tied to concrete strategic interests. He highlights that new incentives for 
compromise depend on leverage, particularly U.S. modernization and capabilities that 
adversaries may want to constrain. Overall, he suggests future agreements are possible but 
likely to be narrower, shorter term, and driven by deterrence logic rather than cooperative 
norms. 

 
Michael Albertson, “New START might be dead, but legally binding arms control isn’t,” Atlantic 
Council (March 9, 2026). https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/in-depth-research-reports/issue-
brief/new-start-might-be-dead-but-legally-binding-arms-control-isnt/.  
 

Albertson contends that New START’s collapse reflects a reduced willingness to bargain, 
driven by Russia’s noncompliance and China’s refusal to engage, which undermine 
traditional bilateral frameworks. At the same time, he maintains that arms control remains 
viable because it serves core strategic interests, particularly managing competition and 
responding to China’s nuclear expansion. These dynamics create new incentives for limited 
compromise, as both sides benefit from flexibility, predictability, and hedging against 
uncertainty. He suggests future agreements should move away from strict New START–style 
limits toward more flexible ceilings, paired with expanded transparency measures such as 
broader data exchanges, inclusion of additional systems, and warhead inspections. He also 
emphasizes shorter, time-bound agreements with withdrawal clauses tied to Chinese force 
growth or U.S. missile defense. Bargaining thus persists in a more pragmatic, risk-
management form rather than one focused on deep reductions or parity. 

 
  

https://strategicsimplicity.substack.com/p/frank-miller-joins-to-talk-arms-control
https://strategicsimplicity.substack.com/p/frank-miller-joins-to-talk-arms-control
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Samuel Charap, John J. Drennan, and Julia Masterson (eds.), Scenarios for the Future of U.S.-Russia 
Strategic Stability and Arms Control (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2025). 
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/CFA1800/CFA1896-
1/RAND_CFA1896-1.pdf.  
 

This volume finds that willingness to bargain between Washington and Moscow has 
declined significantly due to the collapse of arms control agreements, the Ukraine war, and 
the absence of sustained strategic dialogue, making a follow-on to New START unlikely in the 
near term. It shows that bargaining is no longer a baseline condition but depends on the 
broader geopolitical environment, ranging from near impossibility in high-conflict scenarios 
to limited reengagement under more stable conditions. Even so, new incentives for 
compromise remain, particularly the shared interest in avoiding escalation, managing 
mutual vulnerability, and reducing uncertainty as both sides expand and modernize their 
arsenals. In the most likely scenario, these incentives support transparency measures, 
unilateral restraint, and crisis communication rather than formal treaties. More substantial 
agreements emerge only under improved political conditions, where arms control is used to 
manage competition rather than reduce it.  

 
Rose Gottemoeller, “Arms Control is Not Dead Yet,” Foreign Affairs (April 15, 2025). 
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/united-states/arms-control-not-dead-yet.  
 

Gottemoeller argues that willingness to bargain has declined, particularly as Russia has 
suspended engagement after the Ukraine war and China continues to resist nuclear 
dialogue, weakening traditional arms control frameworks. However, she maintains that 
strong incentives for compromise continue to shape state behavior, driven by the growing 
risk and cost of a three-way nuclear competition. She emphasizes that this environment 
pressures states to preserve predictability and avoid destabilizing buildups. For Russia, this 
centers on sustaining parity and potentially extending New START–type limits, while for 
China the priority is increasing transparency and reducing misperception rather than 
accepting formal caps. She also advocates for tailored negotiations with Moscow and 
Beijing, combining formal agreements, political commitments, and transparency measures. 
Overall, she suggests that bargaining is shifting toward flexible arrangements aimed at 
managing competition and preventing escalation rather than achieving deep reductions. 

 
Doreen Horschig, “Lessons from Former Arms Control Negotiators,” Bulletin of the Atomic 
Scientists 81, no. 5 (2025), pp. 363–68. 
 

Horschig shows that willingness to bargain has declined due to low trust, geopolitical 
competition, and the erosion of existing arms control frameworks, making traditional treaty-
based approaches harder to sustain. Even so, historical experience suggests that bargaining 
has never depended on ideal conditions and often emerged amid rivalry and political 
pressure. She highlights that incentives for compromise remain in shared interests in 
reducing risk, avoiding escalation, and stabilizing deterrence, especially as emerging 
technologies and multipolar dynamics increase uncertainty. The article emphasizes that 
arms control can still advance through alternative approaches such as transparency 
measures, reciprocal restraint, and behavioral frameworks. Overall, Horschig suggests that 
bargaining is constrained but not absent, with incentives shifting toward flexible, risk-
reduction mechanisms rather than comprehensive treaties. 

https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/CFA1800/CFA1896-1/RAND_CFA1896-1.pdf
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/CFA1800/CFA1896-1/RAND_CFA1896-1.pdf
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/united-states/arms-control-not-dead-yet
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Panel 9: Carrots and Sticks 
 

• What additional carrots can the United States offer at this point that would be effective in 
motivating constructive strategic policies in Moscow and Beijing? 

• What additional sticks? 
• Is there a credible case that the re-balancing of carrots and sticks can produce the desired 

arms control outcome? If so, what is it? 
 
 
Hal Brands, “The Renegade Order: How Trump Wields American Power,” Foreign Affairs (February 
25, 2025). https://www.foreignaffairs.com/united-states/renegade-order-trump-halbrands.  
 

Brands argues that influencing Moscow and Beijing will rely less on traditional bargaining 
and more on coercive power backed by selective incentives. He emphasizes sticks such as 
expanded military spending, intensified sanctions, technology controls, and a willingness to 
escalate unpredictably to raise costs for revisionist powers. More limited carrots include 
conditional engagement, such as negotiated settlements, security guarantees, and 
calibrated economic or diplomatic concessions tied to adversary restraint. These incentives 
remain secondary to pressure and are often directed at both adversaries and allies. Brands 
implies that a rebalancing toward stronger coercion could shape adversary behavior by 
increasing the risks of continued aggression and creating space for limited agreements. Yet, 
he is skeptical this approach will produce traditional arms control outcomes, suggesting 
success would instead mean preserving balance of power and deterring escalation. 

 
Mallory Stewart, “Engaging China and Russia on Arms Control: An Interview with U.S. Assistant 
Secretary of State Mallory Stewart,” Arms Control Association (May 2024). 
https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2024-05/interviews/engaging-china-and-russia-armscontrol-
interview-us-assistant-secretary.  
 

Stewart suggests that U.S. efforts rely on a mix of diplomatic carrots and political sticks, 
though both are constrained by the current strategic environment. Potential carrots include 
engagement without preconditions, expanded transparency, risk reduction cooperation, and 
multilateral inclusion through forums such as the P5 and the NPT process. At the same time, 
the U.S. applies sticks through public attribution of noncompliance, countering 
disinformation, and mobilizing international pressure to hold Russia accountable and push 
China toward greater transparency. She emphasizes that these tools aim less at immediate 
agreements and more at shaping incentives by demonstrating that responsible behavior 
aligns with states’ long-term interests. Stewart indicates that a rebalancing toward 
multilateral pressure combined with limited engagement could gradually create conditions 
for cooperation.  
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David A. Cooper, “The Lost Art of the Bargaining Chip? The Case for Gaining Negotiating Leverage for 
Nuclear Arms Control With Russia and China,” Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments 
(February 6, 2025). https://csbaonline.org/research/publications/the-lost-art-of-the-bargaining-
chip-the-case-for-gaining-negotiating-leverage-for-nuclear-arms-control-with-russia-and-china.  
 

Cooper argues that current U.S. arms control policy lacks effective sticks and therefore fails 
to incentivize Moscow and Beijing to negotiate, as both perceive themselves to be gaining 
advantage without constraints. He emphasizes that additional sticks should include limited 
nuclear expansion, development of new delivery systems, and visible hedging strategies to 
create negotiating leverage and alter adversary cost-benefit calculations. Alongside this, 
potential carrots consist of offering a stable, equitable trilateral arms control framework that 
would cap arsenals at balanced levels and reduce risks of costly competition. He stresses 
that concessions such as limits or transparency measures should be deployed only as 
bargaining tools, not unilateral actions. Cooper makes a clear case that rebalancing carrots 
and sticks through a dual-track strategy can produce arms control outcomes, but only if 
coercive leverage convinces rivals that continued arms racing will not yield durable 
advantage. In this view, successful arms control depends on shifting incentives toward 
accepting a negotiated balance rather than pursuing superiority. 

 
Pranay R. Vaddi, and John K. Warden, “Golden Dome and Arms Control: Impediment or 
Opportunity?” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 81, no. 4 (2025), pp. 296–304. 
 

Vaddi and Warden assess how expanded U.S. missile defense could reshape incentives for 
arms control with Russia and China, arguing that defensive systems can function as both 
pressure and bargaining leverage. They identify potential inducements in the form of 
negotiated limits on offensive forces, transparency measures, and possible U.S. restraint on 
the most expansive missile defense architectures. In this context, missile defense itself acts 
as a coercive tool by threatening adversaries’ confidence in their second-strike capabilities 
and increasing the perceived costs of unconstrained competition. The authors suggest that 
linking offensive and defensive systems in negotiations could create pathways for 
compromise, even amid deep mistrust. They argue that recalibrating incentives around this 
offense-defense dynamic could enable limited agreements, particularly if Washington 
leverages ambitious defense plans while retaining flexibility to scale them back. In this 
framework, success is plausible but contingent on aligning leverage with credible 
negotiating trade-offs that address core security concerns on all sides. 

 
Kingston Reif, “Deterrence in a two-peer world requires prudence,” Atlantic Council (March 27, 
2026). https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/in-depth-research-reports/issue-brief/designing-us-
nuclear-force/.  
 

Reif argues that additional incentives for Moscow and Beijing should prioritize stability and 
predictability rather than coercive escalation, emphasizing transparency, informal limits, 
and sustained dialogue as key policy incentives. He questions whether expanding U.S. 
nuclear forces would function as an effective pressure mechanism, noting that near-term 
buildup options are limited and unlikely to shift adversary calculations. Instead, he 
highlights the risks of such measures, including triggering countervailing responses and 
eroding any temporary advantage. Reif identifies more effective tools in maintaining existing 
ceilings, pursuing risk reduction arrangements, and engaging China incrementally on 
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transparency and crisis management. He contends that a heavy reliance on pressure is 
unlikely to generate meaningful cooperation, particularly given past failures to draw Beijing 
into negotiations. The analysis suggests that recalibrating toward restraint combined with 
diplomatic engagement offers a more credible path to arms control outcomes, though these 
are likely to be limited and gradual rather than comprehensive agreements. 

 
Kaitlin Peach, “Opportunities and Challenges for U.S.-China Nuclear Arms Control and Risk 
Reduction,” American Academy of Arts and Sciences (Winter 2026). 
https://www.amacad.org/bulletin/winter-2026/opportunities-challenges-us-china-nuclear-arms-
control-and-risk-reduction. 
 

At the time of global nuclear risks rising, the arms control regime has significantly 
weakened. Without an arms control agreement or risk reduction measures between the 
United States and China, experts warn of a potential arms race and the risk that 
overreaction or crisis escalation could lead to nuclear conflict. One way to reduce these 
risks is through continued high-level strategic dialogue, such as Track II dialogues that allow 
nonstate actors–academics, former officials, and NGO leaders–to explore complex topics 
and discuss potential solutions outside of formal government channels. Recent Track II 
exchanges with China have revealed that while a U.S.-China arms control agreement 
remains a long-term goal that will require sustained effort, there are overlapping interests 
between the two states in some areas. For example, both countries can make meaningful 
progress on risk reduction and advancing nonproliferation continues to be in their interest. 
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