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l. Introduction

BACKGROUND

The fourth policy-planning game in the “Transformation Strategy” series was held
at the National Defense University, Washington, DC, during the period June 22-24,
1998. This event, prepared and conducted by the Center for Strategic and Budgetary
Assessments (CSBA), was part of a larger study on the Revolution in Military Affairs
(RMA) sponsored by the Office of Net Assessment in the Office of the Secretary of

Defense,

This event built upon three previous policy-planning games. The first two were
focused exclusively on developing and assessing strategies for transformational change
of the U.S. military in response to an emerging RMA. Participants in these games
considered the composition of, and trade-offs among research and development,
procurement, force structure, and readiness over the time period running from 1998-
2025.' Their fundamental task was to meet the long-term challenge of transforming the
U.S. military to cope with the threats, and take advantage of the opportunities,
engendered by the RMA while also satisfying short- to mid-tetrm security requirements.
The first game evaluated potential transtormation strategies against a full spectrum of
national security challenges ranging from operations other than war (OOTW) to large-
scale theater warfare. The second focused mainly on the mid- to high-end of the threat

spectrum.

In the third game, based on the output from these preceding events, a
transtformation path for the U.S. military was scripted into the scenario. In addition, a
parallel military transformation path for an emerging peer competitor, in this case,
China, was also provided. The transformation of the Chinese military postulated in this
game was not meant to predict the modemization course that the People’'s Liberation
Amy (PLA) of today will actually foliow, but rather to illustrate the types of options that

' For more information on the prior games in this series see: “Competing for the Future; A $trategy for
Transformation -- Final Reports, Games | and I1,” Center for Strategic and Burdgetary Assessments, 1997,




could become available to a rising power. Given their respective transformation paths,
patticipants on each team explored how the transition from one military regime to
another over the next two-to-three decades could affect strategy. The participants
explored a range of topics such as how perceptions of the military balance might
change over time, options for shaping the behavior of military competitors, shifts in
alliance relationships, and the changing character of deterrence. While the participants
concluded that this game was a valuable tool for exploring strategic aspects of the
transformation process, thay strongly believed that options for departing from the
“scripted” transformation path in response to the force modemization decisions made

by the opposing team would have improved the competitive dynamics of the game.

In this, the fourth game, we addressed that perceived shorttall by allowing both
the U.S. team and the China team to craft their own transformation path, and then
assess the implications of their chosen path on defense strategy. In short, we
developed a hybrid game by combining the approaches of Games 1 and 2 with that of
Game 3. To make this possible, it was necessary to craft an entirely new set of
materials for the China team that tried to realistically capture current PLA thinking about
the RMA; identified likely short- to mid-term defense requirements as viewed from
Beijing; summarized current PLA force structure and modemization plans into a
planning baseline: and presented reasonable programmatic adjustment options to
China’s defense plan (see Tabs Q-V).

This last task proved panicularly challenging because of the large uncertainty
surrounding key variables such as the initial size of China's defense budget, the
anticipated rate of growth of the Chinese economy over the next 25 years, the impact of
rising personnel costs and inflation on China’'s defense budget, the costs associated
with indigenous production of various military weapon systems, the types and price of
weapon systems which China might be able to purchase from abroad, and projected
operation and maintenance costs for the PLA. As a result, assumptions had to be
made about these variables, often with sparse or conflicting information. For example,
estimates of China's annual defense expenditures today vary widely from less than $10
billion to almost $90 billion. Nevertheless, with few exceptions, the assumptions used
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in this game, and the programmatic adjustment options derived from them, were
uniformly judged by the participants to be credible, albeit speculative. While one or
more of the underlying assumptions may prove to be “off-the-mark,” the basic dynamic
explored during the game is unassailable — i.e., a rising China will have progressively
greater financial resources available for defense spending, and thus, a wider menu of
modemization options from which to chose. The critical planning uncertainty is how
China will decide to expend its growing resources in its effort to transform the PLA into
military organization capable of fighting a “modem war under high-tech conditions.”
How might a rising China apportion funding across R&D, procurement, force structure,
and training and readiness as pait of a long-term competition with the United States”? It

was precisely this question which was explored as a central component of this game.

GAME MECHANICS

This game was divided into four moves: two “planning” moves which covered
the periods 1998-2010 (FY 1999-2011) and 2011-2024 (FY2012-2025) and two “crisis

event” moves. The moves were arranged as follows:

Move 1 Strategic Planning: 1998-2010 |
Move 2 Strategic Posturing & Exploitation: Crisis Event of 2008 |
Move 3 Strategic Planning: 2011-2025 |
Move 4 Strategic Posturing & Exploitation: Crisis Event of 2023 |

Participants on both teams acted as members of a high-level, NSC-equivalent,
working group in their respective country. Pitted against each other, the fundamentat
task of both teams was the same — to develop a plan for military transformation and
leverage it for the greatest possible strategic benetfit.

As a starting point, both teams inherited a baseline military (see Tabs M and S)
which was consistent with current force structure and modemization plans. In Move 1,
they could depart from this baseline force as part of a transformation strategy by




making changes in R&D investments, Service budget shares, force structure leveis,

modemization plans, and readiness. The players had wide latitude in this regard.

The U.S. team could, for example, make cuts in force structure as deep as 50
percent, cancel most major weapon systems, procure several new weapon systems,
create new military organizations, expand research and development (R&D) funding by
up to 25 percent, and reduce readiness spending by as much as 25 percent.
Infrastructure, precision-guided munition (PGM) inventories, and personnel
entitlements, however, were considered “off the table.” The China team could increase
R&D funding by up to $100 billion over the course of the planning period, reduce force
structure by more than 25 percent, and procure a wide-range of modem weapon
systems including ballistic and cruise missiles, fourth-generation fighter aircraft, aircraft

carriers, attack submarines, destroyers, and advanced main battle tanks.

In addition to deciding upon the programmatic adjustments they perceived as
necessary to transform their respective militaries, both teams were also asked a series
of questions pertaining to their broader transformation strategy. For instance. they were
asked how experimentation might be incorporated into their strategy, and what types of
institutional changes might be necessary to implement the transformation successfully.

The players were confronted with a crisis ~ an unexpected Taiwanese
declaration of independence in 2008 ~ at the start of Move 2 (see Tab X). The teams
not only had to respond to the crisis itself, but were also asked to address a series of
questions related to their overall detense strategy such as their assessment of the lJ.S-
China military balance at that point in time and how they might leverage their respective
transitions in force posture to “shape" the other side’s behavior.

Move 3 was essentially a replay of Move 1 except that the timeframe shifted
forward to 2011-2025. Prior to commencing Move 3, each team received new planning
materials updated to the year 2011 including competing visions of the ongoing

transtormation in military affairs, revised Defense Planning Guidance documents, new

yA by ) )

I

}

J 1)y 1)y} l)

b))

}

IEDES SRS IS IV D RS B IS NS I B




by oy

Fr Yy

)

}

P11 YY) 1)

J 1 1))

)

)

1} 1))

1)

)

0 I I B B

]

!

program adjustments and R&D options, and a description of emerging systems and

organizations.

Move 4 was similar to Move 2 except that the year was assumed to be 2018, and
the crisis centered on an imminent Chinese invasion into the newly-independent,

resource-rich Siberian Republic (see Tab X).
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il. Strategic Planning —
Proposed Transformation Paths

PAT™ DESCRIPTION (U.S. TEAM, MOVE 1)

The U.S. team assessed that it was unlikely that the vital national security
interests of the United States would be seriously threatened during the first planning
period, 1998-2011. In their view, conflicts over this period would in all likelihood be
fought against “non-peers.” This relatively benign threat environment afforded an
opportunity to scale back planned procurement and cut force structure without exposing
immediate strategic vulnerabilities. The team did assess, however, that it would not be
prudent to cut too deeply into force structure because of the need to honor U.S. security
commitments to friends and allies; the probable involvement of the U.S. mititary in
Operations Other Than War (OOTW) including Peacekeeping, humanitarian missions,
and noncombatant evacuations (NEOs); and finally, the need to sustain a sufficient
military presence around the world to assure aliies, bolster deterrence, and preserve
regional stability. For similar reasons, the U.S. team also opted to preserve readiness

funding at current levels to maximize the combat effectiveness of the downsized force.

In essence, the team was willing to trade a slight increase in risk over the next
decade for the chance to free up resources for expanded R&D investments (a $80
billion plus-up over the period) as well as to cover the anticipated $20 billion annual
budgetary shortfall in the QDR defense plan. As one member of the team asserted,
“we must invest in expanded R&D in order to hedge against a future in which we may

fight near peers, or even peers.”

Force structure was the key bill payer, representing about 75 percent of totai
savings over the period. As shown in its Force Structure Adjustments for Move 1 (see
insert below), the U.S. team cut the Army and the Navy force structure by about 20
percent, or two divisions and two aircraft carrier battlegroups (CVBGs), respectively,
while the Air Force was trimmed by only ten percent, or two fighter wings. In terms of

actual dollar value, the elimination of two Army divisions represented about 45 percent




of the force structure savings

that accrued to the U.S. team U.S. Team Force Structure Adjustments

during this period. The (Move 1)

elimination of two CVBGs
> Cut 2 Fighter Wings

> Cut2 Army Divisions
of force structure savings while | * Cut 2 Aircraft Carrier Battle Groups (CVBGs)
> Cut 1 Marine MEB

represented about 30 percent

the phasing out of two fighter

wings accounted for only ten

percent,

In respect to the scaling back of previously planned procurement (see insert
below), the largest reduction, representing over 55 percent of the savings, was in the
current tactical aircraft modemization program. The reasoning behind these aggressive

cuts was two-fold. First, the team
U.S. Team Procurement Cuts

(Move 1) estimated that current generation tacticai
aircraft, albeit with service life extersions
> Reduce Buy of F-22 to 160

and des, ore tha fficient to
> Defer Joint Strike Fighter upgraces, were more fhan sufficien

» Reduce Buy of F-18 E/F to 270 deal with projected threats over the short
> Crusader Artillery System term. Second, in respect to preparing for
> CVN-77 |

> Slow NSSN buy the mid- to long-term, the team considered
> Reduce Buy of V-22 to 229 the current modemization program to be

> Cancel THAAD Missile Defense

needlessly redundant.

The Crusader self-propelled artillery system was canceled because the team
assessed that its military value would likely depreciate rapidly in the future owing to its
limited striking range, high signature and resulting vulnerability to precision attack, and
daunting logistical support requirements in terms of both fuel and ammunition.
Moreover, in their view, the fire support mission could be accomplished by a number of
other means. The THAAD missile defense system was cancelled because of its poor
testing track record to date, concems over the deployability and survivability of THAAD
in an “anti-access”" environment, and the cost of expensive kinetic kill interceptors

relative to increasingly capable, low cost ballistic and cruise missiles which may
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incorporate various countermeasures (e.g., early-release submunitions, chalf,

maneuvering RVs, etc).

As a result of their force structure and procurement cuts, the U.S. team had
sufficient funds to plus-up R&D and cover the anticipated plans-funding shortfall, but
not enough to expand modemization or invest in potential “leap ahead” weapon
systems. New system procurement was restricted to deployment of the Navy's
Theater-Wide (NTW) missile defense (partially to offset cancellation of THAAD) and a

limited national missile defense system.

PATH ASSESSMENT (U.S. TEAM, MOVE 1)

As compared to previous exercises in this game series, the U.S. team adopted a
very modest transformation strategy both in tenns of rate and scope. This might be
attributed to the fact that they failed to develop an early consensus view about the
opportunities and challenges likely to characterize the future warfare environment.
Lacking such a vision, they plotted a transformation path which, at its midpoint in 2011,
called for a U.S. military that was slightly smaller, but nearly identical to today's.
Moreover, the team sacrificed an important leaming opportunity by forgoing
procurement of even small numbers of potential leap ahead systems with which to
conduct experiments such as weaponized unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), airbome
lasers (ABL), and surface arsenal ships. Rather incongruously, the team subsequently
identified experimentation with “rapid response precision strike capabilities” as a critical
component of their overall transformation strategy. Apparently, they planned to limit

experimentation to currently fielded precision strike systems.




PATH DESCRIPTION (CHINA TEAM, MOVE 1)

Unlike the U.S. team which, at a minimum, had to generate enough savings to
cover a plans-funding shortfall of $300 billion, the China team enjoyed an anticipated
budget surplus of $250 billion over the course of this planning period. The team opted
to divide these funds roughly equally between expanded R&D. new system

procurement, and increased spending on readiness and training.

The China team felt that expanded R&D would be essential for “leap frogging”
from its current outmoded military posture into the emerging warfare regime.
Consequently, they selected the maximum R&D plus-up available, or an additional
$100 billion in new R&D funding spread over the period 1998-2010. After making all of
their other programmatic adjustments for Move 1, the China team earmarked $14 billion
in remaining funds toward a further expansion in R&D above and beyond the original
$100 billion plus-up. Specifically, they planned to invest this sum into the following

areas:

$» Manufacturing-related R&D:;

» (Counter-stealth technologies;

» Expanded R&D on “magic weapons” such as radio-frequency and directed-
energy weapons, and

» Accelerated development of a family of electronic combat systems including

satellite communication, GPS, and radar jammers.

New procurement spending over this planning period, 1998-2010, totaled over
$100 billion. Criteria used by the China team in making procurement decisions tended
to fall into one of three categories: 1) the extent to which a given system or capability
would enable the People's Liberation Army (PLA) to better handle near-term
contingencies (e.g.. preventing Taiwanese independence); 2) the technology transfer
opportunity involved; and 3) the perceived ability of the weapon system to retain its

military utility after the transition from the current warfighting regime to the next.
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Rather than attempt to modemize all branches of the PLA equally, the China

team distributed resources unevenly (see insert below). For instance, air force-related

procurement accounted for approximately 49 percent of new spending, while

China Team Procurerment Adds (Move 1)

> 1,000 Ballistic Missiles (300-600 km range)

> 500 Ballistic Missile (1,800 km range)

> 1,000 Short-range Cruise Missiles

> 400 Low-Observable Cruise Missiles (750 kan range)
> 48 Theater Missile Defense Batteries

> 300 Advanced SAM Firing Units

> 400 Su-27 Fighters {co-produce)

> 400 Modem Ground Attack Aircraft (purchased)

> 100 Modem Ground Attack Aircraft (reverse-engineered)
» 6 Early Warning / Battle Management Aircraft

> 100 2nd Generation ISR UAVs

> 24 Air Refuelers

> 24 Heavy Transports

> 300 Land-Based, Anti-Ship Missile Firing Units

> 1 Small-deck Aircaraft Camer

> 20 Additional Advanced Attack Subanarines (co-produce)
> 8 Additional Indigenous-Design Attack Submarines
> 20 Modem Destrayers (co-produce)

> 16 Additional Frigates

> 24 Addikional Fast Attack Missile & Torpedo Craft
> Upgrade Surface Combatants with advanced ASCMs
> 5 Semi-Modem Amphibious Assault Ships

> 600 IFVs / APCs

> 500 Modem MLRS Firing Units

> 100 E-FOGM Equivalent Firing Units

> 300 Advanced, All-Weather Attack Helicopters

> 3 Military Communication Satellites

> 4 Military ISR Satellites (E-O, SAR, SIGINT/ELINT)

expenditures directed
toward modemization of
the Navy and Army
represented only 24 and
12 percent, respectively.
Interestingly, while the
procurement of 1,500
ballistic and 1,400 cruise
missiles accounted for
less than four percent of
new spending, it was
viewed by both the China
team and the U.S. team
alike as one of most
significant aspects of
China's military modem-
ization effort. While this
China’'s

arsenal was

expansion in
missile

certainly notable, the
China team passed over
an option to procure 600

additional ballistic

missiles in the 5,000 to 12,000 km range class. Interestingly, this decision was not

driven by a lack of financial resources, but the desire to avoid appearing “overly

provocative” to neighboring countries and the United States.

In respect to air force modemization, the China team tried to balance three

different aircraft procurement strategies. outsourcing, co-production, and indigenous

1




development. The overarching objective of these parallel investments was to quickly
move from foreign dependency to self-reliance in designing and manufacturing state-of-
the-art aircraft. The team anticipated a number of important technological spin-offs
from this investment in advanced aeronautics including the development of more
capable UAVs and cruise missiles.

The outsourcing route was illustrated by the purchase of 400 modem ground
attack aircraft (e.g.. Su-30/34s) from Russia. Outsourcing was attractive to the China
team for Iwo reasons. First, they felt that outsourcing was the only way to quickly field
enough modem aircraft to improve significantly the effectiveness of the PLA's air force
branch in near-term contingencies such as a crisis over Taiwan. Second, by putting
modem aircraft into the hands of operational units sooner then would otherwise be the
case, outsourcing could provide a valuable leaming opportunity. For instance, the air
force could get a “leg up” on the future by training a cadre of pilots with modem aviation
skills, gaining experience with information-age weapons such as precision-guided
munitions (PGMs), and developing tactics and operational concepts appropriate to the
“Chinese way of war."

The primary attraction of coproduction agreements, exemplified by the team'’s
decision to build some 400 Su-27 aircraft with Russia, was the chance to absorb
advanced foreign technologies which could in tum be used to accelerate and enhance
indigenous production capabilities. The third path, indigenous production, was
illustrated by the decision to reverse-engineer and manufacture 100 Su-30/34s. While
they recognized that this would likely be a slow and laborious process, the team felt it
was imperative in order to develop a large pool of technically-competent engineers and
technicians as well as to recapitalize existing production infrastructure. As alluded to
previously, this investment in human and physical capital was expected to not only pay
dividends in respect to the production of modem combat aircraft, but would also be
transferable to other projects such as bombers, UAVs, and cruise missiles.

System procurement for the navy was weighted heavily, over one-third of new
spending, toward the expansion and modemization of China's attack submarine fleet.

12
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The team chose not only to co-produce the maximum number of modem attack
submarines (e.g., Kilo-cilass submarines with Russia, or Type 212s with Germany), but
also to expand indigenous production of the Song-cl/ass attack submarine. The China
team strongly believed that the future measure of naval power would likely center on

stealthy submerged platforms vice high signature surface combatants.

It was for this reason, coupled with the desire to not appear aggressive, that the
China team decided to forego acquisition of a large-deck aircraft carrier during the
1998-2010 planning period. While they did opt to procure an indigenously designed
and built small-deck camer in the 30,000 ton displacement class, they did not expect
this carrier to transition well into the future warfare regime. In spite of that assessment,
they decided to buy it for two reasons: 1) the opportunity to develop more advanced
shipbuilding and systems integration skilts; and 2) the desire to gain regional prestige
and stature over the short term. The team's decision to co-produce twenty modem
destroyers (e.g., Sovremenny-class) with Russia was similarly justified, plus it had the
added benefit of providing a valuable technology transfer opportunity in respect to both
ship design and advanced, anti-ship cruise missites. In addition, the team believed that
modem destroyers would prove useful in extending China's naval presence and
influence in the South China Sea and other adjacent waters over the short- to mid-term.
They opted to forego acquisition of modem amphibious assault ships from abroad, in

favor of developing a less provocative, home-grown amphibious assault capability.

White the China team had the option of procuring up to 2,400 additional main
battle tanks (e.g., T-90ll), they opposed any expansion of incremental tank
modernization. In their view, as foreshadowed by the Gulf War, tanks would likely
become extremetly vulnerable in the future as modem militaries continue to field
increasingly capable ISR systems linked to sophisticated precision guided weapons.
Given this trend, the China team planned to embark upon a radical transformation of
the PLA — shifting away from the manpower intensive force of today toward a smaller,
infonmation intensive fighting organization characterized by mobility, precision striking

power, decentralized command and control, and non-linear operations.
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Symbolic of this transition, the team opted to procure an additional 300
advanced, all-weather attack helicopters, the maximum number available in this
exercise, because of their speed, operational agility, and firepower. In addition, they
bought 500 modem MLRS firing units and 100 E-FOGM firing units to enhance the
PL.A's long-range, precision striking power. At first glance, the decision to procure a
limited number of modem infantry fighting vehicles and anmored personnel carriers
would appear inconsistent with the ground force transformation described above.
However, the China team did not view these heavy ground vehicles as useful for “high
technology” warfare, but as a tool for improving the PLA's ability to maintain internal
security (i.e., rapid response to urban riots, etc.) as well as for participating in regional

humanitarian and peacekeeping activities.

PATH ASSESSMENT (CHINA TEAM, MOVE 1)

The China team felt that the PLA was saddled with a huge pool of relatively
unskilled personnel as well as sizable inventories of practically unusable, antiquated
weapon systems. As a result, they concluded that large force structure cuts across all
branches of the PLA were not only desirable, but essential in order to transform the
PLA successfully. Capping rapidly rising personnel costs was seen as particularly
important.? In terms of salary growth alone, the marginal cost of each soldier in the
PLA was expected to rise by $25,000 over the period 1998-2010, and by more than
twice that, or $52,000, between 2011-2024. In the view of the China team, if
unchecked, these rising costs could completely stymie the PLA's transformation. By
cutting 6 Group Armies in Move 1, the China team saved approximately $30 billion over
the period 1998-2010, and an additional $75 billion over the period, 2011-2025, in
personnel costs. And as a secondary benefit, by streamlining the PLA, they could also
afford to spend more per capita on professional military education (PME) and training.

? During the period 1998-2010, the salary for the average PLA soldier was assumed to rise approximately
8 percent palr annum; keeping pace with comparabie growth in the Chinese economy. Qver the period
2011-2024, salary growth was assumed to be about 5 percent per annum.
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By divesting the PLA of excess troops and outmoded equipment, the China team
was able to “jump start” the PLA's transformation through a massive upsurge in R&D
funding coupled with the selective procurement of modem weapon systems. As
alluded to earlier, the team’s procurement strategy sought to balance the long-term
goals of technoiogical self-sufficiency and eventual military superiority over prospective
nvals (e.g., India, Japan, and the United States) with the more immediate requirement
of modemizing the PLA to better handle near-tern contingencies (e.g., preventing

Taiwanese independence).

To expedite their rise, the China team planned to systematically pursue a
strategy of “leaming from others” by maintaining a robust program of military-to-military
contacts and exchanges; encouraging military education abroad; exploiting open source
intelligence, especially that pertaining to the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) and

military experiments; and even by buying foreign military training assistance.’

By the end of this planning period in 2010, the China team had positioned the
PLA well along the path toward fielding a multidimensional, anti-access capability with
which to frustrate the power projection efforts of prospective adversaries. The objective
of this “keep out” or “theater denial” strategy was not only to prevent foreign forces from
violating the territorial boundaries of the Chinese homeland (including Taiwan), but also
to deny or frustrate the deployment of power projection forces into neighboring counties

(e.g. Japan, Korea. India) or nearby littoral waters.

¥ The China team’s view in this game seems 1o ba supported by ongoing activity by the PLA. According to
China's recently released Defense White Paper, “China has set up military attaches offices in more than
80 Chinese embassies abroad...In the last 20 years. more than 1,300 Chinese military delegations. of
which some 180 were headed by senior officers, have visited over 80 countries.” See China —~ Defense
White Paper. Beijjing Xinhua Domaestic Service (in Chinese), July 27, 1998, as translated by FBIS, July 28,
1998, p15.
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Strides made in assembling a modem C4{SR network over the course of this
planning period were essential to the creation of such an anti-access architecture. In
addition to taking full advantage of emerging space-based communication services
(e.g., Teledesic and Iridium) as well as commercial space-based remote sensing
services, the China team procured a number of “leap ahead” C4ISR-related systems
including military communication and {SR satellites, long-loiter ISR UAVs, and early

waming and battle management aircraft.

In their view, by wiring these systems together into a shared C4iSR network, the
PLA could not only detect the presence of foreign military units at ports and aittields
within the region, but would also be able to detect, track, and target high-signature
military platforms such as wide-body aircraft, large surface ships, and slow-moving,
mechanized ground units. Cued with the requisite targeting information, the PLA could
attack enemy power projection platforms with a number of different air-, sea-, and
ground-based weapons systems. As of 2010, the strike component of the PLA's anti-

access architecture could be described as follows:

» Anti-air element. 1,500+ ballistic missiles and 1,400 cruise missiles with

which to deny access to, and use of regional airfields; an advanced SAM belt

consisting of several hundred launchers with an engagement range out to

nearly 200 km; Patriot-equivalent theater air and missile defense batteries;

and a relatively smali, but increasingly capable air force.

> Anti-navy element. almost 400 ground-based, anti-ship cruise missile
(ASCM) launchers capable of engaging surface ships to a distance of 300
km; a fleet of over 30 advanced attack submarines (German Type 212,
Russian-design Kilo-class, and indigenous variants); and over 300 fast attack
missile and torpedo craft ammed with ASCMs with an engagement range over
100 km (e.g., C-802 and SS-N-22).

16
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> Anti-ground force element. 1500+ ballistic missiles and 1,400 cruise
missiles as well as over 500 modem ground-attack aircraft equipped with
precision-guided munitions (PGMs) capable of damaging or destroying
regional points of disembarkation (e.g., ports and airfields), supply depots,

and troop assembly areas.

The basic transformation philosophy of the China team during this planning
move could be summarized as an aggressive streamlining of bloated force structure,
rapid divestiture of outmoded systems, and selective investment in promising
technologies and weapon systems.“ The China team invested heavily in missile forces
during this planning period. The Air Force, while smaller by 15 fighter wings, was
modernized dramatically with the incorporation of over nine wings of much more
capable aircraft. The Army lost over 18 divisions, but gained valuable precision strike
and mobility assets (e.g., MLRS, E-FOGM, and attack helicopters). The Navy was
expanded and modemized both above and below the ocean's surface with the
commissioning of 36 major surface combatants (i.e., destroyers and frigates) and

nearly 30 advanced attack submarines.

* Interestingly, this appears to be precisely the path upon which today's People‘s Republic of China (PRC)
claims to be embarking. The Chinese Defense White Paper released in July 1998 states that “reducing
quantity and improving quality is a basic principle upon which the army is to be modemized...The PLA will
strive to make the transition from a numerically superior type to a qualitatively efficient type, and from a
manpower-intensive type to a technology-intensive type,” China ~ Defense White fPaper, 8eijing Xinhua
Domestic Service (in Chinese), July 27, 1998, as translated wy FBIS, July 28, 1998, p7.
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PATHDESCRIPTION (U.S. TEAM, MOVE 3)

While the U.S. team did make some sizable cuts in incremental modemization
during this planning period such as cancelling the JSF program, they relied mostly on
force structure reductions to finance new system procurement as well as to cover the
anticipated $300 billion
budgetary shortfall in the QDR
defense plan. Force structure

cuts in fact accounted for over | > Cut4 Fighter Wings
» Retire B-52 Bombers

» Retire B-1Bs

which accrued over this period | > Cut 4 Army Divisions

» Cut 3 Aircraft Carrier Battle Groups (CVBGs)
» Cut 1 Marine MEB

to disband four Army divisions > Retire Minuteman 111 ICBM

» Cut 4 Trident SSBNs

*» Create 6 Advanced Deep Strike Brigades

force structure savings (or 38 | = Create 9 Combined Arns Regiments

percent of total savings). The

U.S. Team Force Structure Adjustments
(Move 3)

87 percent of the total savings
(see insert right). The decision

generated about 44 percent of

majority of that savings, however, was consumed by the expense of creating six
Advanced Deep Strike Brigades (DSBs) and nine Combined Arms Regiments (CARs).5
As a result, the biggest net bill payer was actually the Navy. The removal of three
CVBGs accounted for about 25 percent of total force structure savings between 2011-
2025.

These rather substantial cross-service force structure cuts were apparently
motivated by the team's perception that tactical fighter aircraft, heavy ground units, and
carrier battlegroups would have difficulty petforming their respective missions in the

future as military competitors developed increasingly robust anti-access capabilities.

% The Advanced DSB and CAR were two new combat organizations originally created for the Future
Warfare 20XX wargame series and incorporated into this transformation exercige, The Advanced DSB
consisted of 72 extended-range, advanced attack helicopters (follow-on to Comanche); 54 stealthy,
elactric-drive missile launchers: and 96 high-altitude, long endurance UAVs. The CAR consisted of 108
air-droppable, low-observable, electric drive, electromagnetic gun-equipped advanced combat vehicles;
27 stealthy, electric drive missile launchers (100 km range); and 27 stealthy UAVs. For more details on
these organizations see TabP.
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For instance, given current trends, it seemed likely to the U.S. team that future
adversaries would be able to destroy the airfields, ports, supply depots, assembly
areas, and other fixed sites upon which these forces depend with barrage missile
attacks. In addition, the threat posed by increasingly capable sea-skimming anti-ship
cruise missiles, mines, and advanced attack submarines could force high-signature

U.S. naval vessels out of littoral waters.

Savings carried forward from Move 1 combined with force structure and
procurement cuts during Move 3 made over $661 billion available for force
modemization during the 2011-2025 period after deducting the anticipated budgetary
shortfall of $300 billion. The U.S. team opted to invest $80 biltion into expanded R&D

while the remainder was allocated to weapons procurement as well as force structure

expansion and re-organization in selected areas.

percent and 38 percent, respectively (see insert below).

Procurement spending was roughly split between the Air Force and the Navy, 43

YYYYVYYYYYVYVYYYV¥YVY

U.S. Team Procurement Adds
(Move 3)

20 B-X Bombers

200 Additional Strike UAVS

4 Low-Observable ABLs

20 Low-Observable UAV Tenders

120 Low-Observable Airlifters

100 Low-Observable Aerial Refuelers
200 Low-Observable UAV Transports
1,200 Remote Missile Pods

12 Stealthy Sea Control Frigates

25 Additional SSNs

12 Submersible Arsenal Ships

200 Anti-Navy UAVs

Land- & Sea-based Cruise Missile Defense
Starlite Space-Based Radar (SBR)

8 Trans-Atmospheric Vehicles (TAVs)
90 Rapid Launch, Light Satellites

The team justified the
acquisition of 20 B-X Bombers as
well as Low-Observable Airlifters
and Aerial Refuelers as part of its
longer term goal of shifting the
composition of the Air Force in
long-range, low-
(They

were also motivated in part by the

favor of

observable plattorms.

perceived need to replace aging
B-1Bs and B-52s). The purchase
of 200 weaponized UAVs, 20
Low-Observable UAV Tenders,
and 20 Low-Observable UAV
Transports was representative of

a parallel conceptual shift toward
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increased reliance on unmanned systems.® The team procured the ABL not only to
enhance its overall theater ballistic missile defense (TBMD) capability, but also as a

“tastbed” for experiments with directed energy.

The team opted to procure twelve submerged arsenal ships principally to boost
the Navy’s ability to conduct high volume, long-range precision fires. Barring dramatic
advances in anti-submarine warfare (ASW), they assessed that the “stealthiness”
inherent to operating beneath the ocean’s surface would allow submerged arsenal
ships to evade detection considerably better than surface ships, especially early on in a
conflict when an adversary's anti-access or sea-danial capability would likely be
operating at a peak level of effectiveness.” Conversely, the team believed that
particularly high signature surface combatants such as aircraft carriers and destroyers
would become increasingly vulnerable as a consequence of the proliferation and
growing sophistication of land- and sea-based antiship cruise missiles. The U.S. team
also acquired an additional 25 NSSNs not only to augment the Navy's submerged
power projection capabilities, but also to counter anticipated qualitative and quantitative
improvements in attack submarines operated by emerging military competitors. in their
view, the United States simply could not risk losing control of the undersea dimension of

the battlespace.

At first glance, the Army received only about S5 percent of new procurement
spending during this planning period. However, this figure is deceptive because, as
mentioned earlier, the addition of 15 new combat organizations to the Army's force
structure involved major outlays for new systems such as a follow-on to the Comanche
anmed-reconnaissance helicopter, electric-drive missile launchers, semi-robotic
advanced combat vehicles (ACVs) equipped with electromagnetic guns, and various
types of robotic forces (for detailed information on these systems, see Tab P).

® The UAV Tender was a new aerospace platform originally created for the Fullire Waifare 20XX
wargame series and incorporated into this exercise. The UAV Tender was described as a stealthy,
intercontinental range. transport and batlie management aircraft capable of launching, controlling,
recovering, and refueling/rearming up to 10 multirole UAVs. See Tab P for more information.

7 Each submerged arsenai ship was equipped with a mix of 500 advanced ballistic and extended-range
cruise missiles.
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There was no such “hidden” modemization for the Marine Corps, however. With
the possible exception of UAV Transports, the U.S. team did not procure any new
weapons systems for the Marine Corps during this move beyond that included in the

baseline modemization plan.

PATH ASSESSMENT (U.S. TEaM, MOVE 3)

The transformation path pursued by the U.S. team was relatively uneven across
the Services; the rate and scope of change varied considerably. The Air Force's
transformation matured with the incorporation of the B-X bomber, airbome UAV
Tenders, low-obseivable arrlifters and aerial refuelers, and both weaponized and
transport UAVs. The U.S. team considered all of these systems as integral to its vision
of a future Air Force which would no longer rely upon in-theater basing for projecting

power at extended ranges from the continental United States (CONUS).

With the incorporation of 25 additional nuclear-powered attack submarines
(SSNs) and 12 Submerged Arsenal Ships into the fleet, the U.S. team began to reorient
the Navy toward submerged power projection. Submerged Arsenal Ships, each armed
with up to 500 ballistic and cruise missiles, promised a step-function increase in the

Navy’s ability to conduct long-range strikes from beneath the sea.

The transformation of the Ammy into a light weight, mobile, decentralized ground
force commenced in eamest during this period with the introduction of CARs and
advanced DSBs. The Marines, however, had not even started to transform as of 2025
if the team had invested in a higher level of R&D in Move 1, they would have had the
opportunity to equip individual Marines with bio-mechanical exoskeletons over the

course of this planning period.’3

® Exoskeletons were a new ground combat system originally created for the Future Wartare 20XX
wargame series and incorporated into this exercise. Exoskeletons were descrnbed as armored, climate-
controlled “suits” worn by individual soldiers to enhance their operational and tactical mobility as weil as to
provide them with integratec! weapons, communications. and information warfare systems.
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Perhaps the most critical transformation issue that surfaced during this move
was the U.S. team'’s inability to contest control of space. As alluded to earlier, the team
opted to forego investment in R&D related to the weaponization of space in Move 1. As
a result, while alarmed by Chinese developments, the U.S. military was not in a position
to procure space warfare capabilities during this period such as the SBL,; ground-based.
directed-energy, anti-satellite (ASAT) systems; submersible launchers for light satellites
or ASATs; information warfare satellites; and space-to-ground attack satellites (see Tab

P for descriptions).?

SUMMARY (U.S. TEAM, END-STATE)

At the end of the game in
2025 (see insert right), the U.S.
team ended up with an Air Force

U.S. Team-- End State (2025)

14 Tactical Fighter Wings (about 15% F-223)

21 B-2 Bombers

20 B-X Bombers

200+ Weaponized UAVs

4 Low-Obsetvable Airborne Lasers (ABLs)

20 Low-Observable UAV Tenders (w/1200+ UAVs)
120 Low-Obsesvable Airlifters

100 Low-Observable Aerial Refuelers

200 Low-Observable UAV Transports

that was partially transformed.
While platforms consistent with the

emerging warfare regime had

YYYYY¥Y Y¥VYY

been incorporated, the Air Force

still retained 14 tactical fighter

, . » 6 CVBGs (3 with CVX) equipped with JSF
wings; very few of which were » Navy Theater -Wide TMD Deployed
; . » 12 Stealthy Sea Control Frigates
even upgraded with F-22s. A > 12 Submerged Arsenal Ships
transformation toward submerged > 200 Anti-Navy UAVs
. » 64 Surface-Combatant 21s
power projection appeared to be > 62SSNs
»- 10 SSBNs

underway. However, the Navy
was still very much dominated by
surface combatants (e.g., six
legacy CVBGs and some 64
Surface-Combatant 21s). In terns
of fielding a light, rapidly

Y¥vYVvVYy

>
>

7 Legacy Marine MEBs w/V-22 Osprey & JSF
4 Legacy Army Divisions

1,200 Remote Missiie Pods

6 Advanced Deep Strike Brigades

9 Combined Arms Regiments

Starlite Space-Based Radar (SBR)
8 Trans-Atmospheric Vehicles (TAVs)

» 90 Rapid launch, Light Satellites

* The team requested, and was granted. a special dispensation by the Control team which permitted them
to procure eight trans-atmospheric vehicies (ACVs) even though they had not invested in the requisite
R&D inMove 1.
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deployable, mobile, decentralized ground force, the Army had benefited from the
incorporation of DSBs and CARs, but was still somewhat hamstrung by four legacy
divisions, The Marine Corps, while slightly smaller, was still organized and equipped

much like today.

As depicted in the diagram below, the slape of the U.S. team’s transformation
path over the period 1998-2011 was shallow, reflecting their decision to not procure any
leap ahead military systems. Over the period, 2012-2025 the rate of change was
relatively greater as the team capitalized on early R&D investments and procured a
number of RMA systems (see pg. 19). Nevertheless, the overall rate of change was
modest, and as a result, the transformation of the U.S. military was incomplete as of

2025.

Diagram 1 — Graphic Representation of U.S. Team's Transformation Path

»Maintained readiness

g

= »Did not invast in any

& prospective ‘leap ahead”

g modernization options
~Incremental

g modernization scaled-

..g’ back

[+ o

»Unable to conduct full-range of ops in
space and infonnation dimensions

» Transformation of air, ground, and
naval forces only partially completed
~Legacy forces account for well over 50
percent of the 2025 force structure

e

Time
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PATH DESCRIPTION (CHINA TEAM, MOVE 3)

China's defense budget was scripted in the game scenario to rise from $90
billion in FY 2011 to about $200 billion by FY 2025. With this expanding defense
budget, it was assumed that the China team would have about $675 billion available
(including a $26 billion carry forward from Move 1) for new spending after subtracting
cost growth in the baseline defense program, inflation, and increasing personnel
expenses. The China team invested $150 billion, the highest option available, into
expanded R&D in hope of catching up, or in some cases, pulling ahead of the United

States in the development and application of militarily-relevant technologies.

Once again, the China team opted to cut deeply into legacy force structure (see
insert right). These reductions were shouldered disproportionately by the ground
component of the PLA. The elimination of 15 tank / mechanized divisions and 36

intantry divisions (or 12
China Team Force Structyre Adyustments

(Mowe 3)

Group Arnnies) accounted for
roughly 95 percent of total

force structure savings, or | > Cut10 Fighter Wingy
$250 of the $264 billion » Cut 15 Tank / Mechanized Divisions

> Cut 36 Infantry Divisions (12 Groups Armies)
saved over the FY 2011-
> Create 6 Sea Control Brigades

i iod. | Air
2025 planning perio > Cremte 2 Ado Ai Brigades
However, almost all of this | > Create 9 Mobnle Strike Brigades
> Create 4 Aenal Strike Force Divisions
o > Create 4 Mobile Strike Force Divisions
expended on fielding combat | » C,eate 6 Specialized IW Brigades

units which were more

savings was subsequently

consistent with the emerging wartare regime. Of all the branches of the PLA, the Army
was overhauled the most, incorporating 11 brigades and eight divisions equipped with
advanced equipment (e.g., Comanche-equivalent attack helicopters, E-FOGM
equivalent anti-tank missile launchers, advanced combat vehicles, electric-drive EM
guns, and various types of UAVs). In shont, PLA ground combat units became
dramatically lighter, more mobile, and more lethal than their predecessors (See Tab V
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for detailed descriptions of these forces).

The transformation of PLA ground forces

consumed about 85 percent of total force structure savings during this period.

The China team did not, however, neglect the Navy and the Air Force. Both

China Team Procurement Adds
(Move 3)

> 500 Ballistic Missiles (2,500-5,000 km range)
» 500 Ballistic Missiles (5,000 km range)

> 2,000 VLO Cruise Missiles (1,500 km range)
> 500 Extended-Range, VLO Cruise Missiles
> 14 THAAD-Equivalent TMD Batteries

> 300 Additional Advanced SAMs (SA-X)

> 24 Wide-Body ALCM Trucks

> 12 Airborne Laser Platforms

> 200 Advanced ISR UAVs

» 24 Information Warfare 1JAVs

> 200 Weaponized UAVs

> 100 Modern Air Refuelers

» 100 Modern Airlifters

> 300 Anti-Ship / ASW UAVs

» 2 Wide-Area, Underwater Sensor Nets

>» Additional 32 Advanced SSNs

> 20 Advanced ASW Frigates

» 16 Advanced Amphibious Assault Ships
> 24 Space-Based Lasers

> 4 Space-to-Ground Attack Satellites

» 8 Trans~-Atmospheric Vehicles

» 80 Rapid Launch, Light Satellites

> 12 Advanced ISR Satellites

»- 24 Battle Dominance Ships (DD-21 equivalent)

> 12 Advanced Military Cooxmunication Satellites

branches were transfonmed substantiaily by an infusion of new system procurement
(see insert below). The Air Force absorbed about 23 percent of increased procurement

spending, while the Navy
benefited from about 31
percent. The procurement
of over 700 UAVs of various
types was illustrative of the
China team's gradual shift
away from manned tactical
aircraft. Four character-
istics of UAVs appeared
particularly important: 1)
the comparative ease with
which  UAV  “operators"
could be trained; 2) the
ability of UAVs to loiter over
target areas for an extended
period of time; 3) tactical
maneuverability  unlimited
by human physiology (e.g..
the absence of G-force
restrictions); and 4) reduced
support and maintenance

requirements, facilitating the operation of UAVs from bases dispersed throughout

Chinese territory. In addition to increased reliance on unmanned platforms, the China

team also continued to invest in state-of-the-art SAMs as part of its multidimensional

anti-access strategy.
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The China team dedicated approximately $92.5 billion to naval expansion and
modemization. The transformation of the Navy toward increased reliance on undersea
plattorms initiated in Move 1, matured significantly over the period FY 2011-2025. In
fact, over 65 percent of navy-related procurement was focused on submarine warfare.
As mentioned already, the China team strongly believed that control of the undersea
would be a critical element of great power competition in the future. Thus, it is not
surprising that they opted to procure an additional 32 attack submarnnes, UAVs
optimized for antisubmarine warfare (ASW), underwater “sensor nets,” and advanced
ASW frigates.

As in Move 1, the team did not include large-deck carners as part of their
transformation strategy. Presented with the option of procuring up to two Nimitz-class
carriers during this planning move, they decided to forego them entirely. in addition to
the ASW frigates mentioned previously, the only surface ships they acquired were DD-
21-equivalent, guided-missile cruisers (i.e., Battie Dominance Ships) and advanced
amphibious assauit ships. They planned to use the missile cruisers for surface sea
control missions (e.g., S OC protection) and “presence” missions abroad. The China
team also estimated that these cruisers could augment the PLA’s regionally-focused
TMD capabilities since they were equipped with an Aegis-equivalent upper and lower
tier air defense system. The amphibious assault ships were procured in order to
improve the PLA's ability to project power regionally, as well as to conduct NEOs and
peacekeeping missions. While the team did not specifically procure land-based, anti-
shipping cruise missiles as a procurement line-item in this tum, expanded acquisition
was inherent in the incosrporation of six Sea Control Brigades into the Navy's force

structure.'’

The size of the PLA’s missile stockpile more than doubled over the course of this
planning move. However, the total cost associated with the addition of 1,000 ballistic
missiles and 2,500 missiles represented less then seven percent of new system

'® The Sea Control Brigade was new combat organization originally created for the Future Warfare 20XX
wargame series and subsequently incorporated into this exercise. The Sea Control Brigade consisted of
an EM-Gun Battalion with 18 mobile, electromagnetic guns (750 km range) and a Cruise Missile Battalion
armed with 18 rmobile, ground-based cruise missile launchers (4,000 km range).
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procurement. This expansion in the PLA's long-range precision striking power was
characterized by two trends: 1) increased investment in cruise versus ballistic missiles;
and 2) increased reliance on stealth and penetration aids to improve the prospects of

piercing an enemy’s missile defenses.

This planning period also saw the emergence of PLA's wartighting capabilities in
two new dimensions of the battiespace: space and the infosphere. In stark contrast to
the U.S. team which abandoned R&D related to space warfare technologies in Move 1
(e.g., directed-energy, adaptive optics, high-energy propellants, etc.), the China team
made this early investment and was able to capitatize on it over the course of the 2011-
2025 timeframe. In fact, they allocated over $93 billion, or more than 30 percent of new
procurement spending, on systems with which to contest control of space. The team
also created six specialized information warfare (IW) brigades and fielded 24 IW UAVs
which could be used to degrade, disable, manipulate, or destroy the information

systems of prospective adversaries.

After making all of their desired programmatic adjustments, the China team still
had approximately $130 billion in funding available for the planning period 2011-2025.
While some members of the team advocated another round of procurement spending,
the majority of the team favored using the surplus to recapitalize military-related
infrastructure (fiber optic networks, roads, bridges, ports, air fields, etc.) and to plus-up

spending on professional military education and training.

PATH ASSESSMENT (CHINA TEAM, MOVE 3)

The transformation of the PLA into a light weight, mobile, decentralized ground
force commenced in eamest during this period with the introduction of Mobile Strike
Brigades, Aerial Strike Force Divisions, and to a lesser extent, Mobile Strike Force
Divisions (see Tab V for detailed information on these units). The Air Force was
transformed into a progressively more unmanned force with increasingly robust long-
range precision strike (e.g., ALCM trucks) and anti-access capabilities (e.g., air-to-air
UAVs, airbome laser platforms, and advanced SAMs). With the incorporation of 32
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nuclear-powered attack submarines (SSNs), for a total of more than 70 advanced
attack submarines (including AIP and diesei types), the China team was clearly in a
position to contest control of the undersea not only in their littoral, but probably well into

the westem Pacific Ocean.

Bolstered by the addition of 1,000 ballistic missiles with a range over 2,500 km
and 2,500 very low observable (VLO) cruise missiles, the PLA’s missile force could
reliably hold at risk high signature targets (e.g., posts, airfields, depots, enemy force
concentrations, etc) throughout the region. For instance, given the requisite targeting
information, the PLA could launch barrage attacks against targets in India, Pakistan,
Vietnam, Indonesia, Japan, and Korea. The PLA's sizable, but more limited stockpile of
extended-range missiles (4000 to 5,000 km) could be used to strike targets as far away

as Saudi Arabia, Iran, Turkey, and most of Russia.

And tinally, as of 2025, the China team’s weaponization of space was relatively
comprehensive with the fielding of space-to-ground attack satellites, transatmospheric
vehicles, and a SBL. constellation capabie of conducting both anti-satellite (ASAT) and
ballistic missile defense missions (see Tab V).

The multidimensional, anti-access architecture which the China team began
assembling in Move 1 matured considerably over the FY 2011-2025 period. Not only
was each of the existing legs of the architecture strengthened, but the “anti-space” leg
was added. By the end of this planning period, the PLA had in place a very robust anti-
access capability with which to frustrate power projection efforts of potential
adversaries. The ISR network was populated with aimost 900 advanced ISR UAVs
(includes those organic to ground units), 20 ASW frigates with both acoustic and
nonacoustic “sub hunting” capability, extensive underwater “sensor nets” which cou!d
be deployed in littoral waters, 24 Battle Dominance Ships with powerful phased-array
radars, 80 light satellites, 12 additional military communication sateliites, and 12

improved ISR satellites.
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As of 2025, the strike component of the PLA’s anti-access architecture could be

described as follows:

» Anti-air elsment. 2500+ ballistic missiles and nearty 4,000 ground-

launched cruise missiles — including 2,500 VLO cruise missiles ~ with which
deny access to, and use of regionai airfields; 200 weaponized UAVs; 12
airbome laser platforms; an advanced SAM belt consisting of several
hundred launchers with an engagement range out to nearly 400 km; 48 PAC
3 and 14 THAAD-equivalent theater air and missile defense batteries.

Anti-navy element. Six Sea Control Brigades each fielding an EM-gun
battalion capable of shooting five inch, high-explosive, precision-guided
projectiles out to 750 km and a Cruise Missile Battalion armed with 4,000 km
range ASCMs; 300 anti-ship UAVs each equipped with 12 anti-ship PGMs; a
fleet of over 70 advanced attack submarines; over 300 fast attack missile and
torpedo craft armed with ASCMs; and 400 ground-based, ASCM launchers
with 300 km range.

Anti-ground force element. 2500+ ballistic missiles and nearly 4,000
ground-launched cruise missiles; 24 wide-body ALCM Trucks each equipped
with 40, 100 km range ALCMs; 200 weaponized UAVs capable of loitering
overhead (e.g., above likely amphibious insertion points, airfield, and ports)
for extended periods; 20 Battle Dominance Ships equipped with 2,000 km
range, stealthy land attack cruise missiles; nine Mobile Strike Brigades anned
with electric-drive, EM-gun systems with a range of 1,000 km; and four
space-to-ground attack satellites and eight TAVs capable of launching
pinpoint strikes against terrestrial targets with high velocity, kinetic-energy

projectiles.

Anti-space eiement. a consteliation of 24 SBL platforms capable of
engaging enemy space-launch vehicles and satellites at the speed of light as
well as eight TAVs capable of kinetic energy attacks against satellites in low-
earth orbit (LEO) and mid-earth orbit (MEO).
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SUMMARY (CHINA TEAM, END-STATE)

China Team -~ End State (2025)

> 1,500 Ballistic Miasiles (<2000 kmn range)
> 1,000 Ballistic Missiles (2,000 km range)
> 1000 Short-range Cruise Missiles

> 400 Low-Observable Cruise Missiles

» 2,500 VLO Cruise Missiles

> 48 PAC-equivalent TMD Batteries

» 14 THAAD-equivalent TMD Batteries

» 15 Manned Fighter Wingn
(about 7$% modemized)
» 700+ Advanced SAM Firing Units
> 24 Wide-body ALCM Trucka
» 300 ISR UAVs
> 24 Information Warfare UAVs
> 300 Weaponized UAVs
> 12 Aitborne Laser Platforms
» 6 Early Warning/ Battle Management Aircraft
» ~260 Air Refuelera /Airliftery

> 1 Small Deck Carrier

> & Diesel-Powered Attack Submarines

» 32 Nuclear-Powered Attack Submarines

> 380+ Land-Based Anti-Ship Missil¢ Launchers
> 300 Anti-Ship / ASW UAVs

» 100 Major Susface Combatants

» 300+ Fast-Attack Missile/Torpedo Craft

» 20 Amphibions Assault Ships (plus 25 LSTs)

» No Legacy Tank Divisions
» 12 Legacy-Rapid Reaction Divisions
tequipped with IFV/APCs}
» 24 Legacy Infantty Divisions
» 7 Modernized Helicopter Regiments
> 14 Artillery Divisions
(equipped w/ MLRS & E-FOGM)
> § Airtbeme Brigades
» 9 Mobile Strike Brigades
> 4 Aerial Strike Force Divisions
» 4 Mobile Strike Force Divisions

6 Specialized IW Brigades

24 Space-Based [asers

4 Space-to-Ground Attack Satellites

8 Trans-Atmospheric Vehicles

80 Rapid Launch, Light Satellites

15+ Military Communication Satellites
16+ Advanced ISR Satellites

YYV¥YEYY

At the end of the game in 2025 (see insert above), the China team ended up with

“leakers.”

missile force totaling over 6,000 missiles of varying range. Limited by industrial output
constraints and technological obstacles, the composition of the PLA's missile arsenal
was necessarily weighted toward ballistic missiles between 1999-2010, but over time
the composition shifted. By 2025, cruise missiles, particularly stealthy ones, constituted
more than half of China's missile arsenal. Concemed about the regional proliferation of
missiles (e.g., India, Korea, etc). the China team fielded a tiered missile defense
capability ~ the SBL and ABL could attempt to intercept an enemy’s ballistic missiles
while they were still in their boost phase; Battle Dominance Ships (Upper Tier) could
engage remaining missile during the mid-course phase of their trajectory; and THAAD,
PAC, and Navy Lower Tier equivalent terminal defenses could attempt to destroy any
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A transition toward UAVs and stand-off strike platforms (e.g.. ALCM Trucks) was
clearly underway within the PLA’s air force. Nevertheless, manned fighters and ground
attack aircraft still figured prominently, accounting for over 80 percent of the air force's

“shooters.”

The Navy was bifurcated with a substantial surface fleet as well as an
increasingly powerful submerged fleet, The trend appeared to be away from surface

ships and toward still greater reliance upon submerged vessels, however.

Of all the branches of the PLA, the amrmy was probably the most radically
transformed. By 2025. no legacy tank divisions remained and the number of infantry
divisions had been scaled back tremendously. In fact, between 1999-2025, the China
team opted to disband a total of 54 infantry divisions. As seen in the insert above,
legacy units were essentially “swapped out” for new combat organizations which were

more mobile and lethal.

A graphical representation of the transforrnation path pursued by China team
over the period 1998-2025 is depicted below. While the China team procured a wide
array of weapon systems during the period 1998-2010 (see pg. 11), the majority of
these acquisitions fell within the contemporary warfighting regime. Procurement was
focused mainly upon catching up, not leaping ahead into the emerging RMA regime.
They did, however, invest considerable resources into submarine warfare and missile-
based power projection, both of which could be considered elements of the RMA. For
all of these reasons, the diagram below depicts a relatively modest rate of change over

this period.

However, the China team's massive investment in R&D set the stage for
discontinuous change in the later periaod, 2011-2025. All the branches of the PLA
benefited substantially from leap ahead procurement (e.g., VLO cruise missiles, ALCM
trucks, SSNs, electromagnetic gun-equipped artillery). Most of PLA's legacy ground
forces were replaced by fighting units that were much more consistent with the RMA. In
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addition, the China team also weaponized space and fielded a range of IW capabilities.
Accordingly, the diagram below depicts a rapid rate of change during this period. While
the PLA's transforrnation was still not complete as of 2025, one could reasonably argue
that the China team had caught up, or even surpassed, the U.S. team in respect to
exploitation of the RMA.

Diagram 2 — Representation of China Team's Transformation Path

»Expanded ballistic & cruise missie arsenal
~Shifted towand UAVS ardd ALCM Truckd
»Sustainad investment in submarines and ASW
»Ground forces sudssantialy modemized

Bpace weaponized

Regime Maturity

Early creation of
multcimensional anti-actess
capability Nnked 1o missile powep

prafetion Gapabii

» Drastically cut back @gacy fowes & modemvzed ramaining unite
> Frocured lange # of misslies ang axpanded sud fieer
» Emphasis on technotogy absonpbion from abroad Time
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lll. Strategic Posturing & Exploitation

RESPONSE TO THE “TAIWAN CRIsis Of 2008” (U.S. Team)

During the course of Move 2, the U.S. and China teams were confronted with a
strategic crisis — in 2008, a Taiwanese nationalist from the Democratic Progressive
Party (DPP) was elected president of Taiwan and advocated independence from the
mainland. According to the scenario, the new govermment in Taipei held a national
piebiscite on the question of independence and 58 percent of the population voted tor
independence. With the support of the nationai Assembly and the Legislative Yuan, the
president officially declared Taiwan's independence from the PRC.

Interestingly, the response of both teams was surprisingly measured (see Tab
G). The overwhelming preference of both teams was to resolve the potential crisis
through diptomatic channels. Nevertheless, during the exercise, it seemed likely that

they would have inadvertently stumbled into a large-scale, high intensity war.

The China team planned to announce to the worid community that the Taipei's
declaration of independence was manufactured and “did not represent the view of the
majority of the island’'s population.” They would then ratchet up pressure on Taiwan
through a de facto embargo imposed under the guise of conducting air and sea
“inspections” to prevent the introduction of subversives or contraband into Taiwan. As
long as the United States did not challenge the de facto embargo, or otherwise signal
its intent to intervene militarily, the China team planned to respond proportionately to
any Taiwanese attacks on the mainland. Their plan was to wear down the “illegitimate"
Taiwanese govemment over time via the embargo and sustained, low-level missile

harassment.

For its part, the U.S. team planned to convey to Taiwan its lack of support for its
“reckless” declaration and encourage Taipei to commence diplomatic talks immediately
with Beijing. Meanwhile, the U.S. team planned to publicly discourage Chinese use of
force to seize Taiwan, but tacitly condone a Chinese blockade through military inaction.
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In other words, the objective of the U.S. team was limited to deterring, and, if
necessary, preventing an outright Chinese invasion of Taiwan. The U.S. team was
willing, however, to allow China to use economic and military coercion to force the
leadership in Taipei to disavow the declaration and submit to integration along the lines
of “one China, two systems.” In order to deter outright invasion as well as to reassure
regional allies, the U.S. team decided to deploy U.S. forces to the area including
aififting TMD systems to Japan, positioning bombers in Guam, and, assuming they
ware welcome, stationing U.S. ground forces in Japan.

The China team generally anticipated, and was willing to accommodate, such a
deployment except for the stationing of ground troops in Japan. To the China team, the
movement of U.S. ground troops to Japan clearly signaled an intention to intervene
militarily. As a result, they felt compelled to proceed immediately with Option B ~ a
large-scale, ballistic and cruise missile barrage attack against Taiwanese airfields,
poris, and other major military installations; a strategic information warfare attack
against Taiwanese communications and economic infrastructure; and an aggressive
anti-access campaign waged against U.S. forces attempting to enter the theater. In
short, they were willing to escalate to full-scale war with the United States to decide the
Taiwan issue once and for all. in their view, preventing Taiwanese independence was

a matter of regime survival."’

PERCEPTION OF THE MILITARY BALANCE (U.S. TEAM)

In assessing the military balance as of 2008, the U.S team judged that from a
force-on-force perspective it had a significant qualitative lead over the PL.A across all
dimensions of the battlespace — i.e., ground, sea, air, space, and information. The
U.S. team was concemed, however, about China’s ability to use its growing stockpile of
cruise and ballistic missiles to hold at risk the airfields, ports, supply depots, assembly

"' As referred to earlier (p. 5), this exercise also presented the participants with a crisis in the year 2023 ~
an imminent Chinese invasion of a new regional ally of the United States, the resource-rich Republic of
Siberia. In addition, by that point in time, the China team had moved first to weaponize space with a
constellation of space-based lasers (SBLs) and a range of other space control capabilities. Due to time
constraints, however, the players were not able to address this crisis in detail.
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areas, and other fixed sites upon which U.S. and allied forces would depend for
projecting power. In their view, China possessed enough missiles to simply overwhelm
U.S. theater missile defense systems by exhausting immediately available stocks of
interceptors. By 2023, the U.S. team assessed that the balance between China's
missile forces and U.S. TMD capabilities had shifted even further against them.

PERCEPTION OF THE MILITARY BALANCE (CHINA TEAM)

As of 2008. the China team assessed the United States still had “clear military
superiority over China.” In their judgment, China was only beginning to develop niche
RMA capabilities such as submarines and LRPS systems which might eventually tip the
balance. They considered China to be “far behind" in respect to most force-on-force

comparisons (i.e., surface combatants, tactical aviation, and ground combat systems).

However, the team was optimistic that China’s military modemization program
would allow them to catch up relatively quickly in several areas. For instance, in
respect to naval warfare, they believed that the acquisition of large numbers of anti-ship
cruise missiles, advanced attack submarines, wake-homing torpedoes, and “smart”
mines would allow them to dominate their littoral waters out to nearly 300 kilometers in
the near future. (Not coincidentally, pushing naval aircraft aboard U.S. carriers beyond
easy striking range of Taiwan). Similarly, they caiculated that the fielding of land-based
cruise and ballistic missiles would soon allow them to project power against regional

neighbors with near impunity,

As was the case with the U.S. team, over the 2011-2024 period, the China team
focused its assessment on the competition between their burgeoning missile arsenal
and U.S. TMD capabilities. The China team assessed that, on balance, they had a

strong advantage in this regard for several reasons:

1) The Chinese missile force was large, mobile, and dispersed and would be

difficult for the U.S. military to disarm,;
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2) Precision strike attacks by the PLA could prevent the deployment of most
U.S. TMD assets into the theater in the first place (e.g., PAC, THAAD, and
Aegis)

3) TMD assets which actually gained access to the theater could be rendered
inoperable by damaging their sensitive electronics with radio-frequency
weapons (e.g., high-power microwave or conventional EMP weapons), or by
directly attacking their powerful radars with barrages of stealthy, anti-radiation

missiles; and

4) Those few TMD systems which did survive could probably be overwhelmed
with all-aspect, missile barrage attacks incorporating low-observable cruise
missiles and ballistic missiles equipped with assorted penetration aids.

The China team was very concemed, however, that if the United States
developed an effective TMD system, perhaps based on directed-energy technologies, it
could completely upset China's missile-based power projection strategy. Accordingly,
as will be discussed later, the China team planned to try to derail U.S. deployment of a
space-based laser (SBL). However, they also consciously hedged against such a
development by shifting missile production in favor of cruise missiles and by
emphasizing development of TMD countermeasures (e.g., spinning missiles on their
longitudinal axis, reflective coatings, early-release submunitions, maneuvering
warheads, chaff, and decoys).

By 2023, the China team assessed that it had a mature, multidimensional anti-
access architecture with which to oppose the entry of U.S. military forces into the
theater. Like the U.S. team, they judged that competition for undersea control had
become tighter and could be pivotal to the outcome of future conflicts.

SHAPING THE COMPETITION (U.S. TEAM)

The U.S. team concluded early on this exercise that the United States “cannot
prevent China's rise, we can only try to shape it.” To this end, they planned to “engage"”
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China through diplomatic diaiogue, economic development and investment, trade,
military-to-military exchanges, arms control and nonproliferation treaties, and a range of
confidence and security building measures (CSBMs). In their view, the basic objective
of engagement was to inculcate the Chinese leadership with the notion that “everyone

benefits from the preservation of peace and stability in Asia.”

SHAPING THE COMPETITION (CHINA TEAM)

The China team’s primary goal was to avoid precipitating a vigorous military
competition with the United States over the 1998-2010 period. Accordingly, they
planned to forego acquisition of “overly provocative” power projection systems such as
long-range ballistic missiles (greater than 1,800 range), large-deck aircraft carriers, and
advanced amphibious assault capabilities. Unlike the Soviets, who galvanized Westemn
opposition by aggressive actions in eastern Europe at the dawn of the Cold War, the
China team planned to be as non-confrontational as possible both in respect to the
United States as well as neighboring regional powers. They were apprehensive that
Soviet-like mis-steps would trigger and facilitate U.S. efforts to “contain” China politicaily
and economically. The China team did not want regional states to be fearful of China's
rising power, and therefore, more inclined to “bandwagon” with the United States. In
their view, failure to prevent such a coalition from forming would inevitably result in

stunted economic growth and technological development.

The second major “shaping"” goal of the China team over the 1998-2010 period
was to delay or derail U.S. deployment of effective theater missile defense (TMD) or
space control capabilities. Their primary strategy for accomplishing this objective was
to engage the U.S. govermment in arms control talks focused on restricting the
interceptor speed of TMD systems, preventing the application of space-based
interceptors or directed-energy beams to TMD, and banning outright the weaponization
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2 The publicly stated motivation for these arms control talks would be to

of space.’
preserve deterrence and pravent an unwanted “destabilization” of the strategic nuclear
baiance between the United States and China. Failure to reach an agreement on these
issues, they planned to argue, would compel China to expand its strategic nuclear strike
capabilities to restore deterrence and provide for its “legitimate right of self-defense.”
The true inspiration behind these talks, however, was actually to “buy time” for China to

develop competing or countervailing capabilities.'®

Another goal of the China team over this period was to erode U.S. forward
presence and deployments in the Asia-Pacific region. The team planned on providing
covert financial and intelligence support to groups opposed to U.S. military presence in
Japan, Philippines, South Korea, and elsewhere in the region. They were particularly
interested in hastening the withdrawal of U.S. troops from South Korea. Meanwhile, the
China team hoped to cultivate deeper political-economic-military relationships with

Malaysia, Singapore, and Thailand.

'2 Beijing is currently calling for just such a prohibition. China's 1998 Defense White Paper states, “China
stands for the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of weapons deployed in outer space. It
opposes the development of anti-satellite weapons. China maintains that the intemational community, the
big powers with the capacity to utilize outer space in particular, shouid take the following realistic steps to
prevent a weaponized outerspace: a complete ban on weapons of any kind in outer space, including anti-
missile and anti-sateilite weapons, so as to keep outer space free of weapons. ...and all countries should
undertake neither to experiment with, produce or deploy outer space weapens nor, 1o utilize outer space 1o
seek strategic advantages on the ground, for example, using disposition of the important parts of ground
anti-missile systems in outer space for the purpose of developing strategic defensive weapons. See
China ~ Defense White Paper, Baijing Xinhua Domestic Service (in Chinese), July 27, 1998, as translated
b;y FBIS, July 28, 1998, p22.

¥ According to a recently released DoD report, China is reportedly “acquiring a variety of foreign
technologies which could be used to develop an anti-satellite capability.” in particular, Beijing may have
acquired “high-energy laser equipment and technical assistance which probably could be used in the
development of ground-based ASAT weapons." The report also indicates that “China already may
possess the capability to damage, under specific conditions, optical sensors on satellites that are very
vulnerable to damage by lasers,” See “Future Military Capabilities and Strategy of the Peopie's Republic
of China,” DoD Report to Congress, November 1998 as reported in Defense News Online, November 11,
1998.
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IV. Insights & Observations

One new insight involving the dynamics of transformational change vis a vis a
rising competitor, and two insights regarding the “shaping” dimension of U.S. national
security strategy were derived from this game. Each of these will be explained in tum
immediately below. In addition, as will be discussed later in this section, this game
confirmed many insights and observations drawn from previous games in the

Transformation Strategy series.

T

Relativefis 7] smnm may provide.a gmurlmpows to.mlllnrjt. mnsfonnatfon
than tha absolute quantity of financlal resources avallable.

The fiscal stance of the U.S. team in this game could be summarized as the
absence of budgetary growth coupled with a significant deficit. Divestment was the only
source of funding for rectifying an annual plans-funding mismatch of over $20 billion, as
well as for investing in a transformation of the U.S. military. In contrast, the fiscal
stance of the China team was one of progressively larger defense budgets which more
than compensated for rising costs in its defense program. While they too could divest
themselves of legacy systams and force structure, the China team enjoyed budgetary
surpluses which grew steadily over time. As a result, although the China team had /oss
than half of the cumulative financial resources to work with as compared to the U.S.
team, the perception of “resource stack” seemed to make it easier for them to adopt an
aggressive military transtormation program. Conversely, despite substantial financial
advantages and a considerable “head start” in the emerging BMA, the U.S team only

managed to fund a comparatively modest transformation,

With few exceptions. members of the U.S. team believed that the QDR force
posture they inherited was preeminent relative to other competitors in the current
warfare regime. Qver the period, 1998-2011, they did not foresee the rise of any
competitor who could challenge the dominant position of the U.S. military. For
instance, when asked about the military balance vis a vis China in 2008, the team
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concluded that they had a significant qualitative lead over the PLA across every
dimension of the battlespace. Objectively, that was probably an accurate assessment.

However, the U.S. team also inherited a defense program with an estimated
annual plans-funding mismatch of over $20 billion, amounting to a $300 billion
budgetary shortfall over each of the planning periods addressed during this exercise.
Theretore, absent an increase in the defense budget top-line (fixed at $250 billion per
annum in this game), the U.S. team had to make significant procurement and force
structure cuts just to make the current defense plan fiscally solvent, Given that nearly
every capability slated for possible divestiture was perceived as having real military
value, at least over the short- to mid-term, it was difficult for the U.S. team to make the
requisite cuts, For the most part, they agonized over each and every choice.

Their task was only exacerbated by the financial reality that they would have to
cut even deeper in order to free up resources needed to transform the U.S. military.
Given their fiscal stance —~ a straightline defense budget that was already over
committed ~ financing the transition to the next military regime necessarily meant
sacrificing military capability that was highly-valued at present for the uncentain promise
of heightened military effectiveness in the future. The U.S. team was reluctant to make
such a trade, particularly in light of the current operations tempo (OPTEMPO) of U.5.
forces. The reallocation of resources (i.e., transferring funds from force structure to
R&D and selected “leap ahead” modemization) necessary to fund a more aggressive
transformation strategy seemed to carry an unacceptably high risk of inducing
organizational shock and demoralization within the ranks. In other words, faced with
the strong probability of a discontinuous change in the conduct of warfare, er a
revolution in military affairs, they attempted to adjust the U.S. military incrementally to

minimize organizational disruptions.’*

" It is useful here to consider analysis of how private sector companies successfully change during
pariods of disequilebrium. As David Nadler and Michael Tushman have observed, “The demands of a
radically changing environment require equally radical changes in the organization. The organization is
not trying to improve fit but rather to build a whole new configuration...this type of change involves a
complete break from the past and a major reconstruction of almost every element ot the organization” in
David A. Nadler and Michael L. Tushman, “Types of Organizational Change: ¥rom incremental
Improvement to Discontinuous Transformation,” in Discontinuous Change - Leading Qrganizational
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The price the U.S. team paid for taking the incremental route was time. When
the game concluded in 2025, the transformation of the U.S. military was far from
complete. In the event war broke out, the U.S. military would have been ill-prepared to
fight in the new warfare regime. And ironically, if the game had continued beyond
2025, the team probably would have been forced to make truly “radical” program
adjustments and endure major organizational perturbations in a struggle to catch up.
As a general rule, in terms of minimizing organizational shock and anxiety, it is probably

preferable to anticipate discontinuous change rather than react to it later on."

While there are numerous historic analogs to the U.S. team's incremental
approach, perhaps the most obvious is the failure of Britain to capitalize on its lead in
naval aviation following World War |. As of 1918, the Royal Navy possessed “a fleet of
nearly a dozen carriers of one sort or another at a time when no other naval power had
even one."'® They had also developed a cadre of naval aviators who had accumulated
considerable operational experience. Despite this tremendous head-start in an
emerging warfare area, however, the Royal Navy entered Wortd War il with only four

first-line carriers and three obsolescent ones.'’

Like the U.S. team in this game, the British Admiralty faced tight economic
constraints (i.e., declining defense budgets following the conclusion of World War |) and
the fiscal reality that investing in the future (e.g., modemizing aircraft carriers and naval
aircraft), would necessarily decrease the resources available for competing priorities
(e.g., routine fleet operations, battleship modemization, etc). As a result, they adopted
what one historian has termed a policy of “excessive gradualism” regarding carrier
modemization.'® Rather than embrace promising technologies which uitimately

Transformation, ed. David A. Nadler, Robert B. Shaw, and A. Elise Watson (San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass Publishers, 1995), p. 22.

" ibid, p 23-29.

'* Geofirey Till, “Adopting the Aircraft Carsier ~ The British, American, and .Japanese Case Studies,” in
Mifitary Innovation in the interwar Period, ed. Williamson Murray and Allan R. Millet (Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 194.

'" In addition, the Royal Navy's carrier aircraft were few in numbers and markedly inferior in quality as
compared to those of the Americans and Japanese. See Williamson Murray and Barry Watts, “Military
innovation in Peacetime.” unpublished draft, January 1995, p. 62.

*® Geoffrey Till, “Adopting the Aircraft Carrier,” p. 198.
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revolutionized carrier aviation (e.g., arrester wires, catapults, open hangers, large-deck
carrier designs, etc.), the Admiraity decided to retain its older, increasingly outmoded
carriers. They consciously adopted a policy of “leaving it to the Americans and

Japanese to set the pace.”'*

But, in fact, the Admiralty failed to keep pace by continually delaying retrofits and
new carrier building programs. And unlike previous periods in British history, they no
longer had the industrial capacity and financial resources to catch up to competitors
once it became necessaty. Although the Admiralty tried to close the gap in the mid-
1930’s, the Royal Navy was still well behind both the United States and Japan in
respect to carrier aviation by the time Britain went to war in 1939, Fortunately, Britain
lucked out on two counts: first, the United States was an ally; and second, because of
that relationship, the Royal Navy could gracefully bow out of the coming contest with
Japan in the Pacific.

In contrast to the U.S. team, which was endowed with a cutting edge military at
the start of this game, the China team inherited a military which they considered to be
hopelessly obsolete by contemporary standards. In their view, the sooner they could
divest themselves of legacy force structure and equipment, the better. Unlike the
reluctant U.S. team, they were eager to make deep cuts to free up resources to help
the PLA “leap frog" into the next military regime.

In addition, unlike the shortfall with which the U.S. team was saddled. the China
team could anticipate steadily larger budgetary surpluses over time. The PLA's
defense budget was expected to rise from $25 billion in 1998 to $90 biilion by 2011,
and then grow (at a slightly reduced rate) to over $200 billion by 2025 (see chart below).
As a result, even after accounting for major cost growth in the baseiine defense

" Ibid, p198-199.

% A similar outcome has been observed with companies that put off difficult organizational changes when
faced with destabilizing events or other major industry-wide shocks. As Nadler and Tushman have
congluded, “companies that wait until later in the period of disequilebrium experience the stress of dealing
with new environments, and therefore frequently tind themselves running out of the resources (capital,
people, time, reputation) needed to make the change,” See David A. Nadler and Michael L. Tushman,
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program generated by increased personnel costs and higher operation and
maintenance (O&M) expenses, the China team still enjoyed significant budgetary
surpluses (i.e., $250 billion between FY 1999-2011, and $650 billion between FY 2012-
2025).

Annusl Defense Budget Comparison
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Given this fiscal stance, the China team could dedicate progressively greater
resources to “transformation” without having to sacrifice military assets that were highly
valued in the current waifare regime. From their perspective, the wholesale scrapping
of legacy forces in exchange for new combat organizations was both strategically
necessary and financially affordable. While the China team aggressively reorganized
and downsized legacy forces, they did so because these units were considered to be
militarily worthless, not out of financial necessity. As compared to the U.S. case, the
combination of low-valued legacy forces and resource slack generated by a steadily
growing budget seemed to make the change endemic to military transfonmnation much

less traumatic.

“Types of Organizational Change: From Iincremental improvemem to Discontinuous Transformation,”
p.21.
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While there are a number of historical analogs to China's meteoric rise during
the 25 years covered in this exercise, perhaps the most apt is the transformation of the

U.S. Navy over a similar span of time, 1890-1915,

In 1890, ironically, the same year that Alfred Mahan published his book, The
Influence of Sea Power upon History, the U.S. Navy had no more than 44 ships in
service or under construction.?’ Most of these ships were of outmoded, wooden-hulled
designs intended for commerce raiding and coastal defense. The Secretary of the
Navy at that time, Benjamin Tracey, reckoned that the United States stood twelfth
among naval powers, immediately after Austria-Hungary and somewhere below Turkey
and China. Great Britain, as a point of comparison, ied the world with a total of 367

warships, 76 of which were armored.”

Reaping the benefits of the maturing industrial revolution, the economy of the
United States more than doubled between 1890 and 1915.** Like the China team in
this exercise, the fiscal stance of the U.S. Navy over this period featured progressively
larger budgets and the perception of considerable “financial slack.” Guided in part by
Mahan's emphasis on fleet engagements and the growing need to defend U.S.
interests abroad, the U.S. Navy embarked upon an aggressive shipbuilding program
over the course of the next two decades.

By 1900 the United States stood sixth among the wortd's naval powers in respect
to battleships commissioned or under construction.** The transformation of the U.S.
Navy was spurred on by the sinking of an American oil tanker, the Guiflight, by a
(German submarine on May 1, 1915, followed by a similar attack on the British
passenger liner Lusitania a week later.”® Responding to the public outcry, President
Woodrow Wilson took on the cause of naval expansion, promising to build up the U.S.

2! Kenneth J. Hagan, This People's Navy — The Making of American $ea Power (New York, NY: The Free
Press, 1991), p. 195.

2 |big, p 195.
3 Argus Maddison, Monitoring the World Economy: 1820-1992 (Parns. France: Organization tor
Economic Co-Operation and Development, 1995), p.182.
i' Opcit, p. 232

® Ibid. p. 248.
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Navy until it was “second to none.” This goal was effectively realized with the Naval Act
of 1916 which authorized an unprecedented five-year building program for 10
dreadnoughts, 6 battle cruisers {of which the United States then had none), 10 scout

cruisers to screen the battle fleet's flanks, 50 destroyers, and 67 submarines.?®

Within the span of about 25 years, the U.S. Navy not only transformed itself
from a largely antiquated fleet restricted to coastal defense and commerce raiding to a
true blue water navy capable of global power projection, but it also arguably surpassed

nearty a dozen other countries in terms of aggregate fleet strength.
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As was mentioned earlier in this repoit, the U.S. team in this game hoped to
“shape” China's behavior by “engaging” Beijing through diplomatic dialogue. economic
development and investment, trade, military-to-military exchanges, arms control and
nonproliferation treaties, and a range of confidence and security building measures
(CSBMs). The basic objective of this engagement strategy was to convince Beijing that
the preservation of peace and stability in Asia was in its self interest. In short, the U.S.
team hoped to give China a stake in the preseivation of the status quo. This strategy

closely mirrors current U.S. government policy vis a vis China.

If the views expressed in this exercise by several members of the China team is
any indication, this approach may be fundamentally flawed. While China will probably
accommodate U.S. engagement efforts and generally respect the status quo over the
short-term (e.g., the Taiwan question, border disputes, etc.), this is unlikely to be the
case over the long run for one basic reason - the influence of anti status-quo and

irredentist elements upon Chinese ior'eign policy. Both political elites and a large

%% George W. Baer. One Hundred Years of Sea Power (Stantord, CA: Stanford University Press, 1994},
».60.
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portion of the broader population view the last several hundred years as centuries of
shame in which China was stripped of her sovereign territory throughout Asia by a
series of humiliating, “unequal” treaties. It comes as no surprise, therefore, that China
has unresolved border and territorial disputes with at least ten countries including
Japan, Vietnam, Brunei, Malaysia, the Philippines, India, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan, and Russia.?’ Eventually, China will likely attempt to redress some of these
deep-seated grievances, and regain its rightful place as the “middle kingdom" of Asia.?®

Domestic poiitical pressures may aiready be pushing Beijing in this direction. As
a resuit of the ideological vacuum created by the global collapse of communism and the
manifest failure of Maoism, Beijing has tumed toward state-inspired, patriotic
nationalism as a source of regime legitimization over the course of the last decade.”
The seizure of Mischief Reef in 1995 and the ballistic missile firings against Taiwan in
1996 were probably motivated, at least in part, by such political considerations. In all
likelihood, assuming the domestic political landscape does not appreciably change, the
current regime will remain implacable on the Taiwan issue ~ assiduously avoiding even
the slightest appearance of being “soft” on Taipei ~ and will continue to probe into
contested territories (e.g., Spratlys) in order to bumish its nationalist credentials. Given
these domestic pressures, it is certainly conceivable that future U.S.-Sino relations may
be characterized more by competition and confrontation than by harmonious co-
existence and cooperation,

It this tums out to be the case, engagement may prove to be a counter-
productive strategy for a number of reasons. Promoting dual-use exports, for instance,

T For more information on Chinase irrendistist claims and their link to “state-nationalism” see: Maria Hsia
Chang and Xiaoyu Chen, “The Nationalist |declogy of the Chinese Militaty,” The Journal of Strategic
Studies, Vol. 21, No.1, March 1998, p44-64.

28 A recent DoD report submitted % House National Security Committee summarized China’s security
strategy as follows: “China's primary national goal is to become a strong, unified, and wealthy nation that
is respected as a great power in the world and as the preeminent power in Asia" Emphasis added. See
“Future Military Capabilities and Strategy of the People's Republic of China,” DoD Report to Congress,
November 1998 as reported in Defense News Online.

% |bid, p44-64. The authors provide an in depth discussion of the Chinese Communist Party's use of
patriotic nationalism to compensate for the erosion of the ideological integrity of Marxism-Leninism-
Maoism. :
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may accelerate China's technological development. By leaming from U.S. companies,
either through reverse-engineering or outright technology transfer, Chinese companies
and laboratories may be able to stretch intemal R&D funding, as well as develop

products faster and more reliably than wouid otherwise be the case.

To guard against this possibility, it would seem prudent for the U.S. govemment
to be somewhat more selective in the types and numbers of export licenses it grants to
U.S. corporations trading with China. For instance, the threshold for categorizing dual-
use commodities as “sensitive” may need to be lowered, particularly in respect to
exports which are susceptible to reverse-engineering. Moreover, a strong presumption
of denial should exist regarding export license requests which explicitly include
technology transfer provisions. As Admiral Joseph Prueher, the Commander-in-Chief
(CINC) of U.S. Pacific Command, recently observed about U.S. technology transfer
controls vis a vis China, "Our system in the t).S. needs improvement for protecting our
military dominance...If it's of military significance, maybe we ought to hoid it a little

closer to ourselves.”®

In essence, a better balance may need to be struck between the conflicting
priorities of sustaining U.S. economic competitiveness through trade promotion and
preserving the current U.S. lead in selected, militarily-relevant technologies. The gravity
of this challenge will likely increase over time as U.S. militaty superiority becomes more
closely linked with inherently dual-use commodities such as data processing software,
information security systems (e.g., encryption tools), advanced electronic components,
systems integration expertise, manufacturing techniques, attemative fuels and energy

storage, novel materials, biotechnologies. etc.

Expanding militaty-to-military contact with China may ailso have unintended,
long-term consequences. While exposing China’'s military officers to numerous U.S.
ground, air, and naval exercises may weli have the intended short-term effect of
creating a sense of awe regarding U.S. military capability, and thereby bolstering

o Tony Capaccio, “U.8. Firms Marginally Helped China ICBMs," as reprinted in Defense News, October
26, 1998, p. 10.
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conventional deterrence, it also provides an invaluable leaming opportunity. These
officers almost certainly obtain insights about how to “professionalize” the PLA. More
importantly, they may also gain a deeper, more accurate understanding of U.S. military
routines and procedures. This familiarity could significantly improve their ability to
anticipate how the U.S. military will respond in the future under a given set of
circumstances. Lastly, military contacts may also allow China to glean substantive
insights about the emerging Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA), and U.S. efforts to
exploit the RMA in particular. By either direct exposure (i.e., “observing” U.S. military
exercises), or indirectly, through conversations with military personnel, the PLA could
develop a better appreciation of those capabilities which appear to be panning out in
terms of the RMA versus those which appear to be “dry holes.”

Over the long-term, engagement may also benefit China by “opening the dooi” to
U.S. friends and allies in the region. By condoning, if not explicitly encouraging, closer
diplomatic and economic cooperation between China and close regional allies (e.g.,
Republic of Korea and Japan), the United States may be undermining its own long-term
position. What happens when China becomes the number one trading partner of key
allies in the region? Clearly, the power and influence of the United States will be
diminished. Of course, one could argue that the fantastic growth of the Chinese
economy combined with demographic trends ultimately makes the emergence of such
trade relationships inescapable. Indeed, to some degree, China’s rise to “peerdom”
may be inevitable. Nevertheless, it seems rather foolhardy to expedite China’s rise and
prematurely surrender American primacy. The key question, therefore, becomes how
to forestall, delay, or shape China's rise so that it is least inimical to U.S. interests. It is

precisely this issue which is addressed in the pages that follow.
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To maintain, or at least prolong, its primacy, the United States will need to

consider how to compete effectively over the long haul and better manage the rise of
China. For instance, several players suggested that the United States should pursue
competitive strategies aimed at slowing down ©r channeling China's growth. The
danger here, however, is that overly aggressive or provocative actions by the United
States early on could make the rise of a hostile China a self-fulfilling prophecy.

The expression “competitive strategy” is intended to convey the notion of building
upon one's enduring strengths and exploiting the enduring weaknesses or
vulnerabilities of an opponent as part of a long-term competition, typically during
peacetime.’’ Effective competitive strategies often have a cost-inducing aspect in that
they compel an opponent to expend relatively more resources (e.g., funds, materals,
Jabor, or political capital) over time.

Although handicapped by the ilack of specifics regarding the long-term
competition with China outlined in this game, the L).S. team developed several possible
competitive strategies that might merit further consideration. These included exploiting
information technologies to undermine Beijing's central authority; taking advantage of
economic disparities, ethnic divisions, and other fissures within China to instigate
political opposition movements and intemal insurgencies; and lastly, to impose costs on
China by bolstering the defensive capabilities of regional allies and by compeiling
Beijing to increase its expenditures on defensive weapon systems. Each of these
competitive strategies will be discussed in tum. Hawever, it should be emphasized that
these strategies are not mutually exclusive. To the contrary, while they could be
pursued independently, it would be preferable to implement them as synergistic

components of an integrated, long-term strategy.

% See A.W. Marshall, “Competitive Strategies - History and Background.” Internal Department of Defense
Document, March 1988.
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Exploit the Information Revolution to Undermine Central Authority and Weaken
State Structure

This strategy would build upon and expand the current U.S. policy of
encouraging the widespread diffusion of advanced personal communication systems
(PCS) and information technologies (e.g, the Intemet) within China.*®  As
foreshadowed by the creative use of facsimile machines during and after the uprising in
Tiananmen Square in June 1988, these technologies could be used by disaffected
groups within China to gain domestic and intemational support for their cause, as well
as to organize and coordinate their activities to a degree and scale that has heretofore
been impossible.

Once in the hands of dissidents, PCS terminals would be extremely difficult, if
not impossible, for the Chinese government to locate; cut off, or jam. The primary
difficulty, therefore, would be bypassing tight govemment restrictions on their
commercial sale and distribution within China. Assuming Chinese authorities cannot be
persuaded to relax these restrictions voluntarily, smuggling hand-held PCS terminals
into China and distributing them to selected individuals would seem to be a plausible,
albeit challenging, covert operation. In the event that an occasional shipment was
intercepted by intemal security police, it would be difficult to tie it to the U.S.
government. Moreover, even if such a link could be established, it probably would not
be viewed as a hostile act by the intemational community.

Similarly, the Intemet could also be leveraged by dissidents for intelligence
gathering and sharing, coordinating anti-government activities across geographically

# Several commercial providers ot space-based communication services are expected to come “on-line”
over the next decade including Motorola’s Calestri and /ridium, Bill Gates and Craig McCaw's Teledgsic,
Loral and CQualcomm’s Globaistar, and TRW and Teleglobe's Odyssey. These and other personal
communication system (PCS) providers will offer voice, data, fax, and paging servizes. and in some
cases, pinpoint the user’s location on the ground. It should be noted that while this strategy calls for the
introduction of foreign PCS products and services within China, most likely agairst the will of Baeijing, it
does not espouse the outright transfer of PCS production technotogy to China.
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dispersed locations, and gaining domestic and intemationat support.*® Indeed, this may
already be occurring. For example, VIP Reference, an electronic pro-democracy
magazine run by Chinese students and schoiars in Washington, DC, is @-mailed to
more than 100,000 Intemet users in China every ten days.a'

The number of Intemet users in China is reported to have jumped to 1.2 mitlion
as of the end of June 1998, up from 505,000 at the beginning of the year. Of the total
users, 83.2 percent were under 35 years old, and 58.9 percent had bachelors degrees.
Industry analysts claim that the number of Intemet users could reach seven million by
2001.* For intemal security reasons, Beijing is reportedly attempting to mold the
Intemet into more of an intemal “intranet” carefully monitored and regulated by the
govemment. For instance, in 1996, the State Council issued a “Provisional Directive on
the Management of Intemational Connections by Computer Information Networks in the
PRC" which requires all intemational computing networking traffic, both incoming and
outgoing, to pass through telecommunication channeis provided by the Ministry of
Posts and Telecommunications (MPT),%

Chinese authorities responsible for regulating the flow of information over the
Intemet, however, are already having difficulty keeping up. So far, Chinese govemment
censorship of the Intemet has generaily taken four forms:

» User registration: all users of the Intemet in China are required by law to
register with the local police department or their service provider within 30
days. This process entails filling out a questionnaire and signing a

commitment to refrain from any activities that might damage the state or

» For more discussion on the imptications of information technologies on intermal conflict see: Michael

Vickers and Robetrt Martinage, The Military Revolution and Intrastate Conflict. CSBA Monograph.

Washington, DC. October 1997.

* Michael Laris, “Internet Police on the Prowl in China,” Washington Post, October 24, 1998, p.A12.
Some sourtes indicate that the number of Chinese Internet users could be substantially smaller. The

data presented here was provided by the China Internet Information Center, as reported in “China’s

Intemet Explosion,” Wired On-Line News Magazine, July 13, 1998. Located at http://www.wired.com.

% for additional information on this 1998 State Council directive see Miton Mueller and Zixiang Tan,

China in the information Age - Telecommunications and the Dilemmas of Reform (Westport. Connecticut:

Praeger Publishing, 1997), Chapter 5, pp 81-99,
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hann national security such as “producing, retrieving, duplicating, and

spreading information that may hinder the public order.">’

> E-mail fiters: an attempt is made to block the distribution of electronic
messages and documents originating from extemal Intemet addresses
considered “hostile.”

» Web site blackouts: users in China are routinely denied access to the web
sites of foreign new organization, media outlets, and other “subversive” sites
on the Intemet.*

¥ Key word screening: information uploaded and downloaded from the Intemet
over routers controlled by the MPT is automatically searched for key words
such as “Taiwan,” “dissident,” and “Tibet" and then censored.™

Skilled Intemet users, however, already manage to find ways around government
censorship. For instance, many users circumvent govemment controls by logging onto
the Interet through accounts in Hong Kong. Editors of electronic magazines published
abroad, such as VIP Reference, apparently continue to have success reaching readers
in China by sending the magazine from constantly changing Intemet addresses.*®

The United States could conceivably exacerbate Beijing’s information control
problem in a number of ways. The most direct route, but by no means the easiest,
would to conduct clandestine offensive information attacks designed to corrupt the
software and hardware used by Chinese govemment censors.*’ As part of these

* |bid, p91-92.
3 Apparently the government is pasticularly concerned about Web sites with Chinese language content ~
either in written or audio form. See. for example: *China ‘Blocks’ BBC Website,” as reported by BBC
Oniine Network, October 13, 1998, at http:/Awww bbcnews.org/hi/english/world/asia-
gaciﬂdnewsidj 91000/191707 .stm.

“U.S. Urges China Net Freedom,” Reuters Wire as published in Wired Naws, June 30, 1998. WWW
%ddress for Wired News is http:/ww.wired.com/news.

Michael L.aris, “Internet Police on the Prowl in China,” Washington Post, October 24, 1998, p.A12.
* 70 avoid attracting the attention of Chinese authorities, these attacks would most likely seek to degrade
the parforrnance and overall reliability of computer systems used by government censors, rather than
attempt to take them completely “off-line,”
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operations, it might also be useful to upload subversive information onto Chinese
servers as part of a long term psychological operations and perception management
campaign. To minimize the political risk associated with discovery, these operations
could be arranged so as to have the outward appearance of being conducted by civilian
*hackers.” Given the current popularity of various movements in the United States
directed against Chinese oppression (e.g., Free Tibet), this cover story would appear
entirely credible and would provide the U.S. govemment with a degree of piausible
deniability.“2 Alternatively, U.S. intelligence operatives could simply instruct dissidents
about procedures for circumventing government censorship. This instruction could
either take place in a hands-on mode somewhere in Asia, or in virtual classrooms found

on the Intemet itself.

A more indirect option for complicating Beijing's information control dilemma
would be to establish e@xterna/ Intemet accounts for dissidents through front companies
and organizations throughout Asia. When coupled with the distribution of PCS
technologies mentioned above, it would not even be necessary to limit the location of
front companies to Asia. Dissidents located anywhere in China (or anywhere in the
worid for that matter) could then link into the intemet via any of a multitude of front
companies spread across the globe. In which case. assuming Chinese authorities did
not simply abandon censorship of the Intemet, they would have to expend a
tremendous amount of human and financial resources to have any effect at ali on the
free exchange of information. The downside of this approach is that white it would
create an Intemet “haven” for dissidents to organize and share information, it would not

facilitate the widespread distribution of subversive information within China itself.

> American hackers are reportedly already engaged in such activity. Recently, China's state-controiled
human rights body launched a web site promoting Beijing's official line on human rights. The site
contained government documents in Chinese and English, including articles from the state-run media,
legislation, and speaches by government officials. However, within a matter of days, a U.S. hacker gained
access to the site and replaced the original text with his own statement, It read in part, “China’s people
have no rights at all, never mind human rights...They censor, murder, torfure, maim, and do everything we
[thought] left the earth with the middie ages. The Chinese government is...a gang of 100+ year old thugs
and bulies who hide in seclusion.” The hacker included links to Amnesty International and Human Rights
in China as well as a message to the Chinese webmaster which read, “Your security is a total joke! We
rooted your box in an all time record. It took us less than 2 minutesi* See “China: We're Onty Human,"
Reuters Wire as reported by Wired News at http://www.wired.com/news/print__,
version/politics/story/ 158 31.htmi, See aiso, Niall McKay, “Crackers Attack China on Rights,” Wired News,
http://www.wired.com/news/print_versiorvpolitics/story/15857 .htmi.




The apparent need for Beijing to control the flow of information within its borders
could be it Achilles' heel as the world collectively heads into the information age. The
idea of exploiting commercially available information technologies as part of a long-term
competitive strategy for dealing with China's rise appears promising and should be
developed in more depth.

Take advantage of economic disparities, ethnic divisions, and other divisive
pressures within China to instigate political opposition movements and internal
insurgencies

The goal of this strategy would be to focus Chinese government attention and
resources inward by exacerbating long standing economic, ethnic, and other divisive
pressures within China. Ethnic divisions could also be exploited to foment proxy wars
along China’s periphery (e.9., Kazakhstan).®

For example, existing economic disparities (either real or perceived) within China
could be exploited to place Beijing squarely upon the homs of a dilemma: buying off
disadvantaged groups clamoring for more assistance, or their “fair share,” while
simultaneously appeasing demands from prosperous regions for increased autonomy
and economic freedom. To bring about this situation, one option would be to nurture
the pro-Westem, free market segment of the Chinese economy by aggressively
promoting (even subsidizing) trade.** As discussed earlier, emerging inforrnation
technologies (e.g. PCS, the Intenet) could also be employed to increase the *have
nots™ awareness of their relative deprivation, as well as to increase the political clout of
‘the haves” by enabling them to better organize and coordinate their activities across

** One of the potential downsides of supporting insurgencies along China's periphery is that it could
provide a convenient pretext for Beijing to invade {and possibly annex) tetritory of neighboring states as a
secutity measure,

As discussed previously on page 35, while trade should be encouraged in civilian commodities and
servicas, the United States should be cautious about transferring dual-use, militarily-relevant technologies
in order to promote trade. To the extent possible, the United Statas should compal China to expend it own
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China. ideally, pressure from “the haves" combined with the need for additional
revenue for ’redistributive purposes would precipitate a more rapid migration of the
Chinese economy toward capitalism, possibly accompanied by a paratlel political shift in
the direction of liberalism and democratization. Even if such grandiose objectives
proved unattainable, however, this strategy would almost certainly compel the Chinese
govemnment to expend substantial resources “buying off" economic discontent and

suppressing intemal movements demanding increased economic freedoms.

Ethnic divisions within China could also be leveraged as part of cost-inducing
competitive strategy. U.S. involvement might range from verbal and diplomatic support
for internal movements espousing improved human rights and self-determination, to
covert financial contributions to dissident groups, and, at the extreme, to various levels
of direct support for insurgents involved in armed rebellions or proxy wars. One
opportunity specifically mentioned during the game was providing covert support to the
Uighur separatist movement in Xinjiang province. Other possibilities might involve
providing assistance to rebel movements in Tibet and inner Mongolia, both of which are

on-going sources of unrest and instability within China,

As a practical matter, this strategy would be difficult to implement (especially in a
covert manner) and would be fraught with escalatory risk. in a strategic sense,
however, this course of action could prove particularly beneficial by compelting the PLA
to maintain a manpower-intensive intemal security force which would consume a
progressively larger portion of the Chinese defense budget over time as personnel
costs inevitably rise. This expense would, of course, leave considerably fewer financial

resources available for investing in the RMA,

resources on R&D, rather than capitaiize on prior investmants by American companies through outright
technology transter agreements or reverse-enginearing,
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Bolster the defensive capabilities of allies and compel China to increase its own

expenditures on defensive systems

Specifically, participants suggested that it might be useful to transfer TMD
technologies to regional allies (e.g.. Taiwan and Japan) in order to devalue China's
ballistic missile arsenal and compel investments in costly countermeasures.*® While
the PL.A could incorporate a range of penetration aids or TMD counters into ballistic
missile payloads, all of these would result in an appreciable incremental expense per
missile, and in some cases, degradation in performance (e.g., a reduction in throw-
weight and range). The PLA could opt instead to shift missile production toward cruise
missiles which are more difficult to intercept, at least with currently envisioned TMD
systems. But again, the cost of doing so would likely be substantial in terms of the
necessary expansion and retooling of existing production infrastructure. Moreover, this
shift in production would also take a significant amount of time.*®

This strategy could be complemented by compelling China to divert its own
resources from offensive to defensive systems. This might be accomplished, for
instance, by holding at risk those capabilities and assets valued by the Chinese
leadership with survivable U.S. LRPS systems (e.g. étealthy bombers, submerged
“arsenal ships”, etc). Ideally, this threat would not only compel expensive investments
in defensive systems, but also encourage cooperation on arms control agreements

favorable to the United States.

* China is reportedly concerned about this possibility today. Apparently. Beijing has pressured the Clinton
Administration to suspend the sale and/or transfer of TMD technologies to Taiwan. Sese, for instance,
Sean Boyne, “Taiwan's Troubles - WNational Defence Report Mighlights Chinese Threat,” .Jane's
Intelligence Review, September 1998, p. 26.

“® A similar cost inducing strategy might be possible by relying more upon submerged plattorms (e.g..
arsenal ships) for power projection instead of surtace vessels, thereby rendering a significant portion of
China’s anti-navy architecture obsolete. In order to contest control of littoral waters, China would have to
expand investments in attack submarines and other ASW technologies; an area where the U.S. Navy
already enjoys a significant qualitative and quantitative advantage.
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As mentioned at the outset of this section, it is also reassuring to note that this

game confirmed many of the insights and observations gleaned from earlier games in
the Transformation Strategy series. Rather than needlessly duplicate discussion found
in previous game reports, these insights and observations are enumerated here in

summarized form:*’

e A formal transformation strategy will likely prove essential if the United States
is to fully exploit the RMA to shape the intemational environment, to resolve
crises over time, and to prepare for a very different strategic future. Absent
such as a strategy the transformation will likely take significantly longer and
consume more resources. In addition, it will be difficult to manage transitions
between the so-called current military, the next military, and the military after

next.

e A sound vision of the future warfare environment coupled with vigorous R&D
and experimentation are indispensable components of a successful

transformation strategy.

e Several advantages are likely to accrue to those militaries that move first to
re-orient R&D), system procurement, organizations, and concepts of operation
in response to a discontinuous change in the conduct of war. By anticipating
change rather than reacting to it, “first movers” are rewarded with more time
to carry out their transformation. For example, they may be able to
experiment and fail with new systems and concepts, and still have time to

make second attempts. Moreover, in some cases, failure to lead could resuilt

7 For an in-depth discussion of these findings please refer to the following: “Competing for the Future: A
Strategy for Transformation — Insights & Observations from Game i." Center for Strategic & Budgetary
Assessments, November 1997, “Competing for the Future: A Strategy for Transtormation ~ Insights &
Observations from Game I,” Center for Strategic & Bucigetary Assessments, December 1997 and
“Competing for the Future: Strategy dunng the Transition ~ Insights & Observations from Game I’
Center for Strategic & Butigetary Assessments, Decembar 1997,
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in a dramatic increase in strategic risk. The first country to weaponize space,
for instance, may be ablte to prevent competitors from deploying similar

capabilities.

Considering that a major transformation of the U.S. military will likely take at
least 20 to 30 years, the transformation process must be initiated in the very

near future in order to field a RMA force by 2025.

At current budget levels, the transformation process appears to be more of a
strategic problem than a financial one, Indeed, a major transformation of the
U.S. military appears feasible under a straight line annual defense budget of
approximately $250 billion between 1998-2025. Furthermore, financing such
a transformation may only require adjusting a modest portion of the overall

defense program.

Relatively modest or revenue neutral investments may pay high strategic
dividends, both in near-to-mid term capability as well as in the transition to a
new military regime. Early movement toward a smaller, different kind of force
may not only better position the U.S. military for a long-term transformation.

but may also decrease near-term risk in some cases.

The “volunteer's dilemma” may be one of the greatest obstacles to a
successful transformation of the U.S. military. That is to say, if the Defense
Department voluntarily cut force structure and certain “in-kind” modemization
programs (e.g., Joint Strike Fighter, Crusader artillery system, CVN 77 & 78),
it would have no guarantee that the savings would be used by Congress to
fund military transformation projects (e.g., expanded R&D, prototyping of
emerging weapon systems, “leap-ahead” procurement, and experimentation)

and not diverted to other fiscal priorities.

The dominant deterrence problem of the future may shift from countering

invasion and conquest to deterring political-military coercion.
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Perceptions of the overall strategic balance may shift significantly in response
to the relatively early development of niche capabilities such as missile-based
power projection. For instance, the China team’s modemization plan over the
period FY 1999-2011 included, among other improvements, an expansion in
its missile forces, the incorporation of nine wings of modem fighter aircraft,
and the acquisition of modem attack submarines and destroyers. Despite
these changes, the only development which the U.S. team felt really shifted
the overall military balance was the espansion and modemization of China's
ballistic and cruise missile forces. interestingly, although the U.S. perception
of the strategic halance shifted early in response China’s initial missile build
up of about 3,000 missiles, it did not change dramatically after that point even

as China proceeded to double its inventory over the next decade.
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V. Conclusion

The methodology and design of this wargame was generally well-received. The
game engaged the participants and forced them to address the challenges involved in
devising a transformation strategy for the U.S. military as well as strategic issues likely
to be encountered during the transition from the cument military regime to the next.

Several participants indicated that it would be useful to replay this exercise and
involve high-level military officers and national security policymakers. In addition,
panticipants suggested a number of transformation-related questions that might be

worthy of exploration in future games such as:

¢ How might competitive strategies contribute to the “shaping” dimension of our

national military strategy?

e How might adjusting the topline of the U.S. defense budget, either up or
down, impact strategies for transformational change of the U.S. military?

e How might multipolar competition (e.g.. with China, Russia, India, and Japan)

affect the dynamics of military transformation?

¢ How could the Reserves best contribute to a transformation of the U.S.
military? Will their role in future military operations generally increase or
decrease? How might the Reserve component be reconfigured to handle

specialized functions such as information warfare?

® In what ways might defense infrastructure and the industrial base need to
adapt to a transformation of the U.S. military?

The consensus seemed to be that, apart from the insights derived from the
game, the game itself was a valuable tooj for educating people about both budgetary
aspects and strategic implications of the mititary transformation process.
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Transformation Strategy Game Series
Overview & Game IV “Hotwash”

L

Michml G. Vickers
Director, Strategic Studies
Center for Strategic & Budgetary Assessmenis

ame Saries Sponsored by A.W. Marahall
LREEY £ Mk Moo ot

Transformation Strategy

* Plans and actions intended to induce,
sustain and exploit revolutionary changes
in military capabilities

* Transformation strategy can be either
anticipatory or reactive




Transformation Strategy Game

% Game 1 - Transformation Strategy for U.S.
Military
> Teams made trade~offs between R&D,
procurement, force structure, and readiness in
meeting both short- and long-term defense
requirements

¥* Game 2

>Similar to Game 1, except focused on the
transformation of the “high-end” or RMA
component of the U.S. military

Transformation Strategy Game
Series (ll)

* Game 3 -- Strategy During the Transition
> U.S. Team pitted againat China Team

> Tranaformation patha of bath US & China acripted

o Playnrs provided with force posture overview & summary of
global strategic developments 10r sach mova : 1957-2008, 2008-
2017, and 2017-2025

» Teams explored how to leverage military transformation for
grestost poasibie siratagic bensfit over time
* Game 4 ~
> 2 Interactive Planning Moves (13988-2010, 2011-2025) in
which Teams developed their own transformation path
» 2 Strategic Poaturing & Exploltation Movea

o Teama as30a3ed how they would raspond to crises in 2008 and
2023, glven their military forces at that point in time
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U.8. Transformation Path qurvi w

Game 3:

* 20082017 )
16 FWE 30 b FWE [£ wirige F-22)

* 1998-2008 >
> 20 FWE % 16 FWE (4 wings of F-22) - :::::T'"“‘"
> Nomstesithy bombers reduced > Mon-stealtty bombers phussd out
from 109 to 36 - AN I Pienes
> Stealthy bombers rise from 13 to 40 » 40t 60 Steakthy Bombers
» 4ABLY > A8 10 144 IHH UAVe
> B ISR UAVs expand to 48 > 100 LO Transports / Avhusters
» § MeciVAMar Dive reduced to 4 » & Moch O rediaced o 3
> CVN3® reduced from 11 to 9 > 3C ombined Ar ma Regimenta
» 3§ Dioop Strikm DAgarny
»~ ;é;sacr:aeouv«mwsmm .6 Regh
M Carriery v
» Surfece combstants decline by 24, e evpen s 1o 70
Out Include G5 Aegls, 9 SC-21, and 2 - 10
surisce ersensi ships . “:“"""""m""':?"‘”
» PagcpinsperICOM retired > 80 Ragid Lasch Uyt Swee
> 12 UAVe/25 (W SOF Grouym
> Mimeman M ICBMy retired
Game 3:

U.S. Military End-State 2025

8 FWE (ell upgraded F-22)
6 FWE of UCAVs

60 UAV Tenders /24
Arsenal Planee

80 Stealthy Bombars

224 HALE ISR UAVs

250 L.O Alrlitters / 100 L.O
Air Refuelers

6 Combined Arms
Regiments

3 Deep Strike Brigadeas /
600 Remote Missile Pode
9 Ranger Regiments (w/
robotic support)

9 Exoakmieton Regiments

R
L

* 6 Independent Micro-Robot
Regiments

* 4 CUNs

* 80 8SNs

#* 20 Submerged Arsenal
Ships

* 8 Submerged Amphiblous
Assault

* 48 Ground-based ASATs

* 4 Space-to-Ground Attack
Samwliitea

* SBL Conatellation




Game 3:
[ ’ [}
China’s Transformation Path
2008-2017 .

+ 1998-2008 » 1150 40 2400 balliatic miseNes :
» 180 to 1150 ballistic missiles » 300 to 1200 land-sitack cruise missiles
» 0 to 300 landettack crules » Fighters from 30 10 20 FWE (18 wings

missiles modenized)
» Fighters trom 65 to 30 FWE (4 » 12 intercontinendsl bombers
wings moderntzed) > 24 ALCM trucks
w 210 241SA UAVs » 24W72ISAUAVE
> 100 to 300 jongrange SAMs > 300 to 600 lang-rangs SAMs
» 90 10 50 Infanby divisions » 501024 Infanly divislons
> 1510 11 tank divisions - m”.:u‘:':v‘: u““"m.“
: :O‘to 160 lan ASCMs > 160 (0 400 lanr-bvbwd ASCMe
ircraft carrin » 1102 aircrsft curriens
> :‘ '°z‘:s";:“‘ subs > 401060 attack aube
> 110 ] » 104 astmiines
> 450 to 650 nucisar warheads » 18 Kinetic kill ASATe
*» 1402 SSBNe
x> BE0A0. 1200 nuCienr WaTOAUS. ...l
Game 3:

China’s Military End-State (2025)

> 3,800 Bailistic Missiles

» 3,000 Crulse Misyiles » 2 Underwuter Senaos Nets
> 4,500 LONVIL.O Crules Missiles > 50 Diesel-Powered Attack Submarines
» 30 SSNs

» 12 Manned Fighter Wings » $00+ Anti-Ship Missile Launchecs
(mostly JSF equivalent) > 300 AnY-Ship / ASW UAVy

> 241ntercontinental bombera » 2 Alrcraft Corriors

> 12 Stealthy Bombers > 50 Major Surfsce Combatants

> 48 Wide-dody ALCM Trucks > 754 Fast-Attack Missile/Torpedo Craft

»> 143 ISR UAVe > 40 Amphiblous Asasuit Ships

» 24{ntormation Warfere UAVs

> T2 Wesponized UAVs > § Speciattead IW 8rigades

> 12 Alrborne Laser Pletforms » 38 Kinetic Kill ASATs

> No Legacy Tunk Divielons w24 Spece-Bewnt Lesers

» € Moblile Strike Brigades > 4 Space-to-Ground Attack Satellites
» 4 Awrinl Strike Force Divisions » 8 Vrans-Atmaspberic Vahicies

> 4 Mobila Strike Force Divizions > B0 Rapid Launch, LIght Sateliites

» 2 Alrbome Divisions

» 15 Infanby Divisions » 2500 Nuclear Warhesasds

> 4 Sea Control Brigsdes -

» 12 Ground-dased, DE ASATs
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Game 3: U.S Perception of the
Military Balance

T

* 1098-2008:
> Focus an those capabliities that allow U.S. to deny China’a power
projection, not on countering ite thester deniml capabifitiea
* 2008-2017:
> Balance batwsan China’s misalia forces and triendly TMD
capabliities shifting in favor of China
> U.S. maintsins dominance In space, marginal advantege In alr and
ground forces
> W and regional naval batances draw even
» Strategic nuciser forces approaching parity

* 2017-2025

> Pressrving U.S. adventsge In underses warfars |s critical
» Ground balance (force on force) shifts in tsvor of U.S.

> China axtendx missile vs TMD sdvantage

> China achlaves parity In space

Game 3:
Changing U.S. View of Deterrence

* 1998-2008:

> U.S. relains credibie detamrent to cross border movemant of
conventional forces

> New focus on threat of information warfare

* 2008-2017:
» Need to demonsiratn performance ofnow capabilities to
incrouse thair deterrert value (“Invisible Presenca”)
> Reduced response times of conventianal LRPS may improve
determrence potential
* 2017-2025:

> Weapontzstion of space may change risk caiculus for nuclesr
deterrence - an incentive may exist to atrike first using
ballistic missliea or L.O cruise missiles




Game 3: Shaping Chinese
Behavior

* 1998-2008: o

» Maderniae regional allies (anti-access capabilities)

>Use U.S. steaith and LRPS capabliities to prompt
Chinese expenditures on defensive systems

> Encourage Chinese reliance on U.S.-¢controlled
commercial space systems
%* 2008-2017:

> Engage China {n arms control to restrict
conventional strike systems and nucieer weapons

»* 2017-2025:
» Conslider fomenting proxy wars in Central Asia

Game 3:
U.S. Alliance Relationships

—=

* 1998-2008:
» Increasa military technology sharing to help augment indigenous
dufenses spability and increase C4(SR Interoperabliity
» Exercises to demonstrate U.S, ebllity to protect regional S1.OCs
» Review/revise relationship with Australla, Vietnam, india, stc.

* 2008-2017:
» (Growing vulmarablilty of forward beses: ro-assess fixed vs
expedtiionary force mix
* 2017-2025:

» Cultivate new power-balencing relationship with Russia, Central
Asisn Republl a, end india

» Attempt to Impose “containment astrategy”
» Nuclear Japan?
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Game 3: China’'s Perception of the
Military Balance

* 1998-2008:; e
» Building on Desert Storm success, U.S. advartage may incremse
somewhat over the shart term
> Chinese military modernization (e.g,, land-based cruise and ballistic
mieslies, submarines, minas, ISR systems) starting to be real(zed
* 2008-2017:
» Chine'a LRPS/ antl-accesa trumpa misslie detenae
» U.S. LRPS preciudea eifective traditional power projection
(emphibloue assault)
* 2017-2025
» Undersea forcea have enough “masa, survivebility, and stiectiveneas”
to frustrate U.S. undersaa power projection
» China's surface sea denial capability will hold U.S. surfacaforcs st
rlek out to 2nd island chain (> 4,000 km)

» At a minimum, China's anti-sir force autficient to deny non-stealthy
U.S. alr oparations

Game 3: China’'s Changing View of
Deterrence

-

* 1998-2008:
» Rely on expanding nuclear capabitity to deter U.S.
conventional LRPS
>HMigh-altitude EMP as uaefui escalatory option
* 2017-2025:
>Conventional deterrence more robust - “neither side
can dominate”
» Nuclear competition stable — Chinese has assured
second strike capability
>|f China deploys SBL before the U.S., it may have a
credible first strike capability
»Possibility of conventional disarming first-strike
against LS. nuclear forces?




Game 3:

Shaping U.S. Behavior

* 1998-2008:
» Avoid development ot “aggressive” power projection
systems such as aircraft carriers, long-range bombers
> Avold precipitsting a “vigorous” military competition with
the U.S. in short term ~ “avoid making Soviet mistakes”
* 2008-2017:

> Demonstration of ASAT capability against a Chinase
sabeliite

> Demonstrate genstically-specific biological weapons
capsbliity

> Misslle exercises in remot locations

> Felgn inability to detect or track 1).S. stealthy forces,
encourage U.S. over confidence in stealth

Game 3:

Shaping U.S. Behavior (continued)

¥

* 2008-2017 (continued):

> Divert U.S. atention, creat» problems for U.S. in other
regions ~ e.9., RMA technology transfer % iran

> Disrupt U.S. alllances and presence in Asia (disiodge U.S.
forcas from Japan, develop closer ties with Russia)

> Uae entire arvay of economic power, diplomatic carrots
and sticks, and threat of snti-access to convince U.S. that
milltaty invotvement in a Talwan conflict is unsattractive

* 2017-2025:
> Block U.S. from being first to weaponize spsce by all
means available

» Paacefully erode U.S. forward presence and deployments
in Pacific ~ Including deciaration of “Chinese Monroe
Docwine™
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Game 3:
China’s Alliance Relationships

* 1998-2008:
>Technology: Russla, U.S,, Israel, Europeans
>Investment: U.S. & Europeans
»Trade: U.S.
>Sacurity: Supplier relationship with iran, Iraq,
and othar rogue states
% 2017-2025:
>Develop Persian Gulf alliance network

>Be a player in regional military coalitions, or
prevent them from forming

Game 3:
Observations & Insights (i)

* Deterrence problem shifts from countering invasion to
countering political-military coercion

» incresaing ailied intimidaNon high on liat of potentiai
cataatrophic failures

* Emerging strategic competitions seem to favor rising
power
> Long-range precision strike
» Sea danial/ sea control
» Space
* Perception of overall strategic balance may shift early
in response to emergence of niche capabilities (e.g.
missiles)




Game 3:
Observations & Insights

% Strategic IW - especially for intlmldaiidh of
U.S. allies - presents a real challenge for
deterrence

% China's deployment of SBL before U.S.
could alter strategic balance

>U.S. may need to expand non-ballistic missile
portion of nuclear force -- e.g., steaithy,
submarine-launched cruise missiles

>U.S. mey require countervailing system to

Chinese SBL. (e.g., ground-based DE ASAT or IW .

capability) to ensure reconstitution and ability to
contest control of space

Game 3:

‘__--, vy

* Assuming conflict is inevitable, a strategy of
non-confrontation or “peaceful engagement”
may be a poor option against a rising
competitor

>By 2025, China became an Asian hegemon and

enforced a maritime exclusion zone against U.S.
forces out to 2nd island chain. Acceptable?

>Need new rules to cope with new competitive
realities, not more of the same

>More aggressive competitive strategies may be
needed to “brake,” forestall, or channel China’s
rise

10
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Game 3:
Observations & Insights.(lV,

* Potential competitive strategies:

>Hold at risk Chinase capabilities / assets with
survivable U.S. LRPS to compel expensive
investments in defensive systems &
encourage arms control agreements

® U.S. LAPS must be survivable (e.q., converied
SSBNg), otherwise, it will draw preemptive strikes

# Arma control may “backfire” on the U.S,
>Proxy wars in inner Asia

>Technology transfers to allies (e.g., an¥-
access capabilities)

>Nuclear armed Japan?

Game 4:
Key Assumptions

+ U.S. Team

» 1997 QDR Force and current Service modamization plana as the
bassline
» $245 blilion ennual defense budget projected out to 2025

> Annual plans-funding mismatch between $20-25 biliion, leads toa

$300 blillon ahorttail In each ptanning move
#* China Team

> Economy wilil grow from $1 trilllon In 1938 to $2.72 trillion In 2011
(about 8% annuaity), and to $5.41rilllon tiy 2025 (about 5% annualiy)

» Dafense budget will riss from $24 blllion In FY 1999 (2.5% of GNP) to
about $90 biltion in FV 2011 (3.3% of GNP), and to abuaut $200 bllllon
by 2025 {(3.7% of GNP)

> After deducting coat of baseline defense program, growing
personnel cost, and Infiation .. China henefits from e $250 bilfion
surplus over 1998-2011 period, snd $650 billion surplus between
2012-202%

11




Regime Maturity

U.S. Team Transformation Path

»0ld not invest in any
prospective “leap ahesad”
modeynization optiore
=incremental modemization
ocoler-beck

~f.ete (hen 20% force
otructure reduction

=~ Malintained readiness

»Unabile to conduct fuli-range of ops
in spece snd Information dimensions

Game 4:

» Transformetion of air, ground, and

naval forces oniy partially completed
~Logacy forces sccount for well dver
50 pevcent of the 2025 force structure

>

Time

U.S Military End-State in 2025

Game 4:

¥YYYY¥YYYYY

YY¥YVYY¥YYVY

14 Tactcsl Fighter Wings (15% F-229)
21 B.2 Bombdess

20 B-X Bombwrs

200+ Weagoniped LVAVs

4 Low~Observabla Abbomme Lasers
20 Low-Observadie UAV Tenders
1200Low Obsarvadle Airlifters

100 Low<Obssrvable Asrial Refuelers
200 Low-Obesnvabdle UAV Traneports

6 CVBGs (3 with CVX) with JS¢
Navy Theater -Wice TMD Deploymd
12 Staaldty Ses Control Frigates
12 Submar ged Arsenal Ships

200 Arti-Navy UAVS

64 Surfecs-Camiwamn 21s

62 SSNx

10 SSBNs

YYyVYVY

Yy

7 isgacy Marine MENS wV-22 & JSF
4 Lagacy Army Divislons

1,200 Ramote Misslle Podw

6 Aovanced Deep Strike Brigadas

9 Combined Arma Regiments

Starttin Space-Based Hadar (SBR)
# Trans-Atmoagheric Vehiciss [TAVs)
90 Rapid launch, Light Suteiitm
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China’s Transformation Path

¥ F ¥ ¥

Regime Maturity

Game 4:

Expanced bailistic & Criiee v

Sttt towmrd UAVE st ALCK Trancks
Sustainad investment irn submarines and ASW
Giroiwnd forces submtantinity woderniomd

o--ﬂculycuumcymm snd modarm lred remaining unite
> Arocwwd (arg® ¢ of missbes and expancied sub Neet
wEmphasle on technoiogy alerption from abroed

>

Time

Game 4:

China’s Military End-State 2025

> 1,400 Dehigtic Misglivn (<2000 kn rande)
w 1,000 Qaifiatic. MEgalian (»?.000 kyn ENQe)

> 24 informiition Warters UAVsS

» 200 Wanponiail)A Ve

» 12 Alrtarng Losar Mg¥orng

» § Earty waming / Bawie Manapemmant Arvran
» . 40 Al Retusiers /AFiRere

Combatants
» 0+ Fami-Altach ifsade/Torpsde Craft
» 13 APphDins Asann G (P 25 LETa)

-

fr¥vYy

Yey y

YyYY¥vievey
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Game 4:
Insights & Observations

#* U.S. perception of military balance influ‘eneed éarly
on by China's ability to overwhelm U.S. TMD

#* U.S. sought to “shape” China’s rise through:

> Encouraging diftusion of personal communication &
Information technologies (e.g., Intemet) within China

® Make it more difficuit / expensive for government to ¢ontrol
flow and content of information

» Supporting frae markest / democratic groups in China
* Like Game 3, China Team hoped to avoid provoking
military competition with U.S. and other regional
powers in short-term (Move 1)
> Opted not to procure longercange missiles
» Ophed not to pursus modem amphibious esssult capability

Game 4:
Insights & Observations (li)

w

#* China Team hoped to “learn from others” as part
of its transition strategy:
> Robust program of military-to-milltary contacts
» Follow U.8. military exercises / experiments closely
> Buy foreign training assialance
# China Team sought to delay / derail U.S.
development of effective TMD and space control
capabilities through arms control initiatives

> Hedged againat risk of rapid depreciation in miesile
capital stock by increased relianice on crulse missiles
and developing TMD countermeasures

14
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Game 4:

Insights & Observations illl)

% Chinese “first mover'' advantage in space
» Impoae apace blockade on U.S. millary?
% Competition for undersea control seen ss
pivotal to both sides
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The RMA & Transformation
Strategy

June 22, 1998

Mschael G. Vickers
Clrwctor of Strategic Studies
Center for Strategic and Brdgetary Assessments

| The Multidimensional RMA I

* Unmanned system-dominated, stealthy air
operations

* Information-intensive, roboticized ground
operations

= Land and space-based defense of the sea/
Submerged power projection

= Space warfare -- counterspace operations &
space-to-ground attack

#Independent and integrated information
warfare

= Independent and integrated biological warfare
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The Military Revolution &
the Spectrum of Conflict
®» The Nuclear Revolution can be expected to have a
truncating effect on the strategic scope of the RMA
(“nuclear overhang”™)
® The emergence of new strategic capabilities -~ non-~
nuclear strategic strike, information warfare, and
genetically-specific biological warfare ~ could
substantially increase the risk of homeland attack
®» The RMA'’s impact on state power will likely be

centrifugal as well as centripetal, with the capabilities
on sub-national forces substantially increased

3

The Magnitude of Change
in Theater Warfare

= Military operations could become dramatically
expanded spatially & compressed temporally
® Theaters of operations could lose much of their
strategic autonomy
® Military operations could increasingly be thought
of in terms of time and not space

®»- Strategic and operational sanctuaries,
multidimensionality, and increased capital
intensity could lead to protracted wars

®»- Proliferation of “smart” long-range missiles and
developments in signature reduction will likely

shift the balance in favor of offensive systems




The Magnitude of Change
in Theater Warfare (II)

® Operational & tactical maneuvers on
information “terrain” may become central to
maneuver on physical terrain -- Paradigm shift
from physical to information protection

= Lethality of multidimensional warfare could
“empty” the battlespace -- Dimensional control
will likely be far more difficult to attain

| Transformation Strategy I

Plans and actions intended to
anticipate, induce, sustain and
exploit revolutionary changes in
military capabilities
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Managing Near and
Long-Term Risk

US Transformational

Military
Capability

US Incremental

7/
/ , t,
«  Challenger

Pad
- M
| v e o o Transformational

1995 2010 2025

Barriers to Transformation

=-Competing demands/lack of clear
strategic focus

®Regime uncertainty/Self-referential
thinking

= Jnstitutional structure

=®Resources available




Complexity of
Transformational Change

=»Innovation
»Invention and Innovation
®»Invention

‘ Elements of a
| Transformation Strate

= Develop a vision of the future warfare
environment

® Address future military problems, key trends in
warfare, and potential discontinuities

»Establish institutional & political
momentum for change

»Reallocate resources to longer-term
challenges

= Free up organizational resources

10
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Elements of a
Transformation Strategy (II)

»Create multidimensional options

»Encourage healthy intra/inter-
service competition

wTransfortn DoD/Industry
relationship

% Conduct regular strategy reviews

I Anticipated Challenges I

» Volunteer’'s dilemma
» Divergent service transformation pace / scope
®» New thinking about defense economics
= Units of account change
®- Institutional change
® Simultaneous cultural upheaval in the services
® Large-scale integration of unmanned and
autonomous systems
® Ability to recruit, train, and retain future military
leaders / warfighters




| Preliminary Findings I

® Early start and perceptions of scope of -
transformation are critical

= Current budgets not a show stopper (14% of
Defense Program in Move 1; 27% in Move 2)

= High/low mix divergence

® Cost of supporting / maintaining legacy forces
likely to become prohibitive over time

e High leverage investments may make near-term
MTWs less stressful

Preliminary Findings (II)

®- Character of “presence” and deterrence may
undergo fundamental change '

= New “Grand Strategy” may be needed to
rationalize large-scale system choices

= Real or perceived arms control limitations could
act as a “brake” on transformation process
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U.S. Team
Defense Program Adjustments




~ U.S. Team - Program Adjustments Move 1

(FY1999.FY 2011)
| cuts Additions

R&D

Expanded R&D Option 1 $40bAlion |

Expanded R&AD Option 2 $80bdlion |880bdlh'on

Expanded R&D Optlion 3 $130 billion
Procurement
F-22

Cancel 339-plane program ($29 billion))

Reduce buy t© 160 planes ($9 bion)] (39 billion)]
Joint Strike Fighter

Caricel Air Force version ($31 billion)

Cancel Navy & Marine Corps versions (822 biktion)

Dafer complele proctrement beyond FY 2011 {334 bilon)|  (£34 bitkon)|

R&D costs this move

FIA18EF

Cancel 548-plana program ($22 billion)

Reduce buy to 270 planes {$10 billion)] ($10 billion)]
82

Procure 20 additional bambers $25 billion

Procure 40 additional bambers $42 bilkion
Airborma Laser Systema

Canoel 7 sysems ($7 bilkon)

Procure 20 sysiems S6bikon
Strike Unmanned Asrial Vehicies (SEAD & sir4o-ground)

Procure 60 swike UAV systems $4 billion

Procure 200 strike UAV sysiems $8 bliion
Comanche

Cancei 1,292 RAH-66 program ($6 billion)

Reduce buy to 600 (savings turn 2) 0 0
Cruseder

Cancel Crusader (824) pragram ($13 billion)| ($13 bibiion)]

Reduce buyto 400 ($4 bidion)
Procure 1,000 additional ATACMS (ER & BAT) $1 billion

Cancel CVN 77 (%4 bilion)]_ ($4 biflion)
cvX 1 {$6 bikion)
CVK 2 ($6 bittion)

Procure 2 Moblle Oversoss Bases $4 billion
Convert 4 surplus Ohto-cisss SSBNs o long-range PGM carriers
$4 billion

Arsenal Ships $9 billion

Procure 2 arsanal ships $3 billian

Procure 6 arsenal ships $9 biltion
Slow NSSN Buy ($9 bliilon)
Siow naw surface combatant construction - {83 bilion)
V.22

Cancel 458-alrcraft program ($12 bHlion)

Reduce buy 10229 ($4 billion)
AAAYV

Cancel 1,013 AAAV program (32 billion)

Rwduce buy to 360 ($0.7 billion),
Cancel THAAD ($14 bHlion)
Swriite Spoce-baned Radar $21 biltiors

§$9 blllion)l
($4 builon)]

($14 billion)|

(=2 =]

0
0

($70 billion)
(346 billion)
0

0
0

$14 biion
$28 biliion

($3 bikion)
$8 billion

$4 billion
$13 billion

($15 bllion)
($8 biltion)

oo oo

0
0

$2 billion
$6 bition

($5 billion)

i$1 blllloni

($3 billion)
$18 bilion

IOO
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Cuts _Additions  Cyy Forward Costs

Deploy Navy Theatsr Wide (Upper Tier) $4 billion {54 bition_
National Miasile Detense

Oeploy NMD $25 billion $22 billion

Oeploy limites NMD $6 billon 1 $6 bilion { $0.7billion |
Cancel SBIRS oW ($8 billion) ($9 biltion)
Buy 6 additional JSTARS $3 billion $3 billion
Procure Land Warrior (Army & MC) for 21t century $0.5 hillion 0
Cencel FV99 & FY02 Milstar Satellites $3 bilfion 0
Force Structure
Croate 2 Doep Strike Brigacdes

(Comanche. ATACMS and DarkStar UAVS) $16 billion $16 billion
Alr Foroe Fighter Winga

Cut2 Fws {528 biliion)| {528 billion){

Cuté Fws (383 biliivn) ($83 billion)

Cut 10 FWs ($138 billion) ($138 billion)
Retire B-52¢ ($16 billion) ($23 witlion)
Retire B-18s {336 biliion) ($51 billion)
Army Divielons

Cut 1 division {$64 bilkon) ($64 billion)

Cut 2 divisions ($128 billion): ($128 bilkion)j 1 (5128 bii!ion}l

Cut 3 divisions (8191 billion) ($191 billion)

Cut 5 divisions {$318 biliion) ($318 billion)
Carrier Battle Groups

Cut 1 CVBG {$43 bilion) {$43 billion)

Cut2 CVBGs (886 bilkon) |_($86 bikion)] [ (s88 iAo

Cut3CvVBGs {$128 biltion) (%128 billion)

Cul 6 Cv8BGs ($256 billion) ($256 billion)
Marine Expeditionary Forces & assoc. amphibious ik

Cut 1 MEF FWD ($45 b-’llion)‘ !545 billim)] l ($45 I:-illionll

Cul13 MEFs FWO (391 billion) ($91 billion)
Retira Minutemen llis ($12 billion) {$17 billion)
Cut 4 Trident Boats (C-4s) ($10 billion) ($14 billion)
Readiness
Reduce averall readiness
(move 10 tiered readiness, change in aclive/reserve mix, & lower oplempo)

By 15 percent ($35 billion) ($35 billion)

By 25 pércent ($60 bitlion) ($60 billion)
TOTALS Total Additions | s90bision }

Total Cuts {8384 billion)
GRAND TOTAL ) (5294 billion) $294 villion)
ahortiall

Notle:

1} Al (unimuwm, e ANY il needs fo be - $I00 BlIon 10 cover e FY 1999.FY20 11 budgetary shortfall,

) SAVIngs from CRrceliad or Nowed pragrams Ihal 88 10D18CTY) curmant gensatin sysiems rafiact the cast of

upgraces andrior service iife BXIBNSION DIOGrams [0 18 GXIEHNG SYSIeMS.




860 b in R&D
Program Adjustments Move 3
(FY 2012 - FY 2025)
Carry Forward from Move 1 ($294 billion)'
R&D
Option 1 {  $80 billion |_$80 billion
Option 2 - $120 billion |
Option 3 $150 billion
Procurement (may include operating costs)
Buy an additional 400 F-22s $41 billion
Joint Strike Fighter
Cancel Air Force version [ (s70 billion)] ($70 billion)|
Cancel Navy and Marine Corps versions ($46 billion)
B-2
Procure 20 additional bombers $26 billion
Procure 40 additional bombers $42 billion
8-X Bomber
Procure 20 aircraft I $45 billion | $45 billion
Procure 40 aircraft _ $77 billion
Procure 20 additional Airbome Laser Systems $16 billion
Stealthy Alrborne Laser Systems (2nd Generation) ‘
Procure 4 systems [ s4bilion [__s4 billion |
Procure 20 systems $13 billion ‘
Procure 200 additional Strike UAVs | $7 billion | $7 billion
UAV Strike Tenders ‘
Procure 20 | $21 billion | I: $21 billion |
Procure 40 $35 billion
Procure 80 $59 billion
Stealthy Airlifler
Procure 120 aircraft - | $51 billion $51 billion
Procure 250 aircraft $85 biflion
Stealthy Air Refuelers

Procure 100 aircraft [ $13 billion

- Stmalthy UAV Tranaporis

$13 billion

Procure 200 aircraft l $15 billion | $15 billion
Procure 400 aircraft $25 billion
Steaithy Sea Control Frigate J
Procure 12 boats | $17 billion !} $17 billion
Procure 36 boats $39 billion
Cancel M1A3 Tank & Follow-on Infantry Fighting Vehicle
| ($17 billion)] ($17 biliiony]
Cancel Comanche (after 355) {$15 billion)
Procure 1,200 Remote Missiis Pods | $19 billion | [ $19 billion ‘
Cancel CVN 79 (CVX) ($6 billion) |
Cancel CVN 80 (CVX) ($6 billion)

Al
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B0 b in R&D
Additiongl NGSNs
Procura 25 mora NSSNs $68 billion
Procurs 50 more NSENs $103 billion
Procure § more Surfuce Arsenal Ships $9 billion
Missile Carrier Class Submersible Arsenal Ships
Frocure 12 ships $42 billion
Procure 24 ships $73 billion
Pracure 200 Anti-Navy UAVs $10 billion
Procure lund- & sea-bused cruise missile defense $10 billien
Cancsl V.22 ($1 billion)
Sturlite Spacs-based Radar I $18 billion

Procura Space-basad Lasers & Create Space Defanss Wing

Procura 12 lasers $24 billion
Procure 24 Iasers $42 bitlion
Procure 5 Noutral Particla Beams $23 bilfion
Frocure & Deploy Submersible Lighteat/ASAYT Launchers
Procure 2 launchers $11 bitlion
Procure 6 launchers $21 billion
Procure 8 IW Satellites $8 bilfion
Procure 4 Space-to-Ground Direct Alack Sateliltes 36 billion
& Crepte Space Attack Wing
Procure & Operate 8 Trans-Atmosphsric Vehicles | $14 billion

Procure 90 Hapld Launch, Distributed, Multipurpose Satellites

| $648 billion

| $42 biflion

$10 biltion
$10 bilion

| $18 billion

| $14 biflion

$5 billion | $5 billion

Procure 6 W UAVS ~ &6 bitfion
Force Structure
Air Force Fighter Wings

Appirional Curs 10 Move 1

Cut 2 FWs (%28 billion)

Cut 4 FWs [ (356 billion)] ($56 billion)}

Cut 6 FWs ($83 billion)

Cut 10 FWs (5138 billion)

Gut 16 FWs ($221 billign}
Retire B-52s ($23 billion)] ($23 billion)
Retire B-18s {$51 billion)] ($51 billion)
Army Divisiong

Appimonal Curs o Move 1

Cut 1 division {364 billion)

Cut 3 divisions ($191 hillign)

Cut 4 divisions [ (3255 billion)| ($258 billion)|

Cut § divisions {3318 billion)

Cut 8 divisions (508 billion}
Create 4 Deep Strike Brigades

(Comanche, ATACMS & DarkStar UAVs.  $16 billion
Craate Advanced Deep Strike Brigades

{next ganerstion helo, misgiles, UAVs)

Create 3 brigades $52 billion

Create 6 brigades

l $105 billion

l $105 billion




$80b in R&D
Create 6 Army Exoskelketon Regiments $60 billion
Create Arm y & USMC Exoskeleton Regiments
 Create 3 regiments $30 billion
“Create 9 regiments $91 billion
Croate Combined Arms Regiments
Create 3 regiments $24 pillion

Create 9 regiments [ $71 billion
Create 9 Semi-Robotic Combined Arms Regiments  $71-biflior
Create Independent Micro-Rabotic Regiments

| $71 bithon

Create 4 regimments $0.7 billion
Creato 12 regiments 82 billion
Craate Advanced Ranger Regiments w/robotic support
- 3 adv. regiments $13 billion
.. - 12adv. regiments : $53 billion
Cragio Advanced Marine nfantry Regiments w/ robotic support
2 adv. ragiments - $13 billion
4 adv. regiments - 826 bittion
Creste Underses Asssuit Regiment w/ submersible livt
1 regiment $6 biltion
2 ragimenis $11 bittion
Carrisr Battle Groups
Apoimonat. Cuts 7o Move 1
Cut1CVBG {$43 billion)
Cut3 CVBGs [ ($128 billion){ ($128 billion)|
Cut 6 CVBGs ($256 billion)
Marine Expeditionary Forces & assoc. amphibious fift
Apomonat Curs 1o Move 1
Cul 1 MEF FWD : [ (845 billion)| (345 biltion)]
Cut 3 MEF FWDs (3136 biliion)
Cut 5 MEF FWDs ($227 billion)
Retire Minutemen lils (%12 billion}] ($12 billion)
Cut 4 Trident Boats (C-4s) ($10 billion)| (310 billion)
Readiness
Enhance overall readiness $35 billion
Enhantce overall readiness $60 billion
TOTALS Tobal Additions $614 billion
Total Savi {$960billion)
Budgetary
IShortfall .| $300 bilion
Total :
Expenditures - 1-$914 blllion
GRAND R
TOTAL | {$46 bilion)|
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China Team
Defense Program Adjustments




Red Team, Move 1

Program Adjustments
(in billions of $)

[Budget expactad to rise from $25 billion in FY 1988 to about
$90 billion in FY 2011. Totat defense budget over this period
i approximately $750 bitlion

Baseline defense program consumes $400 billion

Growing personnel cost plus inflation consumes $100 billion

Remaining Budget Surphus is $250 billion

Amount Cost/Bavings
Expanded R&D Optnon 1 $25.0
Expanded R&D Option 2 $50.0
Expanded R&D Option 3 $100.0 $100.0
IBHGGUREM&NT '
DF-1Y and DE-15 Bﬂlllﬂic Mlssim (300»800 km ranga)
Procure 500 additional rissilas $0.5
Procure 1000 additional missiles $1.0 $1.0
1 and DF-25 Ballistic Missiles (1800 km range)
Procura 500 additional missiles $0.5 $0.5
DF-35 and DF-45 Ballistic Missiles (2,500-5,000 km range)
Procure 250 missiles $0.6
Procure 500 missiles $1.0
DF-31 and DF-41 Ballistic Missilos (6,000-12,000 kim range)
Procure 100 missiles 1conventional variant} $0.5
C-802 / Land Attac se Mississ (150-300 km range)
Procure mix of 1,000 additional missiles $1.0 $1.0
Low-Observabie Land Altack Cruise Missiies (750 km range)
Procure 200 missiles $0.5
- . Procure 400 missiles $1.0 $1.0
Procure Theater Detonse (PAC-2/3) Equivalent
Procure 24 TMD Batieries $3.5
Procure 48 TMD Batteries $7.0 $7.0
Advanced Surface-to-Air Missiies (e.g., SA-10C/0)
Purchase 300 firing units from abroad 1.0 $t.0
J-10 Indigenous Fighter
____Procyre 200additional Aircraft $6.0
Su-27 / J-11 Fourth Generation Fighter
Co-protiuced 200 aircraft $7
Co-produced 400 aircraft (100 indigenously) $15
Co-produce 600 aircralt (300 indigenously $33 $15.0
Modem Ground Attack Aircraft (8.9, Su-30/34)
Purchase 200 -aircraft from abroad $10
Purchase 400 aincraft from abroad $20
Purchass €00 aircraft from abroad $30 $20.0

3D Y3 Y I ) 3330




1) 1)

)1 1)

D S

) 1)) ) )

J ) 1)

I I I I O

NN I I B I O R

]

Red Team, Move 1

Wigenoua Ground Attack Aircraft {variant of Su-24)

Procure 200 aircraft £8
Procure 400 aircraft $16
Modern Ground Attack Aircraft (reverse engineer Su-30/34)
[ _ Frocurs 100 aircraht $6 $6.0
Purchass 6 Early Warning / Battie Management Alrcraft
- _ $2.5 $2.5
Second Genaration ISR VAVs
Procura 100UAVs $0.5 $0.5
Procure 24 Air R Refueiery $2.0 52.0
Proeura 24 Haavy Transports $2.0 52.0
sed Antk-Ship Missile Units
Procure 300 additional firng units $0.5 30.5
Aircraft carrier (45,000 ton class)
Purchase 1 carmier trom abroad $4.0
Pyrchase 2 carners from abroad $8.0
Small Deck Carrier
_ Procure 1 carrier $2.5 $2.5
Attack submarinas (Kilo-clasa / Type 212)
Purchase 4 additional subs from abroad $1.0
Purchase 8 additional subs from abroad $20
Co-produce 20 additional subs 6.0 $6.0
Attack aubmarines (indigenous, Song-class)
Procura 8 additional subs $1.5 $1.5
Modern Dntroycr (Sovmnny«:lus)
Purchase 4 destroyers from abroad $20
Purchase 8 destroyers from abroad $35
— Co-producez0 modem destrovers $3.0 $9.0
Procure 8 Luhu~class destroyers $2.0
Frigates (Jiangwei-ciats)
Procure 8 additional frigates $1.0
Procure 16 additional inaates $2.0 $2.0
Fant-attack Miasilea snd Torpedo Craft
» Procure 24 additional craft $1.0 $1.0
Upgrads All Surface Combatants with C-B02 or §5-M-22
Antl-Ship Crulse Missiles $0.5 £0.5
Modermn Amphibious Assault Ships
Purchasa 2 ships from abroad $15
Purchase 4 ships from abroad $£3.0
Sembkmodem Amphibious Assault Ships
Procure 5 shﬁ indiganougly $1.0 $1.0
Advanced Main o Tank (T-9011)
Procure 800 additional tanks $2.5
Procure 1200 additional tanks $6.0
Frocure 2400 additional tarks _ $12.0
infantry Fighting Vehicles / Armored Personnel Carriers (Type 95)
P ocue600l /APCs $1.5
Procure 1200 IFV/APCs $4.0
_ Procurs 2400 IFV/APCs $8.0 515
Modern MLAS (e.g9. Russian SMERCH)
Procure 500 firing units with reloads §1.0 $1.0
[Brocure 100 E-FOGM sauivalent Firing Unity $1.0 $1.0




Red Team, Move 1

Advanced, All-weather Attack Heilos (e.9., Ka-50/52)
Purchase 100 helos from abroad $3.0
Purchase 200 heios from abroad $6.0
L _Purchase 300 helos from abroad $9.0 $9.0
Procurs 3 Mllltagx Communication Satelliites $1.0 $1.0
Procure 2 £-O and 2 SAR Satellites £3.0 £3.0
Procure 2 SIGINT Sateiiites $1.0 $1.0
PLA Fighter Wings
Cuts FW -$3.0
Cut 10 FW -$6.0
Cut 15 FW -$9.0 -$9.0
Surface Combatants
Cut 15 ships -$0.5
Cut 30 shios -$1.0 ~$1.0
PLA Infantry Divisions
Cut 6 divisions {2 Group Armies) -$10.0
Cut 12 divisions (4 Group Amnies) -$20.0
Cut 18 divisions {6 Group Armies) -$30.0 -$30.0
nﬁmum i R - R
incranse Readiness and Trainlng
$25 billion plus up over the period
£50 billion plus up over the period :
$75 billion plus up over the period $75.0
Eml Funds-Available (budgetl surplus +cute) . L i 52800 ]
(Folal stmdlng T e ik ' - '$276.,0 |
[Grand Total - - T $18.0 (surpius) |
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Red Team Move 3

Program Adjustments
(in billions of $)

Budgef Overview

Budget expected to rise from $90 bclllon in FY 1999 to about
$200 billion in FY 2025. Total defense budget over this period
is approximately $2 trillion

Growing personnel cost consumas $350 billion

Remaining Budget Surplue is $650 bitlion

Baseline defense program consumes $ 1 trillion between cost growth and intlation

[Cany Forward from Mova 1 $28 Dillion ]
Amount CostSavings
R&D
Expanded R&D Option 1 $50.0
Expanded R&D Qption 2 $100.0
Expanded R&D Option 3 $150.0 $150.0
PHOCUREMENT e EERG x |
DF-35 and DF-45 Ballistic Mlulln (2,500-6 ooa ke range)
Procure 500 additional missiles $2.0
Procure 1000 additional missilas $4.5 32.0
DF-55 (5000 km range)
Procure 500 missiles $£2.5
Procure 1000 missilas $5.0 $2.5
DPF-65 (10,000 kmn range)
Procure 250 missiles $2.0
Low-Obiservable Land Attack Crulse Missiles (750 km range)
Procure 1000 missites 535
Procure 2000 missiles $8.0
IVLO, Land Attack Cruise Missiles (1500 krn range)
Procura 1000 missiies $6.0
Procure 2000 missiles $13.0 $13.0
V1.0, Extended-Rangs Cruise Missilos (4000 km rangm)
Procure 500 missiles $4.0
Procura 1000 missiles $20 $4.0
Procure Theatar Dafence (PAC-2/3) Equivalent
Prosure 7 TMD Batlerias £10.0
Procure 14 TMD Balteries $20.0 $20,0
Advanced Surface-to-Alr Missiles (a.g,, SA-X)
Procure 300 firing units $6.5 $6.5
J-12 Multirola Alrcraft {JSF squivalent)
Procurg 400 aircraft $26.0
Pracure 800 aircraft $60.0
Procure 1200 aircraft $90.0
Nonstsalthy Intercontinental Bombers
Procure 12 $4.0
Procura 24 $7.0




Red Team Move 3

Wide-body ALCM Trucks (each with ALCMS and reicads)

Procure 12 $4.0
Procure 24 $8.0
Procure 48 §16.0 $8.0
Steaithy Intercontinental Bombers
Procure 6 $8.0
Procure 12 $13.0
Alrborme lasers
Procure 6 $5.5
. Procure 12 $5.0 $9.0
Advanced ISR LAV
Procure 100 ISR UAVs $2.0
[ Procure 200 [8R UAVS $4.5 $4.5
IW UAVs
Procure 12 $1.0
Procure 24 2.0 $2.0
Weaponized UAY
Procure 100 UAVs $3.0
Procure 200 UAVS $5.5 $5.5
Procura 100 Modem Air Refuelers $10.0 $10.0
[Procure 100 Modern Airiffters $23.0 $23.0
Advanced Land-based AntkShip Missile Units
Procure 300 additional liring units $1.0
Anti-Bhip / ASW UAVa
Procure 100 $45
Procure 300 $12.0 $12.0
*\mdo-Am, Lindarwater Senaor Nets
_ ___Procure 2 $6.5 $6.5
Nimitz-Class Carrior plus Air Wing
Procure 1 $14.0
_ _ Procure 2 $25.0
Missiie Barges (oach with 800 S/R ballistic missiles
Procure 2 $1.0
Procure 4 $2.0
Procure 6 $3.0
Advanced Nuclear Attack Submarines (improved NSSN-equivaient)
Procure 8§ $13.5
Procure 16 $25.0
Procure 32 $46.0 $46.0
Attack Submarinas
Procure 8 $A.5
Procure 16 $8.0
Procure 18 $15.0
Advanced ASW Frigates
Procure 10 3.5
Procure 20 $£7.0 $7.0
Battin Dominance Ships (DD-21 equivalent)
Procurs 8 $55
Procure 16 $10.0
Procure 24 $15.0 $15.0
Advanced Amphibious Assault Ships
Procure 8 $4.0
Procure 16 $6.0 %8.0
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Red Team Move 3

Stealthy Armed Reconnaissance Helicopters

Procure 100 $3.5
Pracure 200 $7.0
Procure 400 $14.0
Advanced, Maln Battle Tanks (M1A4 equivalent)
Procura 600 additional tanks 855
Procure 1200 additional tanks $10.0
Procure 2400 additional tanks - 5190
Infantry Fighting Vehicles / Armored Parsonnel Carriers (Type 85)
Procure 600 IFV/APCs $315
Procura 1200 IFV/APCs 57
_ Pracura 2400 IFVIAPCs £14.0
Advanced Fiald Artillery Systems (Crusader-squivalent)
Frocure 100 $t.0
Procure 200 $2.0
n . Procure 400 $4.0
Procure 100 enhanced E-EOGM equivalent Firing Units
Procure 200 $3.0
Procutre 400 $6.0
Spaced-Based Laser Constenation
Procure partial constellation (12 sats) $13.0
[ Procura full constallation (24 sats) $35.0 $35.0
Space-Ground Attack Sateliites (100 rods each)
. — . Procure 4 $45 845
(Ground-Based, DE ASATs
Procure B $25.0
i _ Procure 12 $46.0
FHrect-Ascent, Kinetic Kill ASATs
.... Procure 48 $0.5
Trans-Atmospheric Yehicles (Spate Planes)
Procura B $10.0
Procure 16 $20.0 $10.0
Rapid Launch, Light Satellites
Procure 40 $5.0
Procure 80 $4.0 $9.0
Advanced Military Communicstions Satellites
Procurs 6 0.0
. . Procyre 12 $15.0 $15.0
Advanced ISR Satellitea (E-O, SAR, IR, ELINT)
Procure 8 $10.0
. Procure 12 $20.0 $20.0
Sea Control Satellites
Procure constellation of 12 satellites $20.0
FORCE STRUCTURE
PLA Fighter Wings
Cut 5 FW -$7.0
" Cul 10 FW -$14.0 -$14.0
Sea Control Brigades
Croate 2 $8.0
Create 4 $16.0
Craate 6 $30.0 $30.0




Red Team Move 3

PLA Tank / Mech Divisions
Cut 5 divisions -$35.0
Cut 10 divisions -$70.0
Cut 15 divisions -$100.0 ~$100.0
PLA infantry Divisions
Cut 12 divisions (4 Group Armies) -$50.0
Cut 24 divisions (8 Group Armies) -$100.0
Cut 36 divisions (12 Group Aomies) -$150.0 -$150.0
Advanced Airborne Division
Create 1 $25.0
Create 2 $50.0 350.0
Mobile Strike Brigades
Create 3 $11.0
Create 6 $20.0
_ Create 9 $30.0 $30.0
Awrial Strike Force Divisions
Create 1 $28.0
Create 2 $54.0
Create 4 $106.0 $106.0
Mobile Strike Force Divisions
Create 1 $11.0
Create 2 $200
Create 4 $40.0 $40.0
Speciniized W Brigades '
Create 2 $2.0
Create 4 $4.0
Create 6 $6.0 $6.0
READlNESS
increase Readiness and Tuinlng
$50 billion plus up over the period
$75 billion plus up over the period
$100 billion plus up over the pariod $100.0
[Total Funds Avaliable (budget surpius  carry fOrward + cuts) $940.0 }
Tothl New:Spendi $810.0 }
[Grand. Total e od e $130.0 (surpius) |
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Transformation Strategy
Game IV

OSD/NA Transformetion Strategy Series

Netional Dafense Unlversity
Washington, DC

June 22-24, 1998

Mave 1, Blue Team

m CENTER FOR Sm'rtwc
) D BUDGETARY ASSESSMENTS

Transformation Strategy

2010 2025

Who *Non-State Actors/LIC  *More capable Non-
State Actors and
*Homeland defense Regional Powers

*Regional Powers

*Near Peer
»Reduced Legacy *Niche/Full-

How Forces Spectrum RMA
*Shaping Capabilities

*Change in Shaping
*Legacy Forces

)RS EDES ISV D S EDES IS AU NS IS B 1D IS B I D S 5 5 N IS 6 BN 20 B0 IS B G S A6 0 B0 AN N0 HND 0 NS D I B9




J 1)

Y1 1) 1Y) )

)

Y1 )y) 1))

)

/I 20 T T T N I I B

)

)

Transformation Strategy Overview

e Defense program tradeoffs:
= R&D (plus)
= Procurement (flat with adjustments)
= Force Structure (reduce)
= Readiness (maintain)
e Balancing near vs long-term risk:
= 1 MRC + (75-80% current force structure)
»2 MTW deciaratory policy

= Tradeoffs between giving up certain missions or doing
them differently, the what and the how

Program Adjustments

CuUTsS ADDS
Procurement e RA&D: $680 Billion (+TAV)
F-22: Reduce ® Limited NMD

JSF: Deter :
e Deploy Navy Upper Tier
FIA 18 EIF: Reduce ploy y1ep

Comanche. Reduce
Crusader. Cancel
CVNT7: Cancel
NSSN: Slow

V-22: Reducs
THAAD: Cancel

Force Structure
e 2 Fighter Wings

e 2CVBGs

e 2 Army Divisions
s 1 MEF




Capabilities Development: Experimentation

o Critical experiments:
=« Combat identification (battlespace management)
= Network-centric warfare
» Targeting for responsive, precision strike
= Rapid, seamiess strategic maneuver

o Transition Strategy / Organizational Leamning:
= C4ISR/networking (digitization)
= Autonomous systems

Capabilities Development:
Institutional Change

o Internal DoD Change:
= Increased Jointness -- interoperability, development of joint
concepts and capabilives
= More flexible personnei poiicy
»Portable retirement- 401Ks
»Temporary contracts
>Integrated civil/military pilot pool
= |nnovative approaches to integrating Guard&/Resetve
» Revisit PPBS system

e External to DoD:
= Complete review of security structure with other security
organizations (FBIl) re: homeland defense, terrorism, etc.
« Industry consolidation (more arsenal?) / Praseivation of industiy
capabilitias

J3 1333 33y 3y b3y 3 300 )0
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Force Effectiveness

DPG Planning Scenarios

DPRK Invasion of ROK; air & see
porta unavailable due to large scale
miasile attacks, SOF, and CW
Iraqi invasion of Kuwait & Saudi;
air and sea porta unevallable
Iranlan blockade of Strait of
Hormuz

Chinese missila blockade of
Taiwan

Russian threat against Baltic
States

Large-scale civil war in Cuba or
Mesxico

QDR Force

Adjusted
Force
o Bettor for
China

missile
blockade

Implications for Shaping/lEngagement

o 30-40% reduction in shaping operations now may
make significant resources available to develop
future capabilities (biggest Impact on Navy)

= Requires forward basing changes? Decreased
in troop presence (100K in Europe/Asia)?




- Teansformation Strategy
_ GamelV

OSD/NA Transiormstion Strategy Series

National Defense University
Washington, DC

June 22-24, 1998
Move 1, Red Team

AR e

Transformation Strategy Overview

e Defense program tradeoffs:

« R&D*'*  Procurement! _ Force Structure ¢
Readiness * ! _

= Procurement: Focus on immediate problems (e.g.
Taiwan)

= Do not want to be overly provocative

e Outsourcing vs. indigenous production:

= Qutsource --Focus on quality over the short term; leam
how to use modem platforms

« Indigenous -- Maintain domestic production base and
absorb modem technology
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Transformation Strategy Overview (2)

o Key hedges:
= Downtumn in Sino-Russian reiationa
»Co-production and reverse engineer key platforms

»Diversity supply base - obtain other foreign suppliers (e.g.,
France, Germany, etc)

= Hedge against US TMD:
»Qverwhelming number of missiles to saturate US TMD
systéems
»R&D on ¢counter measures (missile spin and tast burn
maotors)

»Anti-access -- keep out US TMD in the first place.
o Key barriers:
» Training, PME and baai¢ education
= Maintaining internal security

Program Adjustments

Qiscuss the adiusimants you madeto the FY 1999-2011 Defense Pragram.

(See program adjustment worksheet)

e Large buy of ballistic/ cruise missiles
o Reduce the size alrforce, but modemiae
o Large purchaae of submarines

o Created a modest preaence In respect to surface
combatants

e Partial divestiture of ground forces and very
modest modernization

e Indigenous space capability
e Major pius ups in R&D and training




Capabilities Development: Experimentation

o Criticai experiments:
« Multi-axia coordinatad misaiie strikea
= integratad operationa cepabiiity
» Multi-dimenasiorial sea denlal
« Capability to conduct sustained operationa in a hostlle anvironment
» CAISR capsbiiities to support the above
> Functionel exploitation of commerclal apace
« Develop a logiatica capablilty that can support auatained operations
o Transition sirategy / L.earning from others:
« Maintain a robust program of nillitery-to-military contacts
Explolt open source repurting
= Buy modemn systems {Including simulators) with which to train and
loam
= Buy formign tralning asaletance
= Review organizations
» Qperstions| experimentation

€

Capabilities Development:
Institutional Change

e Internal Change:
= Develop professional cadre; experimental/elite units
= Expand professional military education (PME)
= Decentralize command and control
= Constant experimentation and encourage innovation
= Quality control
= Measure of military might no longer as quantitative
e External:

= Introduce market competition to improve quality of
military hardware.

= Encourage foreign education abroad
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Force Effectiweness

vzider

OPG Planning Scenarios Adjusted
Force
® Prevenling Taiwanese As measured against
o rnpondence the baseline force,
on PRC

o Territorial sggression in the the adjusted force

Spratlys produced increased
o Intarvention in Korean civil war effectiveness for all
o Prowciion of PRC interests in the DPG scenarios

indonesia

with the exception of

Border clash with Russians i
¢ Sibarls or In Kazakhstan nem Pmecﬂon of energy
e Protect energy supply from Persisn supply from Persian

Gulf and Central Asla Gulf and Central Asia

Spending the Surplus

o Civil Infrastructure which supports the

military
e Manufacturing R&D

e Accelerate R&D on “magic weapons”
» RF weapons, directed energy weapons

o Emphasize electronic combat systems, to
Include SATCOM jammers and array of
COMJAM and radar jammers.
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Transformation Strategy
Game IV

OSD/NA Transformation Strategy Series

Nadonal Dafense University
Washington, DC

June 22-24, 1998

Move 2, Blue Team

M CENTER FOR SYRATECIC
- AND BUDGETARY ASSESSMENTS

)Yy 31y yy )

How do you proposs to reapond to tha Taiwen criala? Whatdoaa the
outcome of the crials portend about the U.S. position in East Asla
and China's rise as a world power?

o La#ad International Diplomatic/Economic Etfort
« Taiwan: Indicate lack of US support for declaration,
support for Hong Kong option, convey lack of US action if
China blockades?
= China: Discourage uae of force, Pay Ops “strategic SPAM™
e Miiitary Action to reinforce diplomatic effort - deploy US forcea
to the region?

« Upper Tief, bombers to Guam, increase US ground forces
In Japan

« In the event of blockade, wait it out? Challenge it?
= Buy Time - Deiay China’s action

e No Good Outcomes

e 1 US doesn't Intervene China wins




MWMMMWMMMMMﬂm¥ How rdght srrarging
U.S. capablites (s, 000D atrive, (ietwivk-bitted wvarisre, (W) be eioited strategiciily?
What emerging Chinese capabliitien concem Y0 uthe moei? How Nas dedermance changay
a8 8 resu of the Oanslton In force poathares ?

e Niche capability - Regional Dominance

e Missile Blockade —~ number of missiles capable of
overwhelming US TMD (US has counterforce
options against missile launchers)

e US still dominant undersea

How might the U.S. use the tranaition to a new force posture to “ehape” Chinese
behavior in ways moaet favoretiie to U.S. Interesta? (Consicer aiternative approsches
10 stretegic doctrine, eIme CoNtrol, Oversass (FEsSencse, pro Xy wara, otc.}

e ————

o Constrain/Engage China % corrupt or build vested intereat in status
quo
= Maintain strong relationship with Japan, develop strong
relationships with Ruaala and India

>Change Cold War Triangla : US+Rusala vs. China (Invite
Ruesia to bacome part of NATO?)

o Proxy Wara
= Domeatic conflict more likety - Xinjiang/Central Asla
« US able to strika in depth to protect intereats
o Strategic Arins Conirol — it depende ... START IV with China?
» W~ no economic warfare?
« Space? Perhaps ...
o Advanced BW
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Transformation Strategy
Game IV

OSD/NA Transformation Strategy Serles

Nationul Defense University
Washington, DC

June 22-24, 1996

Move 2, Red Team

OSEV i

Haw dt You propose to rexpord 10 thae Talwan crisin? What doss the cutcome
of the crisis portend tor Chine’a rise ss a world power andt the U.S. postton In
Enxt Agis?

o Step 1.
» Deploy maximum ISR assets -- sortie out UAVs,
reconnaissance aircraft, and submarines
« Diplomatic overture to world community -- “Taiwan's
declaration was manufactured and does not represent the
view of the majority of the island’s population.”
= Activate SOF units in Taiwan to create riots and general civil
unrest
« Perception management campaign - “This is an intermal
matter and China is concemed with the welfare of its
citizens.”
» |n particular exploit American media.
»Confuse the igsue for U.S. decision makers

» Fvaluate the world response.




How do you propose to respond ¥ the Telwan crisis? Whatdows the outcome
ot the crisia portend for China's rise ss 8 world power and the U.S. poaition in

Eant Asin? (Continued)
e~ TSP S A1 e

o Step 2:
= Conduct air and sea “inspection” to prevent the introduction of subversives
or contraband into YTaiwan.
» Heighten readiness posture (e.g. disperse missile TELs).
« {f any military forces (e.g.. Taiwanase) refuse to submit to “inspection”-- the
use of force is authorized.
o Step 3A (If US seems uniikely to Intervene):
» Proportional Chinese response against Taiwanese attacks. (Wear down
Taiwanese will to resist over time)
» Periodic, low-level missile harassment
« Avoid inflicting casualties against US and ather outside states
e Step 38: (if US signals an intent to respond militarily)
« Large-scale. ballistic and cruise missile barrage attack against Taiwanese
airfields and other major military installations.
= Strataegic IW/ EW attack against Taiwanesa communications and economic
infrastructure.

How would you ssusan U US-Chine milery baance as of 20007 How migh srierging
Chinesd capablities (0.4, deep strike, “enth-navy,” IW) be ¢ cploited atrelegicaty? Whst
MATingG LS capabilitten conoern you tha most? Haw has Seismance changed aa e result
of tha tansition In farce poshares?

e e

e Military Balance:

= The US still has clear military superiority over
China

« China only beginning to develop niche capabilities
(e.g., submarines and LRPS)

= China far behind in respect to most force-on-force
comparisons: surface combatants, tactical aircraft,
ground forces, ete.

= In short, China would like to avoid war with the US
military at this time.

« But if war comes, China can't afford to wait while
US builds up forces in the region
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How woitd YO u sssess the US-Chine mitary baisnce s of 20007 How might emerging
cnm;anbmsu(oa.,mm."mm W) be axpioited sirategicaity? Whst
avetphg US capsbliities concern You the moet? How has detemrence changed ae @ rasuit
o the UensRION in 1 orce POFIes?

e Emerging US capabilities of concern
= Advanced C4ISR system of systems
» Operational readiness
= Precision strike
= Effective missile defense
e Deterrence

= China's has significantly increased the costs
associated with US intervention through the
procurement of mines, advanced submarines,
and large numbers of missiles

How miah Ching use \he transdonto e e 10rce postury 1o “Shape~ US behaviov (v ways most
favorable to Chi {moreste? (Conslider aitsrmative approsches ta IR dOCTINeG, ProXY wars,

AT €Ontral, 046.)

o Raise the cost for the US to get involved
with Chinese anti-access capabilities

e Complicate the US decision making
calculus
e Engage US in arms control agreements to
curb:
» “Destabilizing” TMD capabilities
» Weaponization of space




Whet new allisnce ralationships could China require In light of the emerging
strategic competition with the US? What new oversess bases? How could
tha role of traditionat atlles change?

0ottty oiolttoteootooolslooooot o’

o “Overseas bases” are irrelevant to China at this
point.

= China does not have global interests -- or the
ability to project power overseas

= More concerned about regional capability
e Alliances:

= Move closer to Korea. Ensure US withdrawal from
Korean soil
= Covert support to anti-US groups in Japan and
eisewhere in the region
e Continue to cultivate relationships with Malaysia,
Singapore, and Thailand
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Transformation Strategy
Game IV

OSD/NA Transformation Strategy Series

National Defense University
Washington, DC

June 22-24, 1998

Move J, Blue Team

AR o

Competitors/Threats

e Chinese near-peer

«» New forms of operations (space strike/control,
heavy regional power projection capabilities),
new forms of political-military coercion

e More robust regional competitors
e Porous homeland

e More robust non-state actors

e US loses geographic security
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Transformation Strategy Overview
O

e US Objectives:
» Defend allies and partners
= Uphold treaties and international agreements (freedom of seas, etc.)
« |nsert forces into distant theaters to protect US national interests
» Access to energy resources?
= Prevention of nuclear exchange (China/Russia)?

o Key hedges:
» Missile defense
« Space defense
e ASW
« Homeland BW/IW defense

« US presence in Central Asia / Russia as surrogate for US power in
Central Asia?

= Bpace, stealth, submersibles, dispersed

Program Ad justments
ADQ& o 6 Transaynospheric Vehicles (TAVs)
® R&D plus-up of §80 billion ® Cruise Missile deferise
e 208X @ 90 Light sak
@ 4 Stealthy ABL ® 6 Advanced DSB
e 200 Addilional strike UAVs e 9 Combined Arms gagirmnls (CAR)
e 20 Strike UAV tenders ® More Airifters, CVBG, legacy Aimy division,
o 120 Stealthy airfters or AV Strike Tenders with $568
o 100 Steatthy air refusiers CUTS
e 200 UAV transpoits e AF JSF
e 12 Stealthy frigates * M1A3 Upgrade
1.200 miasile o 4 fighter wings
® 1,200 miatile poc e 4 divigions
® 25 Additional NSSNs o Retire B-52
e 12 Submerged arsenal ships o Retire B-1
e 200 Anti-Navy UAVs *3CVBG
o Startight SBA e 1 MEF , |
® Retire C4s / Minuteman llls |




Capabilities Development: Systems Choice,
Experimentstion & Institutional Change

Institutional change:
e Increased complexity of command

» C2 - network centric warfare and time lags - what s
“forward”?

= Reliance on satellites

= (ntellectual damands on commanders increased due
to multidimensionality of battlespace

Force Effectiveness
DPG Planning Scenarios QDR Force Adjusted
Force

o Chinese first strike in space o Rettlned 1
o Covert economic warfare (Strateglc mm

(W/Adv 8W) against the U.S.
o Chinese LRPS strike on/otCupation

of Siberia/Bouthern Kazakhstan
o Peaco enforcement oparations In

indonesia

o Opposed mega-humanitarian
sssistance mission in Central
Atrica
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Transformation Strategy
Game IV

OSD/NA Trangformation Strategy Serieg

National Defenaws University
Wsshington, DC

June 22-23, 1998

Move 3, Red Team

58S CENTER FOR STRATEGIC
M BUDGETAR

Transformation Strategy Overview

e Defense program tradeofts:
= R&D_11  Procurement T_ Force Structure — Readiness ﬂ
= R&D: Maximum option — need to maintain and extend
advantage over long term
« Procurement: Major acquisition of platforms conglstent with
new regime
= Force structure; swap old units for new
« Readiness: Maximum plua-up. Training of forces to use new
ayatems & capabilities is essentlal
e Key hedges:
« Hedge against regional missile proliferation by acquiring
multiple TMD systems

= Hedge against prollferation / modemization of regional naval
capabllitiea with major procurement of SSNe and Sea Control
Brigades




Program Adjustments

-

Procurement Adda Foree Structure

o 1,000 ballistic o 32 NSSN equivaients e Cut5 Fw, 15 tank
misslles o 20 ASW Prigates divisions, 36 infantry
e 2500crulse missies o 240D-21s divisions
o THAADequivalent o 16 Amphiblous e Create 6 Sua Control
T™MO Assauit Ships Brigades
o 8A-X o 100 Comenche- o Create 2 Advanced
o 24 ALCM Trucks eojuivalent ottack Alrborne Divisions
e 12ABL . halicoplers o Cronte 9 Mobile Strike
o 200ISAUAVs ® 2458l Brigades
® 24WUAVs ° ;3;:"“:: Attack e Create 4 Aarial Strike
® 200 Strike UAVs o 8TAVS Foree Divisions
° :f:u::""‘”"“' o 0 Light secellites e Create 4 Moblle Strike
o 300 ASW UAVS o 12 Milltary COMSATS Force Divisions
o Sensor Nets ¢ 121SR Sate e Create 6 Specialized
o 2 Caniere 77 IWBrigades
Program Adjustments
o Limited ballistic misslle buy (only 1,000 missiles)
= Concemad about developments in TMO. Risk of block obsolescence
o Emphagized VL.O crulae missiles (1,500 additional procured)
e Investad In theater missile defense across-the-board
, » THAAD-equivalert TMD '
« Aitborna Laser (ABL)
« Batie Domdnance Ships (O0D-21 aquivalent)
« Full constaliation of SBLs
@ Maximum buy on all types of UAVs
o Shift toward et¢aithy, submerged power projection for dealing with “high
end" threats (32 additionai NSSN-equivalent submarines procured)
o Reliancae on frigates, DD-21, and amphibs for presence, NEO, and low-
end contingencles
« Procure 2 carners tor low-end options? frestige?
o Space weeponized (ground atlack SATs, $8L., TAVs)
e Legacy ground forces eliminated & replaced with lighter / more moblle

units
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Capabilities Development: Systems Choice,
Experimentation & Institutional Change

e Systems choice — how did you choose amoang competing

capabiliities?
= Prioritized based on:

»Dealing with strategic threats from India, Korea. and Japan

» Regional power projection

e Critical latter phase experiments:

= Fleet battle lab experiments

= Focus experiments on integration of units - “putting all the pieces

together”

= Experimentation for developing new operational concepts and

organizations
e Institutional change:
= Continue 10 decentralize

Force Effectiveness

DPG Planning Scenarios

Space control campaign

LRPS strike on/occupation of
Siberin/Southern Kazakhstan
Missile-submarine blockade/pol-mil
coarcion of Japan

Protaction of external sources ot
snergy/LOCs

Peace enforcement operations in
indoneala

Covert warfare (8trategic economic
and proxy) against U.S. and india

Ad justed Force

o PLA forces better equipped &

trained across the board:

» Space weaponized --robust
space control capability

= Maijor increase in LRPS
capability -- VLO cnuse, ALCM
trucks, etc

= Submarine flget for blockade
option

» Modem surface fleet / Anti-
Navy UAVs / Sea Control
Brigades for protection &
interdiction of SLOCs

» Amphibs / Surface tleets / new
ground units for peace

ANOLCADENLCONLRARIRIRS. ...




Cleeceeereereeeeerrereeererreereereeeeeeeeet

Player Output
Move 4




1))

0 I I I I

)

FYY Iy )0

) )]

)

I I I

)

S T T T T I I

}

]

Transformation Strategy
Game IV

OSD/NA Transformation Strategy Series

Natlonal Defense University
Washington, OC

June 22-24, 1998

Move 4, Blue Team

AR o

How do you proposs to respond to the Siberian crisis? What doss thw outcome of
the crisis and China's rise as a worid power portend for future U.S. grand

ntmtg?

e “Shape” China’'s rise
» Engagement: (Encourage) vested interest in
intemnational stability, economic integration, non-
proliferation, etc.
= Transform regime: advanced communications,
information technologies, economics,
democratization




From the vantage point of 2023, how would you modify your transformation
atrategy? When during the period did you parcelve that discontinuous

change had occurred?
|

e Higher defense budgets (near term/long term)?
e Missile defense, prevent weaponization of space
e Military capabilities not usetul for “shaping”?

= What about changing measures of military power?
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Transformation Primer




Transformation Primer

Introduction

There is increasing sense that a revolution in military affairs (RMA) or
transformation of war is underway. When this transformation is complete, the way we
fight, the status we ascribe to combatants, and the way we measure military power will all

have changed.

The past two centuries have seen six of these transfonnations, accounting for
about halt of the revolutions in war for which we have good historical evidence, making
this an “Age of Military Revolutions.” These revolutions in war have varied fairly widely in
endogeneity to the military, institutional scope, level of complexity, temporal distribution
among competitors, and relative self-awareness of the actors. This paper is intended as a
brief primer on the issues which appear to be central to strategies for transformational

change.

Understanding Transformational Change in the Conduct of War

There are two prerequisites to fornmulating a strategy for transformational change:
understanding the strategic problem to be solved and understanding how the

transfonmation process might address it.

The strategic problem to be solved (which could be in the fornm of a threat or an
opportunity) is central to regime transformation, but can easily be misspecified. The
strategic problem, for instance, could be to hamess societal change for strategic
advantage, to out-range an opponent, to restore operational mobility to the battlefield, or
to inflict unacceptable damage on an adversary’s society. In the current context, the
strategic challenge could be to halt or defeat an invading force (air/armored), biit may be
something much larger such as overcoming an opponent's multidimensional “anti-access"”
capability. Competitors, moreover, could be faced with different strategic problems, and

thus pursue different aspects of the same military revolution.
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A useful way of thinking about the process of transformational change is to examine
the relationship among the sources and objects of change. Military revolutions are often
derived from broader societal transformations. An information revolution may, for
example, lead to the development of broad new military capabilities (e.g. long-range
precision strike) or to the substantially increased importance of certain core warfare
functions (e.g., information aspects of war) relative to others. These developments could
then lead to the transformation of existing warfare areas and/or to the emergence of new

ones.

The actual instruments of change couid stem, for instance, from hamessing directly
changes in society (e.g., in the nature of citizenship, or in the information infrastructure),
from a technological breakthrough, or from the complex interpiay of new systems,

concepts, and organizations.

The early stages of regime transformation can often be observed in “precursor
wars.” These in-between wars are limited engagements or wars between revolutionary
and non-revoiutionary actors which provide an opaque glimpse into a discontinuous future.
The Gulf War may have been such an event with respect to stealth and precision guided

munitions.

Effecting Transformstionsl Change

Assuming one has correctly specified the strategic problem to be solved and that
some understanding of the sources and objects of change has been obtained, four
additional concepts are @ssential to crafting a strategy for discontinuous change: hedging,

organizational learning, “faise starts,” and Intersemporal readiness.
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® Hedging is essential not only to guard, if feasible, against catastrophic failure (i.e.,

against a technological breakthrough such as the atom bomb or a policy surprise
such as weaponization of space), but also to cope with regime uncertainty. The
latter objective can be accommodated, in part, by vigorous experimentation with
new systems, operational concepts and organizations. New classes of systems
often experience considerable technological flux before they reach their mature
form. In the current context, candidate systems for technological flux could be
arsenal ships, UAVs, and C4ISR networks.

Organizational learning refers to the ability of a military organization to discem,
share, and pass on insights refevant to the RMA in order to facilitate the adoption of
progressively more mature RMA systems and organizations over time. Competing
~ military organizations may vaty tremendously in their ability to intemalize the right
lessons from successes and failures in the field and position themselves to take the
next leap ahead in terms of RMA capabilities.

Also related to the need for hedging and organizational leaming is the problem of
“false starts,” meaning systems that appear to hold the potential to transform war
(or prevent its transformation), but which tum out to be less effective than expected.
A false start candidate in the current context could be ballistic and cruise missile

defense.

The concept of intertemporal readiness can be understood as the effectiveness
of a force at a given point in time along a selected transformation path. Simply
stated, it is the degree to which a military is prepared to face current threats while in
the process of transforming itself to meet future challenges. Competitors who are
on the same general transformation path can nevertheless suffer catastrophic
temporal failure. Tradeoffs among the so-called “current military,” the “next
military,” and the “military after next” can approach a zero-sum competition during
periods of transformational change.
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Finally, there is the matter of inducing change. Here, the tradeoff is between the
efficiency that can stem from competition and the efficiency that stems from specialization.
Competition can be interservice or intraservice. It can be induced from the outside (i.e.,
civilian intervention) or from the inside (i.e., military elite institution building). A
transformation strategy might emphasize competition among transforming and emerging
warfare areas (until regime uncertainty has been sufficiently reduced) and specialization or
reform among mature areas. Candidates for competition might, in the current context be
interservice (e.g.. multidimensional long-range precision strike), or intraservice, (e.g..
stealthy advanced combat vehicles vs. personal mobility systems. Specialization could be
atthe service level (e.g., assigning operations other than war to one service) or at the sub-

service level.
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CJCS VISION OF THE IMPENDING TRANSFORMATION -- 1998

The Emerging Military Revolution

Over the next two-to-three decades, an emerging military revolution could have
profound consequences for military operations and global strategic balances. This
revolution could both transform war in existing dimensions and bring war into new ones.
Several new systems, concepts and organizations could rise to prominence, rendering
existing systems, concepts, and organizations obsolete or subordinate.

Two areas appear to be central to this transformation: the development of
increasingly sophisticated tong-range precision strike capabilities and the increasing
importance of the information dimension of war. Long-range precision strike capabilities
will be enabled by advances in sensing, data fusion and transfer, steatth and precision
force. As LRPS capabilities increase in sophistication and are fielded by muitiple
competitors, new means of force mobility and protection could become essential.

Inforrnation may be used in future war not only to enable long-range precision
strikes, but also as a distinct forrn of strike against opposing information systems at the
strategic to the tactical level of war. Information operations in the broadest sense could
also be increasingly central to force protection, operationally and tactically.

Whether some new *dominant maneuver” capability will also emerge as part of
this transformation is less certain at this point. LRPS may not be decisive by itself,
particularly against a similarly-equipped adversary. The form this new maneuver
capability assumes, however, will likely be dependent on advances in new means of
mobility and protection as well as on the sophistication of the fong-range precision strike
environment,

A struggle for space control could aiso transform war. Most future competitors wili
have access to space, and much of this access will be provided by “neutral” commercial
systems. Weaponization of space is also currently proscribed by policy and partially
constrained by treaty, Hence, whether space control will comprise more than assured
access and relative advantage is uncertain.

The force structure implications of this impending transformation are ambiguous.
New systems and organizations could constitute only a smal! percentage of the future
force. Much also depends on how the interaction among future warfare areas evolves,
and what new areas emerge.
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Core Strategic and Technical Competitions

Three principal *‘competitions” -- one strategic and the other two technical -- could
largely detennine the shape of warfare through the first quarter of the next century:

Anti-Access versus Power Projection. Capabilities developed to deny
access into a theater of war could make traditional power projection across
warfare dimensions very risky, necessitating the development of either new
means of force protection or new methods of power projection.

Hider versus Finder. As information becomes increasingly central to war, the
competition between “hiders® and “finders" can be expected to sharply
intensify.  Should the battiespace become transparent, many forms of
strategic, operational and tactical mobility could become stymied. On the other
hand, an expansion of stealth and new means of integrating information
protection and manipulation into combat systems may offer enlarged scope for
the hiders.

tealth/Quantity of Missiles ug Active Defenss. The persistence and
expansion of stealth, the proliferation of large numbers of missiles, and the
extended loitering capability of emerging combat systems could substantially
reduce the effectiveness of active defenses, Any combatant, of course, would
like to have full dimensional protection. The relationship between offense and
active defense could also vary substantially across warfare dimensions.
Information defense, for example, may prove more efficacious than active
physical defense.

The Military Revolution and Uncertainty

Key uncertainties relate to the distribution, rate, scope, sources, forn, and path of
the prospective transformation of war, A first order uncertainty is whether the United
States will retain strategic monopolies in the key areas of transformational change.
Second order uncertainties have to do with the rate, scope, sources, form, and path of
potential change. Significant doubt about the former exponentially increases the
importance of the latter.

o Distribution Uncertainty. Distribution uncertainty aftects both the scope of

the transformation as well as its intemational political consequences.
Competition in the revolution will almost certainty mean greater change.
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Extended U.S. Dominance. |f the revolution, indeed, tums out, as some
suggest, to be an “American revolution,” the impact on the U.S. military
would be substantially lessened, with the impetus to change more a
function of opportunity rather than threat. Enabled, but secondary wartare
areas (i.e., ground maneuver forces), would change more for efticiency
reasons rather than out of the need to maintain their strategic
effectiveness. If the U.S. does retain a monopoly on this transformation,
the intermational political consequences would likely be extended U.S.
dominance.

Rise of a Peer Competitor. The impending military revolution couid be the
principal means by which a new peer competitor rises to challenge the
U.S., or even the means by which the center of gravity of the intemational
distribution of power makes a half a millenniai shift from the Atlantic to the
Pacific Rim.

Globsl Anarchy. This impending transformation could also be historically
unique in its impact on non-state actors. |f this were to be the revolution’s
dominant internationai political effect, the result couid be global
fragmentation.

Rate Uncertainty. Rate uncertainty has to do with the timing of the
transformation, and hence, the management of risk and its corollary,
intertemporal readiness. Will this transformation evolve gradually enough to
avoid a tradeoff between the so-called “next military" and the “military after
next,” or will the pace of change be so rapid that the distinction between them
becomes blurred?

Scope Uncertainty. Scope uncertainty has three components: system
uncertainty, dimensional uncertainty, and societal uncertainty.

System Uncertainty. System uncertainty has to do with what systems,
concepts and organizations will dominate future warfare. The first level
of system uncertainty is whether new systems will emerge at all. Some
see a “hidden” or invisible revolution that is centered not on new
platforms, but on sensors, networks and munitions. |If new platforms do
emerge, will they be new forms of old systems., concepts and
organizations (e.g., electromagnetic gun-equipped, stealthy advanced
combat vehicles and combined arms regiments), or will they represent a
more radical break (e.g., exoskeleton-equipped infantry employed
individually as part of a distributed network)? Will unmanned systems
displace manned systems?
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Dimensional Uncertainty. Dimensional uncertainty has to do with the
extent to which combat in more than one warfare dimension will be
transformed and whether new warfare dimensions will emerge. Some
see the revolution's impact as principally centered on land watfare.
That is, capabilities in other dimensions would increase only to the
extent that they enable those dimensions to increasingly influence the
conduct of war on land, but not so much that war within these other
dimensions is also transformed. Dimensional uncertainty adds
substantially to the risk of catastrophic failure in defense strategy. Will
we, for example, seewarin and from space?

Societal Uncertsinty. Societal uncertainty relates to uncertainty about
the character of the future relationship between military institutions and
the larger societies from which they are drawn. Uncertainty about
resource availability, human, material, and fiscal, is at the heart of
societal uncertainty.

n . Source uncertainty has to do with the extent to which
the impending transformation is exogenous or endogenous to the military.
Many of the technological developments underwriting this transformation may
originate from outside the defense sector. Source uncertainty also has to do
with the larger context of the transformation. While the transformation is
expected to detive from developments in information technologies, it could
emanate from an entirely different sclentific and technical realm such as
molecular biology. Still another level of source uncertainty is the extent to
which the transformation emanates from a project, an institution, or from
society.

Form _Uncertainty. Closely related to source uncertainty is form uncertainty.
The latter refates to the extent to which the transformation is embodied in a
single system or is the product of the interaction of many systems, forming a
complex, larger system of systems.

Path Uncertainty. Path uncertainty stems from the interaction of current and
emerging warfare areas, as well as from evolving threats. “False starts,”
defined as systems or new forms of operations which initially appear to offer
great promise, but later tum out to rapidly lose effectiveness, should be
expected.  Transformation paths could thus exhibit both considerable
“technological flux” among “sunrise” systems, as well as rapid obsolescence of
some emerging systems, Path uncertainty has to take into account the
possibility that significant discontinuities could emerge, i.e., weaponization of
space.
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Potential Transformation Paths

Transformation endpoints and potential transformation paths are uncertain at this
point because of rate, scope, source and distribution uncertainties described above. Yet
some trends and outlines of the next military regime can be discemed.

* Long-Range Precision Strike. Stealth, if it remains practicable, and precision
will almost certainly be key capabilities. Mass, meaning quantity of available
missiles or UAVs, may also prove decisive, Missiles will likely pfay an
increasingly important role in ground and sea-based strike.

What is not clear at this point is whether manned, theater-based aircraft will
continue to comprise the bulk of the precision strike force; whether surface
naval vessels will themselves hecome vulnerable to stealthy, precision. fong-
range attack; whether new forms of long-range precision strike {e.g., precision
strike from or through space) will emerge; and what the relative contributions of
these myriad capabilities wili be in a muitidimensional long-range precision
strike regime, One can imagine precision strike capabilities becoming more
stealthy, more extended range, more distributed, more unmanned and more
multidimensional with time.

e Maobility and Close Combat. &t is not clear whether new forms of strategic,

operational, and tactical mobility will be required for force insertion, operation,
sustainment, and extraction. It is also not clear whether close combat and
maneuver will remain important capabilities in high intensity theater war. At
one end of the spectrum of possibilities, future ground forces could be
relegated to little more than spotters and damage assessors for LRPS systems
and to post-conflict occupation duties.

Altematively, close combat and ground maneuver could remain important, and
new systems, concepts, and organizations adapted to a long-range precision
strike environment could emerge. Future close combat forces may be far
more air-intensive (e.g., stealthy attack helicopters or weaponized, loitering
UAVs). Advanced ground combat vehicles optimized for information-intensive
wattare and organized into air-transportable combined arms regiments could
displace current ground-based close combat systems. These advanced
regiments could in tum be displaced by even more stealthy and distributed
forms of ground mobility and combat power such as exoskeleton-equipped
infantry and microrobots. Whatever the role of ground forces in post-military
revolution warfare, many other military operations will remain soldier-intensive.
Even these forces may be organized, equipped and employed differently,
however.
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* Dimensional Control. The character of air superiority could change
substantially in a stealth and missile-dominated regime. If missile defenses
(cruise and ballistic, stealth and non-stealth) prove feasible, the change will be
less dramatic. If anti-navy forces emerge (land and space-based threats to
surface ships), sea control will become more multidimensional and difficult to
attain. If the battlefield becomes more transparent and long-range precision
strike capabilities become more sophisticated, land control may become more
indirect. As space and inforrmation access becomes more commercialized and
robust, space and information controt may become more difficult to attain or
less decisive once attained,
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CJCS VISION OF THE ONGOING TRANSFORMATION -- 2011

The Magnitude of Change

It has become increasingly clear that we are well into a transformation of war that wili
have profound consequences for military operations and global strategic balances. Within
another decade, or two at the outside, the way we fight and who (or what) is doing the
fighting should be fundamentally different.

e This revolution increasingly appears to be multidimensional in scope,
transforming war in the air, on land, and at sea, and bringing war fully inlo two
new dimensions -- space and the information spectrum, Air warfare appears on a
path towards stealth and unmanned system dominance, ground combat will
almost certainly become highty distributed and non-linear, naval power projection
against a robust anti-navy threat could well be driven sub-suiface, and space and
the information domain will almost certainly emerge as independent thealers of
operation.

e Several new combat systems and organizations are rising to prominence as a
result of this revolution: stealthy, extended range aircraft and weaponized
unmanned aerial vehicles and UAV strike tenders; arsenal ships and remote,
autonomous long-range missile pods; stealthy, information-intensive, roboticized
close combat forces; counterspace and space-to-ground strike forces; and
independent and integrated information warfare systems and forces.

® The proliferation of long-range missiles and the increasing use of stealth points
increasingly to a period of offensive dominance. Fixed sites and high signature
targets -- airfields, ports, centralized command and control facilities -- are fast
becoming extremely vulnerable to destruction or denial.

® The increasing lethality of future warfare will, of necessity, “empty” the battlefield,
with unmanned systems assuming many critical warfare functions.

e Maneuvers on “information terrain” will likely become central to maneuver on
physical terrain. Information--based protection may supplant traditional notions of
physical protection.

® Dimensional control -- air, land, sea, space, and infonnation -- will become far
more problematic.

® The nuclear revolution can be expected to have a continued, truncating effect on
the strategic scope of the emerging military revolution. The emergence of new
capabilities for strategic warfare, however, has substantially increased the risk of
homeland attack.
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e Advances in molecular biology and biochemistry may lead to novet forms of
biological warfare such as genetically-discriminating weapons (e.g.. capable of
precisely targeting the specific genetic signatures of ethnic groups or key
individuals) and stealth pathogens (slow-acting agents hidden inside other
innocuous carriers). Developments in biotechnology could substantially enhance
operations in other dimensions as weli (e.g,, biosensors and biomaterials and
performance-enhancing drugs).

Future Force Structures

For theater warfare against a capable adversary, we wil need a force that is
substantially smaller, using the traditional measures of power, but is also fundamentally
different. These “sunrise” forces, however, will likely constitute only a small percentage of
our future force.

The post-military revolution component of our future ground forces could comprise
fewer than 25,000 soldiers and Marines. (At the high end, if exoskeleton technology
develops as some claim, we may come to think of infantrymen more like individually
autonomous, networked fighter pilots than as members of a traditional anny formation.)
Given the requirement for substantial dismounted infantry strength for lesser contingencies,
however, the non-mititary revolution component of our ground forces will likely be several
times the size of our high end force. This is not to say that our more traditional ground
forces will not benefit from emerging technologies. For instance, robots may be
increasingly used to limit the exposure of our troops to high threat environments, to save
labor, and to perform tasks which they can perform better or more reliably than humans.

The post-military revolution component of our fleet — attack submarines, submerged
arsenal ships, converted SSBNs (i.e., SSGNs) and other undersea power projection forces
— could number fewer than 150 naval combatants. Given the importance of undersea
control for submerged power projection, such a fleet will likely be very attack submarine
heavy. Undersea control and space may the two areas where force structure actually
increases substantially.

The manned, theater component of our Air Force will increasingly shrink in relative
terms and become stealth-dominant or even stealth-exclusive. Stealth will not be
necessary for all operations, however, even in high end theater warfare. Extended range
air operations may still rely predominantly on non-stealthy aerial refueling, with stealth
reserved for operations only at the very leading edge of the battlespace. Owverall, our Air
Force, measured in primary combat platforms, could be one fourth or less of its former size.
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The Military Revolution and Strategy

The implications of the emerging military revolution for the intemational distribution of
power coutd be no less profound than were the military revolutions associated with the rise
of the West to global dominance half a millennia ago. It appears nearly certain that we will
be facing an increasingly assertive China in the decade ahead. It is also very likely that the
period of global turbulence is far from over. We can expect to be faced with continued
pressure on state integrity in many areas of the world.

Our understanding of the strategic implications of these new ways of war is far
behind our understanding of likely changes in operations and tactics. With the substitution
of relatively abundant precision capital for precious labor, war at the high end may become
far more protracted than we previously anticipated. Future war may paradoxically become
tactically mere decisive, while at same time becoming strategically less decisive. We will
need to give considerably more thought to how wars can be brought to a close, how to
conduct limited strategic warfare, how to mobilize war-tom societies for strategic etfect, and
how to wage coalition wartare in new ways,
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Dcaft Defense Planning Guidance
1998-2010

National Security Objectives:

U.S. forces should be postured to:

Deter attacks against the U.S. homeland

Prevent extraterritorial aggression against our friends and allies
Respond to a wide range of intrastate conflicts

Deter the emergence of a peer competitor

Roles for ).S. Forces:

U.S. forces may be engaged in a wide range of military activities during a 15-year
planning horizon. They may be used in deterrence and presence missions; in
countering terrorism and proliteration; in humanitarian, peacekeeping and peace
enforcement operations; and in regional contingencies (both lesser and major). They
also must remain prepared to execute nuclear war plans. Many operations could
involve weapons of mass destruction.

Resource l.imitations:

The planning period will be marked by fiscal austerity and transformational change.
There will be continued pressure for deficit reduction and continued upward pressure
on entitlement spending.

P in ainties:
This will likely be a period of great uncertainty, both geopolitical and military-technical:

e Geopolitical: It is not clear what threats will emerge during the planning
period. We are not certain of who our allies will be or what role we will expect
them to play.

e Military: It is also unclear which forces (kinds and postures) will be best

suited for this period. Possible adversaries, threats, and contingencies are
unsettied. Measures of effectiveness are equally hazy.




Regional Guidance:

The Americas: Maintain effective military-to-military contacts. Conduct anti-
drug operations. Conduct humanlitarian operations as needed. Develop
contingency plans for ensuring political stability in key neighboring states.

Europe: Continue close ties with key allies in particular and NATO Europe in
genera). Encourage burdensharing; support joint technology programs. If
NATO expands, build appropriate military-to-military relationships.

Asia: Continue to focus intelligence efforts on China. Encourage regional
allies to develop systems complementary to ours. Seek strengthened ties
with Japan, Korea, and Australia. Be prepared for Korean unification.

Southwest Asia: Plan for continued significant presence in Saudi Arabia,
Kuwait, and selected Gulf states. Develop contingency plans for reduced
presence due to regime failures and loss of bases. Focus intelligence assets
on key regional adversaries.

Russia: Establish/maintain effective milltary-to-military contacts. Closely

monitor nuclear forces and materials. Use intelligence assets to understand -

military modemization efforts.
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Eorce Planning Guidance:

* Posture forces to fight and win one major regional contingency (MRC). An
MRC couid include:
= Interstate warfare (preventing extraterritorial aggression) or intrastate
warfare (intervening in a large-scale civil war.)

=5 A regional power (Iran, Iraq, Notth Korea) or an emerging major power
(China or Russia)

e Jllustrative planning scenarios include but are not limited to:
=» North Korean invasion of South Korea; air and sea ports unavailable to
US forces for an extended period as a resuit of large-scale missile and

SOF attacks as well as widespread use of CW by the DPRK

= lraqi invasion of both Kuwait and Saudi Arabia; air and sea ports
temporarily unavailable to US forces

= Iranian blockade of the Strait of Hormuz
= Chinese missile blockade against Taiwan
= Russian threat against the Baltic states

=» Large-scale civil war in Cuba or Mexico

Special Problems:

e Planners should explicitly consider.

= DoD's role in dealing with new forms of attack on the homeland, i.e.
information warfare and BW terrorism

=5 The emerging anti-access problem faced by US power projection
forces

= Means to ensure US access to space while exploring ways to deny
others access

= Forces and postureés needed to respond to the possible emergence of
a peer competitor in the post-2010 period




Exploiting the Emerging Military Revolution:

e Maximize exploitation of the emerging military revolution by:
= Experimenting with new systems, concepts and organizations

= Hedging against catastrophic failure of the military posture (e.g.,
weaponization of space)

=3 Fielding new capabilities that significantly enhance force effectiveness
during the planning period

= Posturing for the most effective transfonnation to the emerging miiitary
regime (this may not be the most efficient path)
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Draft Defense Planning Guidance
2011-2024

National Security Objectives:

U.S. forces should be postured to:

Deter attacks against the U.S. homeland

Prevent extraterritorial aggression against our friends and allies
Respond to a wide range of intrastate conflicts

Deter and defeat, if necessary, a peer competitor

Roles for U.S. Forces:

U.S. forces may be engaged in a wide range of military activities during a 15-year planning
horizon. They may be used in deterrence and presence missions; in countering terrorism
and proliferation; in humanitarian, peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations; and
in regional contingencies (both lesser and major). They also must remain prepared to
execute nuclear war plans. Many operations could involve weapons of mass destruction.

US forces could be involved in assisting allies in defending themselves against long range
precision attacks by what used to be known as pariah states. Dealing with emerging niche
and peer competitors will be the primary strategic challenge during this planning period
and beyond.

Resource Limitations:

The period will be marked by increasing concems about the temporal effectiveness of our
transformation program, coupled with a continuing need for fiscal responsibility. The
President continues to believe that a strong economy is centra! to our nation's strength,
and will divent additional resources to the mifitary only when presented with evidence of a
clear and present danger.

AR




Strategic Drivers:

US force planners must increasingly take into account:

The increasing centrality of East Asia to U.S. security

The problem of inter-regional alliances by potential adversaries (¢.g., China-
Korea, China-lran)

The proliferation of high tech weapons and weapons of mass destruction

The broadening of warfare to include the space and information dimensions

Regional Guidance:

The Americas: Provide for border security, as required. Continue nation
building efforts in Mexico. Conduct counterdrug operations.  Conduct
humanitarian operations, as required.

Europe: Leverage ties with European technology development efforts.
Encourage Europe to focus on the North African threat as part of larger western
strategy to deal with radicalized Islamic-based governments. Provide ISR
support for littoral operations.

Asia: Prepare for the emergence of China as a potential peer competitor.
Prepare for an anti-U.S.-Japan, China-Korea alliance. Prepare for the
conventional strategic defense of Japan. Prepare for Chinese aggression in the
Russian Far East, Kazakhstan, or in Southeast Asia. Strengthen military-to-
military ties with Australia, develop Australia as a regional power projection
base, prepare for coalition operations with Australian forces. Foster military-to-
military ties with India.

Southwest Asia: Contain Iranian expansion. Develop means to defeat a niche
anti-access strategy that emphasizes WMD use.

Russia: Monitor nuclear forces and materials. Monitor modernization efforts.
Develop ¢ooperative programs to counter Chinese capabilities. Encourage and
prepare for Russian integration into NATO.

CRASTR
PRCEIMY ASASAINTY
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Force Planning Guidance:

Develop and posture forces to fight and win wars against peer and niche competitors.
Assume the following about an emerging peer:

Robust information age economy

Effaective strategic nuclear deterrent for homeland defense and maintenance of
strategic sanctuary

Robust long-range precision strike capabilities; space control capabilities;
inforration warfare capabilities; rapid power projection capabilities; emerging
ground/space-based sea denial capabilities

Nlustrative planning scenarios include but are not limited to:

Chinese attack and attempted occupation of Siberia

Iranian missile attack and occupation of southem Irag/eastem Saudi
Arabia/UAE

North African Alliance missile and terrorist attack on Southem Europe
Nuclear terror attack on Israel

Mega-humanitarian mission in Africa evolving into opposed feeding of starving
city

Peace enforcement operations in Indonesia

Special Problems:

Planners should explicitly consider.

How to deal with a space “Pearl Harbor”

Countering the sanctuary effect of the nuclear overhang

The anti-access problem faced by US power projection forces

How to achieve strategic decisiveness with small deployed close combat forces
(5,000 or fewer first echelon soldiers)

How to attack protected targets

How to gain control of mass urban areas

mvmt:;:mmm




Exploiting the Military Revolution:

e Conduct rapid operational experimentation to identify the most promising leap
ahead systems and forces

» Make critical choices as to which systems and forces must be procured in

operationally useful numbers and which capabilities must be divested in order to
transform U.S. miiitary capabilities by 2025
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QDR Force Summary




U.S. “QDR"” Force ~ 1998-2025

QDR Force Overview

The U.S. *QDR" force through 2025 is the baseline long-term defense program from
which altemative (i.e., transfonnational) programs may be developed. The QDR force is
consistent with the force structure and modemization plans outlined in the 1997 Quadrennial
Defense Review (QDR) as well as more recent service modemization plans. START |l is
assumed to have been fully implemented. The mismatch between the anticipated cost of
QDR defense program and the defense budget (assumed to. be $245 billion through
2025) ia projected to be about $300 billion for each of the two periods covered by moves
1 and 2.

R&D is funded at a steady state level of $25 billion per annum. Baseline R&D funding
provides for the following:
e Basic science and technology programs

e Follow-on, within regime, systems development such as future tactical aircraft, main
battle tanks, surface combatants, and ballistic and cruise missile defense systems

¢ CJ4ISR modemization
¢ Precision munitions development

* Development of a few emerging regime systems and organizations such as an initial
class of arsenal ship, strike UAVs, first generation airbome lasers, and first
generation deep strike brigades

The United States maintains the force posture goals called for in the 1997 QDR. This
force includes:

e 10 active amy divisions, 2 armored cavalry regiments, and 15 enhanced readiness
reserve component brigades

e 312 naval combatants (including 11 aircraft carriers)

¢ 4 Marine divisions and 4 air wings (3 active, 1 reserve)

» 12+ active tactical fighter wings and 8 reserve fighter wings

mmm%
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Ground Forces

As detailed below, the active Army force structure comprises 6 heavy divisions (2 in
Germany and 1 in South Korea at game beginning) and 4 light divisions.

QDR Army Force Levels

Divisien Type Active Natienal Guard

| Armor 2 1

l Mechanized 4 3

*} Air Assault 3 0

[ Airbome 1 ¥)

; Infantry 2 4

i + 2 Armored Cavalry Regiments + 15 Enhanced Readiness Brigades & 3 Separate
L - Brigades

Planned modernization of the QDR force includes:

Upgrade of 998 M1A2 Abrams tanks and 1,602 Bradley fighting vehicles (equivalent
to four heavy divisions)

Procurement of 2,500 M1A3, next generation tanks and 1,750 future infantry fighting
vehicles (all procured in move 2)

Procurement of 824, Crusader, self-propelled, field artillery systems. (all procured in
move 1 for game purposes)

Procurement of 2,600 extended-range and brilliant anti-armor technology Ammy
Tactical Missile System (ATACMS) Biock It missiles

Procurement of 1,292 Comanche, stealthy, armed reconnaissance helicopters (all in
Move 1)

Procurement of 758 non-stealithy Apache attack helicopters converted to Longbow
configuration (digitized target acquisition, all-weather, day/night, fire and forget
Hellfire-capable)

R e e s




Naval Forces

As detailed below, the baseline Navy comprises 11 deployable carriers, 116 surface

combatants, and 50 attack submarines.

QDR Navy Force Levels

Platform Planned Leve!

(Active/Reserve)

Aircraft Carrier 111

Carrier Air Wings (F-14 & F/A-18)* 10/1
Attack Submarines (SSN) 50
SSBN 14

Surface Combatants 106/10
Amphibious Ships 36 (12 ARGs)

Mine Warfare Ships 11/5

Logistics / Support Ships 57

* ‘The Navy cuirentiy ptans to upgrade carmsr air wings with the procurement of 548 F/A-18E/Fs over the nexti ten years.
Swarting in about 2008, the Navy may transition to the procurement of the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF). if the JSF program
encounters production deleys, however, the Navy plans to procure up to 785 F/A-18E/F aircraft.

Planned Navy moderniaation of the QDR force includes:

Procurement of two additional Nimitzclass nuclear-powered aircraft carriers and
three CVX, new design carriers

Procurement of non-stealthy 548 F/A-18 E/F multirole aircraft (all in move 1)

Procurement of 630 moderately stealthy, Joint Strike Fighters (105 in move 1 and
480 in move 2)

Procurement of additional Arleigh Burke-class AEGIS destroyers and upgrading of
combat systems of Ticonderoga-class cruisers and Arleigh Burke-class destroyers
to allow them to conduct theater missile defense operations (70 of 120 surface
combatants will be Arieigh Burke and Ticonderoga-class by the end of move 1; 84
by the end of move 2)

Procurement of 64 advanced DD-21 / Surface Combatant 21 ships

Procurement of 46 New Attack Submarines (NSSN), of which 18 are procured in
move 1 (3 Seawolf-class SSNs are also in the fleet.)
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Marines

As detailed below, the baseline Marine Corps comprises 3 active divisions and 3 air

wings. (One Division is based in Okinawa, Japan at game beginning)

QDR Marine Force Levels

Companent Reserve
Division
] Air Wing (F/A/-18 & AV-8B) 3 | 1 l
l Faorce Service Support Group 3 | 1 ’

Planned Marine Corps modernization of the QDR force includes:
e Procurement of 348 MV-22 Osprey tilt-rotor aircraft (320 in move 1)

¢ Procurement of 1,013 (all in move 1 for game purposes) over-the horizon-assault-
capable, Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicles (AAAVs)

¢ Upgrade 100 UH-1Ns utility and 180 AMH-1Ws attack helicopters

¢ Procurement of 609 VSTOL Joint Strike Fighters (133 in move 1 and 476 in move 2)

Caneron SO Srianecac
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Air Force

The baseline Air Force comprises 12+ active and 8 reserve tactical fighter wings, 21
stealthy B-2 bombers, 94 B-1B bombers and 71 B-52s. The B-1Bs are conventional-only
capable. The baseline Air Force has 135 C-17 airiifters and an air mobility fleet (aidift and
aerial refueling) of nearly 1,000 aircraft.

QDR Force - Fighter Aircraft

Platform Active FWE Reserve/Guard FWE
F-15° 5.2 .6
F-16 C/D ** 5.9 6.0
F-117 5 0
! A-10 G 14
= F-22 slated for initial operational capability in FY 2005

i JSF slated for delivery to units in FY 2008 with initial operational capability in 2010

QDR Force -- Long-Range Bombers

Pratfarm Primary Mission A/C Tatal Aircraft Inventory
B-52 44 71
B-1 70 94
B-2 16 21

Planned Air Force modernization of the QDR force includes:
e Procurement of 339 stealthy F-22s (all in move 1 for game purposes)

e Procurement of 1,709 lower cost, shorter range, less stealthy, Joint Strike Fighters
(392 in move 1 and 1,317 in move 2)
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Military Space
QDR Space Force Levala
Ready for Launch
Satellite System NMission On-Qrbit or " In Pipeline”
Defense Support Program | Missile warning 4 5
Global Positioning System (GPS) |  Navigation / 24 23
NUDET
Defense Mateorological Satellite Weather 2 7
E-O/IR Satellites (KH-11/12) ISR 3
Radar Imaging (Lacrosse) i ISR 2
Ocean Sutveillance System (IR/radar} | ISR 4
ELINT/COMINT | ISR | 6 !
Defense Satellite Communications | Communication 5 5
System (DSCS) i
I Milstar Communication ! 2 2
! Fleat Satcom System Communication ; 6 3
i UMF Follow-On Communication | 6 3

Planned modernization of the QDR apace force includes:

Development and procurement (beginning in 2002) of Space-Based Infrared System
(SBIRS) which would replace aging Defense Support Program sateilites. The lower
portion of SBIRS, refetred to Space & Missile Tracking System (SMTS), would
include a constellation of some 24 satellites in LEO (beginning in 2004).

Procurement of Advanced Wideband System baginning in 2009

Development and procurement of Global Broadcast System (GBS). GBS would
provide high data rate information flow to US forces throughout the world.

Procurement of follow-on, Block IIF, GPS satellites




Other Programs Included in QDR Force:

Theater Missilg Defense

The QDR force’s core theater missile defense asset is the Patriot Advanced Capability

(PAC)-2/3 missile defense system. Planned modemization includes:

Procurement of Patriot PAC-3 (Final Configuration) system including 1,200
interceptors (To be fielded in 1999)

Procurement of Navy Area Defense (NAD) system which includes 650 interceptors
placed aboard 22 Aegis cruisers (To be fielded in 2002)

Procurement of 14 Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) batteries equipped
with a total of 1,233 interceptors (First units to be fielded in 2004 with complete
deployment planned for 2008)

CAISR Modernization
The QDR force budget also includes a number of initiatives to improve the command,

control, communications, computers and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance
(C41SR) capability of U.S. armed forces. Among these are:

The Global Command and Control System (GCCS), which provides U.S. forces with
a fused picture of the battlespace

Several types of extended endurance, unmanned air vehicles (stealthy and non-
stealthy)

13 E-8C JSTARS surveillance aircraft (2 remaining to be procured in move 1)
Wider application of the Navy-developed Cooperative Engagement Capability (CEC)

integration of Joint Tactical Information Distribution System (JTIDS) into a variety of
existing platforms

Development of a more capable follow-on to JTIDS such as the Multifunctional
Information Distribution System
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Precision Guided Munitions

The QDR force also includes development and procurement of several new precision
munitions:

Strata

The Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM) and Joint Standoff Weapon (JSOW) which
enable U.S. aircraft to deliver highly accurate weapons at night and in adverse
weather

Sensor Fuzed Weapons (SFW) and GATS/GAM which provide a wide area, air-
delivered, antiarmor capability

The Joint Air-to-Surface Standoff Missile (JASSM) which enhances L).S. forces’
ability to launch standoff attacks at extended range. JASSM has autonomous
navigation capability and terminai seeker.

improved Stand-off Land Attack Missiles (SLAM), a modified Harpoon antiship
missile which is deliverable from both undersea and surface platforms

Wind-Corrected Munition Dispenser (WCMD). Advanced cluster bomb dispenser
which provides improved delivery accuracy from higher altitudes.

Low-Cost Autonomous Attack System (LOCAAS), an advanced PGM with
multimode warhead and advanced target recognition capability

Nuclear Forees

Pursuant to START Il, the ).S. strategic force posture comprises:

* 14 Ohio-class ballistic missile submarines, carrying 24 Trident Il (D-5) submarine-
launched ballistic missiles

e 500 Minuteman Il intercontinental ballistic missiles, each equipped with a single
warhead

e 71 B-52 bombers capable of carrying air-launched cruise missiles

e 21 B-2 bombers capable of carrying gravity bombs
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Program Adjustments Move 1

Cuts

Additions

(FY1999.FY 2011}
R&D
Expanded R&D Option 1 $40 biflion
Expandnd RAD Option 2 $80 biltion
Expanded RAD Qption 3 $130 bittion
Procurement
P22
Cancel 339-plane program ($29 billion)
Raduce buy 10 160 planes ($9 bilkon)
Joim Strikm Fighter
Cencel Air Force version (831 billion)
Cancel Navy & Marine Corps versions ($23 bittion)
Deter complete procurement bayond FY 2011 {$34 bitiion)
RAD costs this move
FIA-18E/F
Cancel 548-plane program {$22 bitiion)
o2 Reduce buy to 270 planes ($10bilbon)} ...
Procure 20 additonal bombars 325 hillion
Procure 40 additional bombers £42 hiliion
Abbome Laser Systems
Cancel 7 sysiems ($7 bitlion}
Procure 20 syslems $6 billion
Strike Unmannad Aarial Vehicies (SEAD & atr4o-ground)
Procwre 60 strike UAV sysiems $4 billion
Procure 200 strike UAV systems $4 billion
Comanche
Carncel 1,292 RAH-68 pregram ($6 bilion)
Reduce buy to 500 (savings turn ) o
Crusader
Gancel Crusader (824) program ($13 bigion)
Reduce buy (0 400 ($4 bittion)
Procure 1,000 sdditions! ATACMS (ER & BAT) $1 billon
Cancel CYVN 77 ($4 billion)
CVX 1 ($6 bittion)
CVX 2 ($6 hilion)
Procure 2 Mobiie Oversass Basas $4 bision
Convert 4 surplus Ohfo-cisss GSENs to long-range PGM cerriers
$4billion
Arnenal Ships $9 bitlion
Procure 2 arsenal ships $3 biflion
Procure 6 arsenal ships %9 billion
Slow NSSN Buy (39 bilion)
Slow new surfece combatar construction ($3 billion)
v-22
Cancet 458-aircraft program {$12 bilion)
Redu:e buyto 229 ($4 billion)
AAAV
Cantel 1,013 AAAV program (82 billion)
Reduce buy ta 360 ($0.7 billion)
Cancol THAAD ($14 biikion)| ..
Staviite Space-bassd Radar $21 biflion

o

0
0

($70 billion)
(%46 bitlion)
(]

0
0

$14 bilion
$28 billion

($3 billion)
$8 billion

$4 billion
$13 biltion

($15 billion)
($8 bitlion)

o 00 Oo0OOo

0
0

$2 bition
$8 billion
($4 billion)
($5 billian)

{$1 tillion)
(81 Willion)

0
0
($3 blllion)
$18 billian




Cuts Addmons Carry Forward Gosts

Deploy Navy Theater wide (Lpper Tier) $4biltion
Netions| Missile Defense

Deploy NMD $25 bitiion $22 billion

Daploy limited NMD $6obiion | .. - $0.7 billion
Cancsl $BIRS-Low {38 bitlion) ($9 billion)
Buy 6 additional JSTARS $3 bilion $3 billion
Procure Land Warrior{Army & MC) tor 21st cemtury $0.5 blltion 0
Cancel FVB9 & FV02 Milstar Satellitas $abiftion | __ 0
Force Structure
Creste 2 Desp Strike Brigades

{Comanche. ATACMS and DarkStar UAVS) $16 billion $16 billion
Alr Force Fighter Wings

Cut 2 FW3 ($28 biliian) ($28 billion)

Cut6 FWs {$83 biNion) (383 billion)

Cut 10 FWs ($138 bition) ($138 bilhon)
Ratire B-528 ($16 biliony| ... ($23 billion)
Retire 8-18s ($36 binion) ($51 billian)
Army Oivtalons |I

Cut 1 division ($64 billion) ($64 billion)

Gut 3 diviglons ($191 bidion) ($191 billion)

Cut § divisions (3916 bitlion)| . ($318 biflion)
Carvier Battie Groupa

Cutt CVBG {343 billion) ($43 billiors)

Cut3 CVBGs {8128 billion) ($128 billion)

Cut6 CVEGa {$246 biltion) ($256 billiwn)
Marine Expeditionasy Forces & assoc. amphiblous lift

Cut 1 MEFFWD {$48 billion) {$45 biliion)

Cut 3 MEFs FWD ($91 bition)| _ . {$91 billion)
Retire Minutemsn iilg ($12 billio] ($17 billion)
CIr 4 Trident Boate (C4s) ($10 billion) ($14 billion)
Readiness
Reduce ovarell readiness
{move to tiered resdiness, change in active/reserve mix, & lower optempo)

By 15 parcent ($35udlion) ($35 biltion)

By 25 perceni {$60 billion) (860 billion)
TOTALS . v DL ot Addwons

TomCuts .
e, m ——— “a
GRAND TOTAL
L0 H

1) At & minimum, Ihe grand (0 tal Noecs fo e ~ $300 bifilon to cover the FY 1989.FY 2011 budgwtary shorttal.

J 8avingd from cancaked o r siowed progAams that ame replacing cument penanatian systems reflact the cost of

upgrades ana/0r s6rvice lifa 9 xtension Programa Kk tre aweNng systems,
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No aoamional R&D in Move 1

Program Adjustments Move 2

(FY 2012 - FY 2025)

Carry Forward from Move 1 .
R&D

Option 1 $80 hillion

Option 2 $120 billion

Option 3 $150 billion

Procurement (may inciude operating costs)

Buy en additional 400 F.22s $41 billion
Joint Strike Fighter
Cancel Air Force version ($70 billion)
Cancel Navy and Marine Corps versions ($46 billion)
B-2
Procure 20 additional bombers $26 billion
3 Procure 40 addmonal bombars 342 bllllon
mombtr 1*\}*‘;,{& < .._,":L_ v )
. Pm&w ww BN ;;:won
R Procure 40 swcraft - - ":". > .
Procure 20 additional Airbome um Syatems 816 bllluon
sn-nhy Alrborne umaym (and a-nson) "
- Procure 4. syotamo , e 7 umon
Procure 20 systems $13 biltion
Procure 200 additional Strike LAVa $7 billion
UAV Strike Tenders ’
Procure 20 $21 bithon
Procury 40 $3S bitlion
Procura 80 - S - $58 biftion
sm;mymrmm 3 '“’~‘"h e R
g Pidcure 1. Mot - $51 bllon
e Prooms 2&fdtrmn N . $85 bitian
s‘ﬂaMyAlrhMum cen T
Procure fon almft ‘ $13 billion
smm yUAVY Thncpao '
: Procure 200 aircra $18 bitkon
Pivcura 400 aircraft $25 bithon
Stealthy Sea COntml Frigate
: Prbcure 12 boats ' srrmon
Procure 38 boats . . $39 biion
Clnce! M1A3 Tank & Follow-on infantry Flghtlng Vehicle
($17 biltion)
Csncsl Comanche (aﬁor 358) ($15 billion)
Procure 1,200 Remote Missile Pods $19 bition
Cancei CVN 79 (CVX) ($6 billion)
Cancel CVN 80 (CVX) ($6 billion)




No sdavtional R&D n Move !
Additionai NSSNa
Procure 25 more NSSNs $68 billion
Procure 50 mora NSSNs $103 billion
Procure 6 more Surfnce Arseral Ships $9 billion
Prwuro 200 Anti-Navy UAV: $10 billion
Procure iand- & sea-based cruise missile datense $10 billion
Cancel V-22 ($1 billion)
Starlite Space-based Radur £18 hillion
meud Lasers & Crowte Space Defense Wing
X 824 billion
#2 biltion

o ".”.; mbﬂfm
Prwum & Dapioy Subimersibia Lightsa/ASAT Launchers

%4 W Procure 2 launchers $11 bittlon
e Pmcum & launchors £21 billion
Pcmru J I'W Sateilites 38 bittion

Pm:.yr ‘Space-to-Ground Direct Attwek Satellites $6 biltion
SR :“MM Space Attack Wing ...
agmm & Trans-Atmaospheric vm .m billion

Launch, Dh q{gmm uumpurpm Sutoifites
_"‘W g . €T 588 bitkon

¢ ™ Sﬂbillion
Force Structure
Air Force Fighter Wings
ApoimonaL Curs v Move 1
Cut 2 FWs ($28 biltion)
Cut 6 FWs ($83 billion)
Cut 10 FWs ($138 billion)
Cut 16 FWws ($221 billion)
Retire B-52¢ ($23 billion)
Retire B-1Bs ($51 billion)
Army Divisiona
Acoimonal Cuts TO MOVE 1
Cut 1 division ($64 billion)
Cut 3 divisions ($191 billion)
Cut S divisions ($318 billion)
Cut B divisions ($508 billion)

Create 4 Deep Strike Brigades
(Comanche, ATACMS & DarkStar UAVs  $16 billion

MAMMM Sirike Brlgndu

$52 bittion
$705 bikion

M&Amy Exowieintory Wm 360 biliton
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1 regiment _ $6 billion

2mglments ) 811 billion
Carrier Battie Groups

AoomoraL Curs To Move 1

Cut 1 CVBG ($43 billion)

Cut 3 CVBGs ($128 billion)

Cut 6 CVBGs ($256 billion)

Marine Expeditionary Forces & assoc. amphiblous lift
Aobmonal. Cuts 10 MOVE 1

Cut 1 MEF FWD ($45 billion)
Cut 3 MEF FWDs ($136 billion)
Cut 5 MEF FWDs ($227 bilkion)
Retire Minutemen Ilis ($12 billion)
Cut 4 Trident Boats (C-4s) ($10 billion)
Readiness
Enhance overall readiness $35 billion
Enhance overall readiness $60 billion
TOTALS -~ == [votal Additons
Total Cuts
GRAND TOTAL
Note:
At a minimum, the grand lotal naads to be - $I00 billion to cover the FY 2012-FY2025 budgetary
shontfall.




$40 tiltion in R&D

Program Adjustments Move 2
{FY 2012 - FY 2025)

Carry Forward from Move 1 +/-§

R&D
Option 1 $80 billion
Option 2 _ $120 biflion
Option 3 $150 billion

Procurement (may include operating costs)

Buy an additional 400 F-22s $41 billion
Joint Strike Fighter )
Gancel Air Force version ($70 billion) .
Cancel Navy and Marine Corps versions ($46 billion)
8-2
Procure 20 additional bombers $26 billion
Procure 40 additional bombers $42 billion
B-X Bomber
Procure 20 aircraft $45 biilion
Procure 40 aircraft $77 bilion
Procun 20 additional Airborne Laser Systems $t6 billion

Airkoms: l..am“‘ Systems {mu Gmmﬂon}

“ bllllon
\ S _&1_3 bitlion
Pmeun 200 additional Strlke UAVa $7 billion
UAV Strike Tenders _ g R :
© " Procure 20 - S . ..821 bikion
" Procure 40 - © 985 bilkon

- Pmum €0 - :

Pmcumwboats o
W Peare 96 boats . - &nbﬂﬂon
Canoel M1A3 Tank & Follow-on lnhntry Flghtlng Vohlelo
($17 billion)
Caneel Comanche (atter 355) (815 bllllon)
Prgoury'i;700 Remate Misslls Pods - $19 billion
Cancel CVN 79 (CVX) ($8 billion)
Cancel CVN 80 (CVX) ($6 billion)
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$40 bidkon in RAD
Additional NSSNs
Procure 25 more NSSNs $68 billion
Procure 50 more NSSNs $103 biltion
Procure 6 mora Surface Arsenal Ships $9 billion
Missile Carrier Class Submersible Arsenal Ships
Procure 12 ships $42 bittion
Procure 24 ships $73 bition
Procure 200 Anti-Navy UAVs $10 billion
Procure iand- & sse-based cruise missile tsfenae $10 billion
Cancel V-22 ($1 bitlion)|
Stlrlho Space-based Radar $18 billion
WM& Craste 89.0. Defense Wing
o memzc Tasors mmmon

ﬂmamwm T #zm
Procure & Deploy Subineraible erm

Procure 2 launchers . $11 bdllon

: Procure 6 launchers T $21 billion

Procure 81W Satellites - $8 billion

PmcumdSpawbdm«md Dirout Attack Sateififes $6 bilfion
¢ & Ctnb.‘lpcoonuck Wing

Procure & Opersts 8 T7ana-Abnaspharic Vehivies  $14 bifion
Procure 90 Rapid L.aunch, Distributed, Multipurposs Sateliives

_ _ _ o $5 billion
Force Structure
Air Forcs Fighter Wings
AoomonaL Curs 1o Move 1
Cut2 FWs ($28 billion)
Cut6 FWs {$83 billion)
Cut 10 FWs ($138 billion)
Cut 16 FWs (€ L2 W) T H—
Retirs 8-52s ($23 billier){_________
Retire B-1Bs ($51 hillion)
Army Divisions
AbDMONAL CuTs TO MOVE 1
Cut 1 division {864 billion)
Cut 3 divisions ($191 billion)
Cut 5 divisions ($318 billion)
Cut 8 divigions ($508 billion)|

Create 4 Deep Strike Brigadea
(Comanche, ATACMS & DarkStar UAVs.  $16 billion

Crowte sm Exoskeleton Regiments " §60bitkon




$40 bitfion in R&L
Mdnny& m&wkukton Reglmmtl

P LGedte gregiments, 391 billion
Create Combined Arms Ragiments
Create 3 regiments $24 biilion

R e . e 371 billlon

Carrlér Batm Groups
ApomonAL Cuts To MOve §

Cut1CVBG ($43 billion)
Cut 3 CVBGs ($128 hitlion)
Cut 6 CVBGs ($256 billion}

Marine Expeditionary Forces & assoc, amphibious fift
ApooimonaL Cuts 1o Move 1

Cut 1 MEF FWD ($45 billion)
Cut 3 MEF FWDs ($136 billion)
Cut 5§ MEF FWDs ($227 billion)
Retira Minuteman lils ($12 billion)
Cut 4 Trident Boata (C48) ($10 bikion}
Readiness
Enhance overall readiness $35 billion
Enhance averall readiness $60 bilion e
TOTALS - °. _[rotal Additions
Total Cuts
GRAND TOTAL
Note:
At a minimum, the grand total needs to be - $300 billion to cover the FY 2012-FY2025 budgstary
shortfall,
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$80 b in RSD

Program Adjustments Move 2

(FY 2012 - FY 2025)

Carry Forward from Move 1 -

R&D
Option 1 $80 billion
Option 2 $120 billion
Option 3 $150 billion

Procurement (may include operating costs)

Buy an additional 400 F-22¢ $41 billion
Joint Strike Fighter
Cancel Air Force version {$70 billion)
Cancel Navy and Marine Corps versions {$46 billion)
B-2
Procure 20 additional bombers $26 billion
Procure 40 additional bombers $42 billion
B-X Bomber
Procure 20 aircraft $45 billion
Procure 40 aircraft $77 billion
Procure 20 additional Airbormne Laser Systems $16 billion
Stesithy Airbome Lager Systems (2nd Generation)
Procure 4 systems $4 billion
Procure 20 systems $13 billion
Procure 200 additionsl Strike UAVe $7 billion
UAY Strike Tenders
Procure 20 $21 billion
Procure 40 $35 billion
Procure 80 $59 billion
Steaithy Airlifter
Procure 120 aircraft $51 billion
Procure 250 aircraft $85 billion
Stealthy Air Refusiars
Procure 100 aircraft $13 billion
Stealthy UAV Transports
Procure 200 aircratft $15 billion
Procure 40X) aircraft $25 billion
Stealthy Sea Control Frigate
Procure 12 boats $17 billion
Procure 36 buats $39 billion
Cancel M1A3 Tank & Follow-on Infantry Fighting Vehicie
($17 billion)
Cancel Comanche (after 355) ($15 billion)
Procure 1,200 Remote Misaile Pods $19 billion
Cancel CVN 79 (CVX) ($6 billion)
Csancel CVN 80 (CVX) {$6 billion)|




$80 b in R&D
Additionat NSSNs
Procure 25 more NSSNs $69 billion
Procure 50 more NSSNs $103 billion
Procure 6 more Surfsce Argens! Ships $9 biflion
Migsite Carvier Class Submersible Arsenal Ships
Procure 12 ships $42 billion
Procure 24 ships $73 biltion
Procure 200 Anti-Navy UAVs $10 billion
Procure land- & ees~based cruise missile defense $10 billion
Cancel V-22 ($1 billion}]
Starile Space-based Radar $18 billion
msmmm & M Space Defense Wing
o hocira 12 taders .  $24bilion

Pgre2glasers 7842 billon
Procure 6 NeutraiParticie Boams ~ $23 billion
meu & Mr Sum %VASATHW

‘L7 Procure 2 munchers $11 biflion

i Procure 6 launchers £21 billion
Prccum 8iw. &Mﬂm $8 hillion

Pmcuu 4 Spuwto—arbund mruct Amk Satellites $6 billion
*«i‘" o, SeateSpace Attsck Wing

mwm st mmm Vehicles $14 billion

Procurs 90 Rapid Launch Dlttrlbutad Muitipurpose Sstellites

$5 billion

Procure GIW.UAVE . . .. #8bilion
Force Structure
Air Force Fighter Wings

AooimonaL Cuts 10 Move 1

Cut2 FWs ($28 billion)

Cut6 FWs (%83 billion)

Cut 10 FWs ($138 billion)

Cut 16 FWs ($221 billion)
Retire 8-52s (823 billion)
Retire B-1839 ($51 billion)
Army Dlvisions

Apomonal, Curs To Move 1

Cut 1 division {$64 billion)

Cut 3 divisions ($191 billion)

Cut 5 divisions ($318 billion)

Cut 8 divisions ($508 billion)|

Cresate 4 Deep Strike Brigades
(Comanche, ATACMS & DarkStar UAVs,  $16 billion

Create Advanced Deep Strike Brigades
(next generation hela, missiles, UAVs)

Create 3 brigades $52 billion
Create € brigades $105 bitlion
Creste 6 Armty- Exoakeleton Regimernts $60 billion
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$80 b n F{&D
330 billion
a §91 billion
Cresto C.ombimd Arm Rwimanu
Create 3 regiments $24 bithon
Craate 9 ragiments $71 billion

e

Cronts ammmmw_mwm g;n bifion

o kv roghtbits . BT 0L $13bilion
_ wadvmyiﬁmm ‘ s &3 biflion
mnmmmmwwmw

| Zadv. ragfm?h“rs R B - $18 bitlion
" d.adv. mgﬁmnrs RO SE g bitlion
Craste Undersea Azsaull Rogiment w/' submersibile it
: 1 regiment : _ - $6 billion
2 regimants $11 bithon
Carrier Battle Groups
Apbimonal Cuts 1o Move 1
Gut 1 CVBG {$43 billion)
Cut 3 CVBGs ($128 billion)
Cut 6 CVBGs ($256 billion)

Marine Expeditionary Forces & assoc. smphibious Iift
AopimonaL CursTo Move 1

Cut 1 MEF FWD ($45 billion)
Cut 3 MEF FWDs ($136 billion)
Cut § MEF FWDs ($227 villion)
Retive Minutemen ills ) ($12 billion)
Cut 4 Trident Boata (C-4a) ($10 billion)
Readiness
Enhance overali readiness $35 billion
Enhance overall readiness $60 billion
TOTALS \ . Total Addions
Total Cuts
GRAND TOTAL
Naote:

At a minimumm, the grand total needs to be - $300 billion to coverthe FY 2012-FY2025 budgetary

shortfall,




$130 Bin Move 1

Program Adjustments Move 2
(FY 2012 - FY 2025)

Carry Forward from Move 1 |x£'§

R&D
Option 1 $80 billion
Option 2 $120 biliion e—
Procurement (may Include operating costs)
Buy an additionsi 400 F.225 $41 billion
Joint Strike Fighter
Cancel Air Forca version ($70 billion)
Cancel Navy and Mairine Corps versions ($46 billion)
B-2
Procure 20 additional bombers $26 billion
Procure 40 additionat bombers $42 billion
B8-X Bomber
Procure 20 aircraft $45 billion
Procure 40 aircraft $77 villion
Procure 20 additional Alrborne Lager Sysiems $16 billion
Swaithy Alrborne Laser Systems (2nd Generation)
Procure 4 systems $4 billion
Procure 20 systems $13 billion —_—
Procure 200 additional Strika UAVa $7 biilion s mbm—
UAV Strike Tenders
Procure 20 $21 billion
Procure 40 $35 billion
Procure 80 $59 billion
Stesithy Alrlifler
Procure 120 aircraft $51 blllion
Procure 250 aircraft $85 billion . v————
Stealthy Alr Refuelers
Procure 100 aircraft $13 blliion
Steaithy UAV Transporis
Procure 200 aircraft $15 billion
Procure 400 aircraft $25 billion
Stealthy Sea Control Frigate
Procure 12 boats $17 biltion
Procure 36 boats $39 billion
Cancel MtA3 Tank & Follow-on Infantry Fighting Vehicie
($17 billion)
Cancel Comanche (after 355) ($15 blllion)|
Pracure 1,200 Remote Missile Potde $19 billion
Canecel CVX 3 ($6 billion)
Cancel CVX 4 ($6 blllion)}
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$1308in Move 1
Cancel CVX § ($6 billion)
Additional NSSNa
Procure 25 more NSSNs $68 billion
Procure 50 more NSSNs $103 billion
Procure 6 more Surface Arsenal Ships $9 billion
Missile Carrier Class Submersible Arsens! Ships
Procure 12 ships $42 billion
Procure 24 ships $73 billion
Procure 200 Anti-Navy UAVs $10 billion
Procure land- & sea-based critise miasile delense $10 billion
Cancel V-22 ($1 billion)
Starlite Space-based Radar $18 billion
Procure Space-baaed Lasars & Craate Space Dafense Wing
Procure 12 lasers $24 billion
Procure 24 lasers $42 billion
Procure 6 Neutral Particie Beams $23 billion
Procure & Deploy Submersible Lightsat/ASAT Launchers
Procure 2 launchers $ 11 billion
Procure 6 launchers $21 billion
Procure 8 |W Satellites $8 billion
Procure 4 Spece~to-Ground Direct Atieck Satellites $6 billion
& Create Space Atteck Wing

Procure & Operate 8 Trana-Atmoapheric Vehicles $14 billion
Procure 90 Rapid Launch, Distributed, Multipurpose Sateilites

$5 billion

Procure 8 IW UAVs $6 billion
Force Structure
Air Force Fighter Wings

Aoomonal. Cuts o MOVE 1

Cut2 FWs ($28 billion)

Cut6 FWs ($83 billion)

Cut 10 FWs {$138 billion)

Cut 16 FWs ($221 billion)
Retire B-52a ($23 billion)
Retire B-1Be ($51 billion)]
Army Divisions

Aoomonal, Curs 1o Move 1

Cut 1 division {$64 billion)

Cut 3 divisions ($191 billion]

Cut S divisions ($318 billion)

Cut B divisions ($508 billion)

Create 4 Deep Strike Brigades
(Comanche, ATACMS & DawrkStar UAVS.  $16 billion

Create Advanced Deep Strike Brigades
(next generation helo, missiles, UAVS)
Create 3 brigades $52 billion

Create 6 brigades $105 billion




$1308in Mave 1
Create 6 Army Exoskeleton Regimente $60 billion
Create Army & USMC Exoshefeton Regiments
Create 3 regiments $30 billion
Create 9 regiments $91 billion
Create Combined Arms Regiments
Create 3 regiments $24 billion
Create 9 regiments $71 billion

Crea® 9 Semi-Robotic Combined Arma Regiments  $71 billion
Create indepondent Micro-Robotic Regiments

Create 4 regiments $1 billion

Create 12 regiments $2 billion
Creste Advanced Ranger regiments w/robotic auppon

3 adv. regiments $13 billion

12 adv. regiments $53 billion
Create Advanced Marine infantry Regiments w/ robotic support

2 adv. regiments $13 billion

4 adv. regiments $26 billion
Croate Underzes Aaaault Regiment w/ submersible lift

1 regiment $6 billion

2 regiments $11 billion
Carrior Battie Groups

Aooirional. Cuts 1O Move 1

Cut 1 CVBG ($49 billion)

Cut 3 CVBGs ($128 billion)

Cut 6 CVBGs ($256 billion)|

Marine Expeditionary Forces & assoc. amphiblous lift
Aopmonal Curs 10 Move 1

Cut 1 MEF FWD ($4S billion)
Cut 3 MEF FWDs ($136 billion)
Cut 5 MEF FWDs {$227 billion)
Retire Minutamen iiis ($12 billien)
Cut 4 Trident Boats (C-4a) ($10 billion)
Readiness
Enhance overall readiness $35 billion
Enhance overall teadiness $60 billion -
. .| Total Addttions
Total Cuts
GRAND TOTAL
Nose:
Al a minimum, the grand total needs to be « $300 billion to cover the FY 2012-FY2025 budgetary
shorfall.
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Move 1 R&D Options

R&D is funded In the base program during the period FY 1999-2011 at
approximately $32 billion per annum. This base R&D level funds science and
technology programs, ongoing C4ISR modemization, precision munitions development,
and engineering development of the major next generation systems in the base force
(e.g., JSF, CVX, NSSN, SC-21, Future Main Battle Tank and Infantry Fighting Vehicle,
and Ballistic and Cruise Missile Defense).

R&D can be increased during this move by $40 billion, $80 billion, or $130 billion
over the period in order to finance expanded/alternative programs.

System groupings under the three R&D options are based on the projected level of
resources required, the degree of technological discontinuity involved and commonality
with other systems under development. Accordingly, systems can not be readily shifted
among options,

Option 1: $40 Billion Increage. This level of increase would extend existing
technology development programs as well as enable significant progress in fuel cell and
electric drive technologies. This R&D expansion would make it possible for the
Department to procure several new air, ground, naval, and space systems during the FY
2012-2025 period. Systems than couid he procured in operationally meaningful numbers
by 2025 with this level of R&D include:

e Extended range/endurance, weaponized naval UAVs for both anti-surface
warfare and anti-submarine warfare (Outgrowth of Global Hawk / DarkStar UAV
programs)

e Advanced ballistic and cruise missile defense system. (Outgrowth of PAC,
THAAD, and Navy Area Defense Programs)

e Submersible arsenal ships equipped with multipurpose advanced cruise and
ballistic missiles (Outgrowth of surface arsenal ship and SSBN/NSSN programs)

e Multipurpose, rapid launch, light satellites (Outgrowth of current sensor
miniaturization efforts)

e Stealthy, 10 ton, electric propulsion, electromagnetic gun-equipped (10
kilometer maximum eftective range) advanced combat vehicles and stealthy,
electric drive, multipurpose, 100 kilometer range, advanced missile artillery
systems

SN b
TGETART ABSERLAMNTY.

J}___}3JJJJ))J)}}]ll]]ll]))l]l]))l}})l}]l]}]}ll




1))

)

PP Yy

}

D N N RS IR A B B A A I I I A I BN O B B

Y1)

}

: Billion Increaae. This level of increase positions the Dapartment to

procure all of the systems described under Option 1 plus several additional advanced
platfoorms made possible by significant technological progress in PGM and sensor
miniaturization as well as the application of stealth technologies (both active and passive)
to wide-bodied aircraft. Future procurement options for the FY 2012-2025 period enabled
by this R&D funding level could include:

Stealthy airlifters, aerial refueling aircraft, and battlespace control aircraft (i.e.,
low observable airbome laser platform)

Stealthy, air-to-air and air-to-ground UAVs which can be launched and
recovered from a stealthy, wide-bodied, extended range aircraft (up to 24 short
range UAVs per aircraft)

Stealthy, 500 kilometer range, transport UAVs (capable of transporting 20
combat-equipped troops)

Large-scale, precision, air delivery utilizing INS/GPS-guided parafoils dropped
from stealthy air transports

Stealthy, extended range, advanced attack helicopters (follow-on to Carmanche)

Extended-range version, 500 km, of the stealthy, electric drive, advanced
missile artillery system

Qption 3: $130 Billion Increage. This level of increase positions the Department

to procure all of the systems described under Options 1 and 2 plus several additional
systems made possible by significant technological progress in directed energy, adaptive
optics, high-energy propellants, robotics, high-density energy storage, artificial intelligence,
biotechnology, and information warfare technologies. Future procurement options for the
FY 2012-2025 period enabled by this R&D funding level could include:

Space-based laser (space control and ABM)
Neutral particle beam, ground-based ASAT

Space-to-ground, direct attack satellites (150 kinetic energy projectiles per
satellite)

Trans-atmospheric vehicles (capable of rapid, giobal precision strike and limited
space operations)

Submersible ASAT/lightsat launchers

Steaithy, submersible amphibious delivery (mother ships and ship-to-shore
transport for embarked Marines) platforms

A o s 2




Exoskeleton-equipped infantty (integrated personal operational mobility/combat
system)

Robotic support for light infantry including porters, man-portable UAVs and
unmanned ground vehicle (UGV) scouts; and specialized sapper, Counter-
sniper, and countermine robots

Autonomous Micro-Robots capable of reconnaissance and surveillance within
closed structures, attacking electronic equipment, and kiling humans which
match their pre-programmed attack profile

CBW Protection for the Soldier: Rugged, light weight, highly-sensitive
biosensors capable of detecting and identifying a wide-range of chemical and
biological agents; “breathable” personal protective gear composed of durable
biomaterials; and biotech-based decontamination/remediation capability

Information warfare attack sateliites, information warfare UAVs (faise image
generation, IW strike), and integrated IW systems for other combat systems
(e.g., multispectral decoys, false image generation)
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Move 2 R&D Options
(If no expanded R&D in Move 1)

Baseline R&D continues to be funded at approximately $32 billion per
annum. This R&D level funds science and technology programs, ongoing C4ISR
modemization, precision munitions development, and engineering development and
evolutionary improvement of the major next generation systems in the base force (i.e.,
JSF, CVX, NSSN, SC-21. Future Main Battle Tank and Infantry Fighting Vehicle, and
Ballistic and Cruise Missile Defense).

R&D can be increased during this move by $80 billion, $120 billion, or $150
billion over the period in order to finance expanded/altemative R&D programs.

These R&D options provide an opportunity to begin (or, complete as the case
may be), at a lagged rate, the development of a range of potentially transformational
systems and forces for procurement in operationally meaningful numbers in_the period
beyond 2025. Altematively, if the desired level of emerging regime R&D was already
funded in move 1, additional R&D in move 2 can be applied to evolutionary
improvement of emerging regime forces, or conceivably, alfthough a strong case will
have to be made that this is feasible, development of post-emerging regime forces (the
revolution beyond the revolution).

Option 1: illion In . This level of increase positions the Department
to field in the period beyond 2025 several advanced air, ground, sea and space
gsystems. The systems include:

o Stealthy (active and passive) wide-bodied aircraft (which can be applied to
airfift, aerial refueling, strike, and battlespace control, i.e., airbome laser,
missions)

e Stealthy, air-to-air and air-to-ground UAVs which can be launched and
recovered from a steaithy, wide-bodied, extended range aircraft (up to 24
short range UAVs per aircraft)

e Precision, stealthy air delivery (precision parafoils, etc.)

o Stealthy, 10 ton, electric propulsion, electromagnetic gun-equipped (10
kilometer maximum effective range) advanced combat vehicles and stealthy,
electric drive, multipurpose, 100 kilometer range, advanced missile artillery
systems

o Stealthy, extended range, advanced attack helicopters and stealthy, electric
propulsion, S00 kilometer range, advanced missile artillery systems

AR




Stealthy, 500 kilometer range, transport UAVs (capable of transporting 20
combat-equipped troops)

Extended range/endurance, weaponized naval UAVs (both anti-surface
warfare and anti-submarine warfare)

Submersible arsenal ships (including multipurpose advanced cruise and
ballistic missiles)

Distributed, muitipurpose, C4ISR, rapid iaunch, light satellites

ion_ 2: iltion sa. This level of increase positions the

Department to field in the period beyond 2025 all of the systems described under
Option 1 plus additional sea and space systems. The systems include:

Space-based laser (space control and ABM)
Neutral particle beam, ground-based ASAT

Space-to-ground, direct attack satellites (150 kinetic energy projectiles per
satellite)

Trans-atmospheric vehicles (capable of rapid, global precision strike and
limited space operations)

Stealthy, submersible amphibious delivery (mother ships and ship to shore
transport for embarked Marines)

Option_3: $150 Billion Increase. This level of increase positions the
Department to procure all of the systems described under Options 1 and 2 plus several
additional advanced air, ground, and information systems in operationally meaningful
numbers in the period beyond 2025. The additional systems include:

Exoskeleton-equipped armored infantry and robotics for light infantry
(integrated personal operationai mobility/combat system, robotic scouts,
porters, micro UAVs, etc.)

Information warfare stealthy attack satellites, submersible ASAT/lightsat
launchers, information warfare UAVs (false image generation, IW strike),
integrated IW systems for other combat systems (false image generation)
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System groupings under the three R&D options are based on the projected levei
of resources required, the degree of technological discontinuity involved and
commonality with other systems under development. Accordingly, with few exceptions,
systems can not be shifted among options. The one exception is that the space-based
laser can be substituted for the advanced attack helicopters and stealthy long-range,
land-based missile systems (and associated ISR and IW UAVs) in option one, but at
the risk of a significantly less-effective SBL..




Move 2 R&D Options
(If $40 billion R&D in Move 1)

Baseline R&D continues to be funded at approximately $32 billion per annum.
This R&D level funds science and technology programs, ongoing C4ISR modemization,
precision munitions development, and engineering development and evolutionary
improvement of the major next generation systems in the base force (i.e., JSF, CVX, NSSN,
SC-21, Future Main Battle Tank and Infantry Fighting Vehicle, and Balfistic and Cruise
Missile Defense).

R&D can be increased during this move by $80 billion, $120 billion, or $150 billion
over the period in order to finance expanded/aitemative R&D programs. These R&D
options provide an opportunity to begin the development of a range of potentially
transformational systems and forces for procurement in operationally meaningful
numbers in the period beyond 2025.

System groupings under the three R&D options are based on the projected level of
resources required, the degree of technological discontinuity involved and commonality with
other systems under development. Accordingly, with few exceptions, systems can not be
shifted among options.

Option 1: $80 Biilion Increase. This level of increase would expedite existing R&D

programs (e.g., UAV, sensor miniaturization, missile defense, underwater platforms) as well
as enable significant progress in the following technology areas: fuel cell / electric drive,
PGM miniaturization. and application of signature management technologies (active and
passive) to wide-bodied aircraft. This R&D expansion could make it possible for the
Department to field in the period beyond 2025 several advanced air, ground, sea and space
systems such as:

o Extended range/endurance, weaponized naval UAVs for both anti-surface warfare
and anti-submarine warfare

e Multipurpose, rapid launch, light satellites
e Advanced ballistic and cruise missile defense system.

 Submersible arsenal ships equipped with muitipurpose advanced cruise and
ballistic missiles.

e Stealthy, 10 ton, electric propulsion, electromagnetic gun-equipped (10 kilometer
maximum effective range) advanced combat vehicles and stealthy, electric drive,
multipurpose, 100 kilometer range, advanced missile artillery systems.

¢ Stealthy airlifters, aerial refueling aircraft, and battlespace control aircraft (i.e., low
observable airbome laser platform)
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Stealthy, air-to-air and air-to-ground UAVs which can be launched and recovered
from a stealthy, wide-bodied, extended range aircraft (up to 24 short range UAVs
per aircraft)

Stealthy, 500 kilometer range, transport UAVs (capable of transporting 20 combat-
equipped troops).

Large-scale, precision, air delivery utilizing INS/GPS-guided parafoils dropped from
stealthy air transports

Stealthy, extended range, advanced attack helicopters (follow-on to Comanche)

Extended-range version, 500 km, of the steaithy, electric drive, advanced missile
artillery system.

Option 2: $120 Billion Increase. This level of increase positions the Department to

field in the period beyond 2025 all of the systems described under Option 1 plus several
additional systems made possible by significant technologicali progress in direct energy,
adaptive optics, high-energy propellants, and underwater systems. Future procurement
options beyond 2025 might include:

Space-based laser (space control and ABM)
Neutral particle beam, ground-based ASAT
Space-to-ground, direct attack satellites (150 kinetic enerQy projectiles per satellite)

Trans-atmospheric vehicles (capable of rapid, global precision strike and limited
space operations)

Stealthy, submersible amphibious delivery (mother ships and ship to shore
transport for embarked Marines) platforms

Submersible ASAT/lightsat launchers

m O SEA, 2




Option 3: $150 Billion Increase. This leve! of increase positions the Department to
procure all of the systems described under Options 1 and 2 plus several additional systems
made possible by significant technological progress in robotics, high-density energy storage,
biotechnology, and infonmation warfare systems. With this level of R&D, the following
advanced air, ground, and infonnation systems could be procured in operationally
meaningful numbers in the period beyond 2025:

Exoskeleton-equipped infantry (integrated personal operational mobility/combat
system)

Robotic support for light infantry including porters; man-portable UAVs and
unmanned ground vehicle (UGV) scouts; and specialized sapper, counter-sniper,
and counterrnine robots.

Autonomous Micro-Robots capable of reconnaissance and surveillance within
closed structures, attacking electronic equipment, and killing humans which match
their pre-programmed attack profile

CBW Protection for the Soldier: Rugged, light weight, highly-sensitive biosensors
capable of detecting and identifying a wide-range of chemical and biological
agents; “breathable” personal protective gear composed of durable biomaterials,
and biotech-based decontamination/remediation capability

Inforrmation warfare attack satellites, information warfare UAVs (false image
generation, IW strike), and integrated IW systems for other combat systems (e.g.,
multispectrat decoys, false image generation).
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Move 2 R&D Options
(17 $80 billion R&D in Move 1)

Baseline R&D continues to be funded at approximately $32 billion per annum.
This R&D level funds science and technology programs, ongoing C4ISR modernization,
precision munitions development, and engineering development and evolutionary
improvement of the major next generation systems in the base force (i.e., JSF, CVX, NSSN,
SC-21, Future Main Battle Tank and Infantry Fighting Vehicle, and Ballistic and Cruise
Missile Defense).

R&D can be increased during this move by $80 billion, $120 billion, or $150 billion
over the period in order to finance expanded/aiternative R&D programs. These R&D
options provide an opportunity to accelerate and / or expand the development of a range of
potentially transformational systems and forces for procurement in operationally
meaningful numbers in the period beyond 2025.

System groupings under the three R&D options are based on the projected leve! of
resources required, the degree of technological discontinuity involved and commonality with

other systems under development. Accordingly, with few exceptions, systems can not be
shifted among options.

QOption 1; $80 Billion Increase. This level of increase would position the Department

to field in the period beyond 2025 several additional systems made possible by significant
technological progress in direct energy, adaptive optics, high-energy propeliants, and
underwater systems. Future procurement options beyond 2025 might include:

e Space-based laser (space control and ABM}

e Neutral particle beam, ground-based ASAT

¢ Space-to-ground, direct attack satellites (150 kinetic energy projectiles per satellite)

* Trans-atmospheric vehicles (capable of rapid, global precision strike and limited
space operations)

o Stealthy, submersible amphibious delivery (mother ships and ship to shore
transport for embarked Marines) plattonns

e Submersibie ASAT/lightsat launchers
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Option 2: $120 Billion Increase. This level of increase positions the Department to
procure all of the systems described under Option 1 plus several additional systems made
possible by significant technological progress in robotics, high-density energy storage.
biotechnology, and information warfare systems. With this level of R&D, the following
advanced air, ground, and information systems could be procured in operationally
meaningful numbers in the period beyond 2025:

Exoskeleton-equipped infantry (integrated personal operational mobility/combat
system)

Robotic support for light infantry including porters; man-portable UAVs and
unmanned ground vehicle (UGV) scouts; and specialized sapper, counter-sniper,
and countermine robots

Autonomous Micro-Robots capable of reconnaissance and surveillance within
closed structures, attacking efectronic equipment, and killing humans which match
their pre-programmed attack profile

CBW Protection for the Soldier: Rugged, light weight, highly-sensitive biosensors
capable of detecting and identifying a wide-range of chemical and biological
agents; “breathable” personal protective gear composed of durable biomaterials;
and biotech-based decontamination/remediation capability

Information warfare attack satellites, information warfare UAVs (false image
generation, IW strike), and integrated !W systems for other combat systems (9.g.,
muitispectral decoys, false image generation)

Option 3: $150 Biflion Increase. This level of increase positions the Department to

procure all of the systems described under Options 1 and 2 plus more mature versions of
existing platforms incorporating evolutionary improvements (e.g., range, speed, stealth, etc).
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Move 2 R&D Options
($130 billion R&D in Move 1)

Baseline R&D continues to be funded at approximately $32 billion per annum.
This R&D level funds science and technology programs, ongoing C4ISR modemization,
precision munitions development, and engineering development and evolutionary
improvement of the major next generation systems in the base force (i.e., JSF, CVX, NSSN,
SC-21, Future Main Battle Tank and Infantry Fighting Vehicle, and Ballistic and Cruise
Missile Defense).

R&D can be increased during this move by $80 billion or $120 billion over the
period. The lower R&D option provides for significant evolutionary improvements in the first-
generation RMA systems now entering the force structure. With this level of R&D funding,
more mature systems consistent with the emerging regime could be procured in the
period beyond 2025.

The higher funding level option provides the opportunity to begin to explore a
possible revolution in military affairs based on major advances in biotechnology.

Option 1: $80 Billion Increase. This level of increase would position the Department
to field in the period beyond 2025 more mature versions of existing platforms which

incorporate substantial evolutionary improvements (e.g., range, speed, stealth, etc.)

Option 2: $120 Billion increase. This level of increase positions the Department to

procure all of the systems included under Option 1 p/us several additional capabilities made
possible by significant advances in biotechnology:

e Bio-computing and data processing

e Highly sensitive biosensors responsive to a wide range of phenomenology (e.g.,
acoustic, electromagnetic, olfactory, etc.)

e Muitispectral "chameleon suits” for infantry which automatically adapt to their
surroundings

e DNA-specific biological weapons

e Adaptable BW defense capability (Identifies and neutralizes attacking pathogens
and biochemicalis)
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QDR Force -- Selected System & Organization Descriptions

Army

Army Tactical Misslle System (ATACMS):

e Ground-based, Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS) which fires surface-to-
surface guided missiles (2 tubes per launcher)

Missile range = 63 to 200+ miles

Missiles can be equipped with anti-personnel, Brilliant anti-armor (BAT) , or other
submunitions

Crusader (Advanced Field Artillery System):

e Self-propelled howitzer (155 mm) and armored resupply vehicle (carries 60 rounds
of ammunition, propeilant, fuel, lubricants, and water)

Road speed = 67 krmvhr, Cross-country speed = 48 km/hr
Gun range: 5 km (minimum), 40+ km (maximum)
Transported to theater via C-5 or C-17

RAH-66 Comanche.
e Next generation armed reconnaissance helicopter with some low-observability
features (all composite airframe)
e Speed = 175 knots (cruise), Endurance = 2.5 hours
e Self-deployment radius = 1,260 nm
e Armament: Airto-ground and air-t¢-air missiles

Apache Longbow:
e Modification of the Apache helicopter to include digitized target acquisition system
which can automatically detect/classify targets and guide a fire-and-forget Hellfire ||

missile to specified targets

Deep Strike Brigades (first generation):
e Each brigade consists of 72 Comanche atmed reconnaissance helicopters, 18
ATACM launchers with 576 extended range missiles (36 tubes with supply of 16
missiles/tube), and 16 low-observable Darkstar UAVs




Air Force

Airbome Laser (ABL)

Wide-body aircraft (modified 747-400) equipped with IR sensors and a chemical
oxygen-iodine laser (COIL.) for boost-phase intercept of ballistic missiles

ABL could also be used for air-to-alr engagements, air-to-ground attack against
soft-targets, or taser designation

No incorporation of low observability / signature reduction features
Operating altitude = 40,000 - 45,000 feet

Maximum laser range = 300 miles (Laser cannot penetrate cloud cover)
Each aircraft has sufficient fuel for up to 40 engagements

B-18 Lancer

Intercontinental-range, low-flying (automatic terrain foliowing) bomber
Speed = 900-plus mph, Ceiling = 30,000 feet

Incorporates some low-observabilty features and advanced electronic
countermeasures to enhance survivability

Payload: Wide variety of nuctear and conventional munitions can be carried in
intema! weapons bays inciuding up to 84, GPS-aided §00-b bombs; 30 cluster
bomb units; or 24, 2,000-Ib JDAMs

Extemal hard points can carry an additional 12 weapons

B-2 Spirit

Stealthy, intercontinental-range (9,600 km unrefueled), penetrating bomber
Low-observable design incorporating radar absorbing composite materials and
special coatings to reduce radar cross section (RCS) well below that of B-1B
Speed = high subsonic, Ceiling = 50,000 feet

Payload: 40,000 Ibs of nuclear weapons or conventional munitions including gravity
bombs, sensor-fuzed cluster munitions, GPS-aided munitions (GAMs), JDAMSs,
and aerial/sea mines

F-117 Stealth Fighter

Penetrating attack fighter
Low observable design incorporating radar absorbent composite materials
Max speed = 646 mph, unrefueled range = 1300 miles (with 5,000 Ib weapon load)

Armament: Full intemal carriage of a wide variety of weapons including 2000 Ib
laser-guided munitions, AGM-65 Maverick, AGM-88 HARM
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All weather, multirole fighter

No integration of signature management technologies

Unrefueled range of 1060 miles (2,878 miles in ferry mode with extemal tanks)
Max speed = Mach 2.5+, Ceiling = 60,000 ft

Typical air-to-air arfmament options include 4 AIM-7 Sparrow and 4 AIM-9
Sidewinder or 8 AIM-120 Amraams

Up to 24,000 Ibs of ordnance in ground attack role including gravity bombs, cluster
munitions, and a wide variety of PGMs

F-16 Fighting Falcon:

Compact, all weather, multirole fighter aircraft

No integration of signature management technologies
Unrefueled range of 860 miles (2,000 mile ferry range)
Speed = 1,500 mph, Ceiling = 50,000+

Up to 6 missiles can be carried extemally

Joint Strike Fighter (JSF):

All-weather, multirole fighter

Three variants being designed to replace the F-16 (USAF), the A-6 and F-14
(USN), and the F/A-18 and AV-8B (USMC)

Incorporates some low-obsetvable design features (RCS is less than aircraft it is
intended to reptace)

F-22 Fighter:

Low observable, multirole aircraft intended to replace the F-15

Primary missions: air superiority & precision ground attack. Ancillary missions:
Elint & suppression of enemy air defenses (SEAD)

RCS is significantly lower than the JSF

Unrefueled range over 2000 miles

“Super-cruise,” able to operate at supersoni¢ speeds for extended periods of time

Equipped with four intemal weapons bays (2 main, 2 side) for carrying medium and
short-range air-to-air missiles and/or ground attack PGMs




Naval/ Marine Forces

F/A-18EJF Super Hornet

Upgraded version of the F/A-18C/D multirole fighter with greater range and
payload

Radar cross section is smaller relative to the F/A-18C/D, but much larger relative to
the JSF or F-22

V-22 Osprey.

Tilt-rotor aircraft that combines the advantages of fixed wing speed and fuel
efficiency with the flexibility permitted by the VTOL characteristic of helicopters

Transports troops (24), equipment, and supplies from off-shore ships and land
bases

Speed = 275 knots

Range (amphibious assault) = 515 nm, Range (self deployment) = 2100 nm
Substantial radar cross section

Ticonderoga-Class Aegis Missile Cruiser

Multi-mission guided missile cruiser (i.e., anti-air, anti-surface, ASW) with powerful
SPY-1, phased array radar

All steel construction. No incorporation of radar absorbing materials or L.O design
features

Max speed = 30+ knots

122 VLS cells holding a mix of Standard missiles, Tomahawk (surface- and land-
attack cruise missiles), and anti-submarine rockets (ASROCs)

Also equipped with 6 torpedoes and 2 Phalanx close-in weapons systems

Arleigh Burke-Class Aegls Destroyer (DDG-51):

Destroyer equipped with AEGIS combat system (including SPY-1, phased array
radar), VL.S capability, and anti-submarine warfare capabilities

All steel construction. No incorporation of radar absorbing materials or LO design
features

Max speed = 31+ knots

96 VLS cells holding a mix of Standard missiles, Tomahawk (surface- and land-
attack cruise missiles), and anti-submarine rockets (ASROCs)

Also equipped with Harpoon missiles, 6 torpedoes, and 2 Phalanx close-in
weapons systems

JII Y3333 b )y Y 300 ) )




[ I I B O O O O

I I

FY)Y1l o))

] 1)

) 1YYy )

Py r byl

N B

)

)

First-generation Arsenal Ship:

Large surface vessel equipped with some S00 vertical launch systems (VLS)
capable of launching a wide variety of extended-range precision munitions such as
TLAM, naval ATACMS, and Evolved Sea Sparrow Missiles

Low free board, some LO design featuras and matenials
Mighly automated, i.e. crew of less than 100

Advanced Amphibious Assault Vehicle (AAAV):

Armored, fully-tracked, amphibious assault landing vehicle which replaces aging
AAVs currently used by the USMC

Vehicle carries troops from ship-to-shore through rough water and surf zone
Provides land mobility once ashore

Speed on land (roads) = 100 km/hr, cross country speed = 60 km/hr, water speed
= 35 knots

Range (unrefueled) on land = 300-400 miles, range at sea = 75 miles

Missile Defense

Space-based Infrared System (SBIRS)
¢ Constellation of satellites designed to detect missile launches
e Phase | deployment would consist of 4 IR detection satellites positioned in geo-

stationary orbits. Phase I, referred to as the Space and Missile Tracking System
(SMTS), would consist of up to 24 sateliites in LEO designed to track missiles / re-
entry vehicles during the mid-course of ballistic flight as well as cruise missiles and
other targets.

Patriot PAC-3
e Follow on Patriot system incorporating the Extended Range Interceptor (ERINT),

improved ground radars, and enhanced battle management hardware and
software




Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD):

e High-altitude air defense system designed to intercept short-and intermediate-
range missile threats

e System consists of a ground based radar unit, Battle Management / C4l trucks,
and 4-6 launchers each with 10 interceptors

® Transporting a single THAAD system into theater requires up to 18 C-5, 26 C-17,
or 40 C-141 flights

e THAAD may be able to protect an area with a radius between 30-100 miles
depending on the type and number of incoming missiles

® THAAD not designed to intercept low-flying threats such as stealithy cruise missiles

Navy Area Defense (NAD) / Navy Theater Wide (NTW)

e NAD: Formerly Navy “lower tier.” Sea based missile defense system employing
Standard Missiles (Block V) launched from Ticonderoga-class Aegis cruisers.

e NTW: Formerly Navy “upper tier." Extended-range version of the NAD made
possible by an added missile stage for the kill vehicle

National Miaaile Defense (NMD)
e Single-site missile defense system composed of 100 ground-based interceptors,
24 satellite SMTS constellation, and 500 space-based interceptors (i.e., Brilliant
Pebbles)

Limited NMD
e Single-site missile defense system composed of 100 ground-based interceptors

N0 IS I I T RS T I I N A TN D I I N I D T I I IO B

'EDER DD ED IS 25 I RD IS D B IS B B B B B




200 I T I I ]

)1 1)

1) 1)1 b

]

L I B

)

}

11)

200 S N I

J

United States:
New Systems and Organizations (2011-2024)

Air Dimension

Stealithy Airborne Battle Lasers, UAV Strike Tenders, Airlifters and Refuelers:

Airframe technology for these four platforms grew out of the same wide-body stealth
research and development program.

+ Stealthy Airborne Battle Lasers (S-ABL) are intercontinental range, air

8-X

control/strike platforms which employ passive (low observable design and
materials) and active (on-board signature management equipment) stealth. Lasers
can be used for boost-phase intercept of ballistic missiles, air-to-air engagements,
air-to-ground attack against soft targets, or laser designation. Maximum laser
range is 300 miles. Lasers cannot penetrate ciaud cover. Stealth is compromised
when firing the laser.

UAV Tenders are stealthy, intercontinental range, transport and battle
management aircraft capable of launching, controlling, recovering, and
refueling/rearming air control and strike UAVs, Each UAV Tender can carry up to
10 multirole UAVs. Tenders can launch and recover their LJAVs up to four times
before retuming to base.

Stealthy Alrlifters are inter- and intra-theater air mobility aircraft capable of
precision air delivery (i.e., GPS-guided parafoil) and fanding on unimproved, short
runways. Airifters can haul 125 fully loaded combat troops or major equipment
(advanced combat vehicles, missile artillery launchers). Air drop is the preferred
mode of delivery in order to maintain maximum stealth. Air landing operations (for
insertion or extraction) in a fong-range precision strike environment require
extensive |W operational support (i.e., faise landing sites, etc.)

Stealthy Refueling Aircraft can refuel stealthy airborme lasers, UAV Tenders,
bombers, long-range fighters (F-22s), and airfifters over contested battlespace.
Together with the more numerous, non-stealthy air refueler fleet operating in
peripheral areas of the theater, they enable stealthy, extended range air operations.

Follow-on to the B-2 incorporating more advanced signature reduction technologies
and addition of a “super-cruise” capability




Ground Dimension

Advanced Deep Strike Brigades:
¢ Advanced Deep Strike Brigades (DSBs) can project power 500 kilometers in any
direction, and can maintain indirect land control over deep inland areas
¢ Advanced DSBs consist of the following:
= 72 stealthy, extended range, advanced attack helicopters (successor system to
Comanche)
= 54 stealthy, electric drive, missile artillery launchers each with 12 tubes for firing
500 kilometer range precision-guided missiles. (DSB typically deploys with
supply of about 4,500 missiles)
= 96 long-endurance, stealthy ISR and IW UAVs.,

Remote Missile Pods:

¢ Remote missile pods are expendable, automated, unmanned, long-range missile
systems.

¢ Pods are air-droppable over either sea or land

Each pod can fire six, 500 km range missiles equipped with brilliant submunitions

¢ Encoded authentication is required for launch. Attempts to gain unauthorized access
to system generates a coded waming signal and the pod self destructs

¢ Remote missile pods are a further evoiution of the stealthy, manned, long-range
missile launchers (organic to the DSB) which grew out of the earlier ATACMS and
stealthy, electric drive, ACV programs.

L 2

Combined Arms Regiments (CAR):
¢ Principal mid-term “heavy" close combat force (CARs could be supplanted by
exoskeleton-equipped infantry forces in the longer term) CARs are capable of non-
linear, network-based operations. A CAR can project organic firepower 100 km in any
direction
¢ CARs consist of the following:
= 108 stealthy, 10 ton, electric drive, electromagnetic gun-equipped (10 kilometer
maximum effactive range), air droppable, advanced combat vehicles
=> 27 stealthy, electric drive, missile launchers each with 6 tubes for firing 100
kilometer range missiles with brilliant submunitions. (Basic load per regt is
3,000 missiles)
= 27 stealthy, recoverable UAVs with a range of 150 km and a loiter time of 24
hours. UAV have a range of capabilities including muitispectral sensing, target
designation, communication, jamming and deception.
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Advanced Ranger Regiments (Robotic)

Information-intensive, next generation, light close combat force. They are optimized
for combat in urban areas. Existing lightforces can be converted into Ranger
regiments. Ranger regiments are equipped with robotic support as indicated below:
= ~800 robotic “porters” which cary food, water, and ammo.
= ~100 Micro-UAV/Micro-UGV Robot Scouts: Small, man portable. Petforms
short-range reconnaissance and surveillance.
= ~100 “Sapper” Robots: Performs small-scale demolition
=> ~100 “Countermine” Robots: Tagand/or clear minefields. Uses HPMV and
charged patrticle device to detect and detonate mines
= ~100 “Counter sniper” Robot Units: Mothership plus 24 autonomous micro-
robots specialized for counter-sniper role.

Exoskeleton Regiments

An exoskeleton regiment comprises 800 so!diers equipped with armored and climate-
controlied exoskeletons capable of cross-country movement at speeds up to 40 miles
per hour. They have integrated dual purpose weapons (anti-armor, anti-personnet),
multispectral sensors (including wall penetrating radar), communications, and IW (false
image generation) systems.

Exoskeleton regiments are air-droppable. Exoskeleton design incorporates advanced,
multiaspect, passive stealth technology (electrotherrnochromatic protection).

Independent Micro-Robot Regiments

*

Each Independent Robot Regiment consists of 100 air droppable (via gps-guided mini-
parafoils) motherships camouflaged as a brick or other common object of similar size.
Once on the ground, these tracked/wheeled vehicles are capable of moving up to 3
miles to a pre-programmed target destination (e.g. buitding, DUG facility, C2 bunker,
etc) at which point they release 24 autonomous micro-robots (about the size of a large
insect, or less than 1 in®.)

The individual micro-robots are capable of locomotion up to 1/4 mile and have an
endurance of 72 hours. Micro-robots are capable of recon and surveillance within
closed structures, attacking electronic equipment, and killing humans who fit their
attack profile.




Surface / Undersea Dimension

Stealthy Sea Control Frigates are next generation, low-observable frigates (about
5,000 ton displacement) with a low topside profile and angular-shaped hull. Sea
control frigates incorporate several other signature reduction measures including
extensive use of composite and radar absorbing materials, conformal antennas, sea
misting, exhaust cooling, and wake reduction. The result is a dramatically reduced
signature ~ including RCS, underwater electric potentiai, {R, hydro-acoustic, and EM
emissions -~ relative to conventional surface ships. The signature reduction
technologies employed by this vessel are an outgrowth of the DD-21 program.
= Armed with 24 advanced torpedoes and 24 VLS tubes with a mix of stealthy
land-attack / anti-ship cruise missiles and surface-to-air missiles
= Equipped with advanced towed sonar array for ASW as well as other passive
sensors for clandestine surveillance of maritime traffic
=» Primary mission: sea control; Ancillary missions; ASW and maritime fire
support

Submersible Arsenal Ships are stealthy piattorms capable of firing up to 500
advanced ballistic and extended range cruise missiles. Submersible arsenal ships
were derived from Trident technology and first generation surtace arsenal ships.
Submersible arsenal ships are much less vulnerable to anti-surface navy threats. They
have limited self-defense capability (they principally rely on passive stealth) and must
be protected by attack submarines.

Submersible Amphibious Ships also emerged out of the Trident technology base in
response to the emerging anti-surface navy threat. They consist of extended range,
stealthy mother ships and ship-to-shore UUVs to transport embarked Marines.
Submersible amphibious entry is covert.

Space Dimension

Space Based Laser:

*
¢
¢

¢

Space-based lasers are configured as a 24-satellite, MEO-based constellation.

Each deuterium fluoride laser is capable of 300 engagements.

Integrated sensors allow interception of ballistic missiles in their boost phase, as well
as engagement of non-stealthy, space, airbome, and soft ground targets.

Lasers can not penetrate cloud cover and are vulnerable to other SBLs, NPB, ground-
based ASATSs, and blinding by {W attack satellites (kinetic kill may follow blinding.)
Opposing SBL constellations would place a premium on preemptive strike and
accordingly would almost certainly spur the development of some form of assured
second strike capability
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Starlite Space-Based Radar (SBR)

e 36 satellite constellation providing continuous, day-night, all-weather detection of
ground vehicles as well as some aircraft and cruise missiles
Satellite payload includes high resolution SAR and moving target sensors
SBR cannot reliably track or target stealthy aircraft and cniise missiles
SBR constellation is a replacement for / complement to the E-3 AWACS, E-8 JSTARS,
and E-2 platforms

Space-to-Ground, Direct Attack Satellites and Trans-Atmospheric Vehicles:

¢ Space-to-ground, direct attack satellites are LEO-based platforms capable of launching
150 high velocity (Mach 25) kinetic energy penetrators against fixed, hardened,
terrestrial targets.

e TAVs are single-stage, reusable vertical launch, horizontal recovery, rocket-powered
vehicles capable of delivering a payload to the other side of the Earth in less than 1
hour. TAVs carry 50 hypervelocity composite penetrators to attack hardened targets
(e.g. DUGs). TAVs can also carry PGMs and attack satellites in LEO/MEO.

Distributed Lightsats, Submersible Lightsat/AS AT Launchers

¢ Rapid launch, small multipurpose satellites used to reconstitute space-based C4ISR
and navigation capabilities.

¢ Lightsats are short duration (180 days) space platforms. Lightsats can be placed into
orbit from multiple launch locations and from submersible lightsat/KE ASAT launchers
(converted Trident boats).

Information Dimension

o IW Attack Satellites are stealthy, maneuverable space platforms that can be used to
blind hostile satellites in LEO and MEO. They release attack pods (60 per satellite
which attach to the targeted system. IW satellites can also be used for deception and
override operations.

¢ IW UAVs are stealthy, high endurance platforms capable of operational false image
generation, or high power microwave attack. They are linked into the U.S. Global C4!
Network and provide essential IW support to other theater forces across warfare
dimensions.

¢ Integrated IW systems grew out of the IW UAV and exoskeleton programs. These
systems are capable of producing tactical false image generation, and can be applied
to a number of close combat forces (air control and strike UAVs, advanced attack
helicopters, and advanced combat vehicles). integrated IW substantially enhances the
tactical effectiveness of stealthy close combat forces.
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PLA GENERAL STAFF’S VISION FOR HIGH TECHNOLOGY WARFARE
(1998)

Over the next two-to-three decades, an emerging military revolution could have
profound consequences for military operations and global strategic balances. This
revolution could both transform war in existing dimensions and bring war into new ones.
Several new systems, concepts and organizations could rise to prominence, rendering
existing systems, concepts and organizations obsolete or subordinate. In the near-
term, emerging capabilities will provide less advanced forces with asymmetric means to
challenge and defeat more advanced forces. In the long-term, these capabilities will
enable us to leap ahead of our adversaries and dominate the new military regime.

Two areas appear to be central to this transformation: long-range precision strike
capabilities, enhanced by stealth, and the information dimension of war. Information
warfare may evolve as a distinct form of strike, targeting the information infrastructures
that our enemies rely on for their effectiveness (govemmental, defense and
commercial).

A struggle for space control will likely also transform war. In light of current intemational
sentiment against the weaponization of space, vital reconnaissance and
communications assets may be provided a haven from attack. However, the
importance of space C4ISR assets to military operations will create a great incentive for
the development of anti-satellite weapons.

In the near- to mid-term our greatest advantage lies in developing our missile
capabiiities. Long-range barrage missile attacks will be able to destroy a local
adversary’'s armed forces as well as their govemment's will to resist. Missile and
precision-guided munition attacks will play a key role in preventing outside powers from
intervening in regional conflicts by denying them access to the theater. A robust
reconnaissance-strike architecture comprised of mobile and land-based missiles,
satellites, UAVs, and submarines will enable us to contest controt of the sea from
extended distances form our borders. In addition to their obvious importance in future
high-tech warfare, these “anti-navy” capabilities would also give us significant influence
over peacetime trade flows.

In the longer-term, increased information flows, increases in the range and lethality of
weaponry, and all-weather/day-night fighting capabilities will enormously increase the
scope, tempo and efficiency of military operations. As we develop more sophisticated
capabilities (i.e., longer-range missiles, advanced space and information warfare
capabilities, and advanced undersea warfare capabilities) we will be able to projact our
anti-access capabilities onto our enemy’s shore.




PLA GENERAL STAFF’S VISION FOR HIGH TECHNOLOGY WARFARE

(2011)

The ability to locate high-value, time-sensitive, fixed and mobile targets and to destroy
them with a high degree of confidence at very long ranges is fundamentally
transforming the conduct of war. Fixed sites and high signature targets—airfields, ports,
surface warships, large field armies, manned non-stealthy aircraft, unprotected
information systems, and low earth orbit sateiite constellations-—are becoming
extremely vulnerable to destruction or denial by high technology forces. States whose
armed forces have mastered high technology warfare will become preeminent in the
intemational system.

The emergence of high technology warfare is changing the conduct of theater
campaigns in several fundamental ways:

The proiiferation of “smart,” long-range missiles coupled with developments in
signature reduction is shifting the balance in favor of offensive systems.

Simultaneous operations can be conducted to the full depth of a theater at the outset
of a war. (@eographically defined theaters have lost much of their strategic
autonomy.

The boundaries among the dimensions of war, the levels of war, and the orientation
of military operations have become substantially eroded.

The lethality and efficiency of high technology warfare will “empty” the battiefield,
with unmanned systems assuming many of the critical warfare functions currently
performed by manned systems.

Stealthy unmanned aerial vehicles and long-range smart missiles would similarly
dominate air operations. Large, manned air armadas could become a thing of the
past, and what is meant by the teim “air superiority” is changing fundamentally in the
missile and stealth-dominated world of high technology waifare.

The ability to control extended sea areas using land- and space-based systems is
similarly transforming war at sea. A reconnaissance-strike system of satellites,
unmanned aerial and undersea vehicles, and mobile, land-based, terminaily guided,
long-range missiles will enable powers who possess them to contest control of the
sea for extended distances from their borders. The quantity and quality of long-
range unmanned systems and the number and quality of nuclear submarines a navy
possesses will determine a state’s ability to control the seas.
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The emergence of counterspace warfare and space-to-ground attack will transform
the military importance of space from a supporting medium to an integrative theater
of operations. Counterspace operations will become to 21st century warfare what
sea battles were for war in the 17th and 18th centuries.

The emergence of war in the information spectrum wili add qualitatively new means
of destroying enemy targets and target systems and disrupting enemy operations.
Information operations will be integral to ali levels of war and in all dimensions of the
battlespace.

The emergence of advanced biological wartare will provide states with a range of
lethal and non-lethal capabilities to achieve objectives across dimensions and at all
levels of warfare. The ability to target specific genetic groups, to target agricultural
products, to employ novel toxins or stealthy pathogens, as well as the ability to affect
human bireugulators, could lead to qualitatively new means of seizing, holding, and
destroying enemy targets, economies and even societies.
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Draft Defense Planning Guidance - PRC
1998-2010 ‘

PLA forces should be postured to;

o Deter attacks against the Chinese homeland'
Prevent Taiwanese independence

o Defeat regional aggression that threatens Chinese interests (including
protacting soveraign claims -- e.g, Spratly and Paracel Islands)
Protect our vital sources and lines of energy supply

e Prevent the emergence of a balance of power arrayed against China

Roles for PLA Forces:

The People's Liberation Army will be engaged in protecting our sovereign rights and
defending our country from the aggression of foreign imperialists. Over the next 10-15
years they may be used in deterrence and presence missions; in countering internal
subversion; and in regional contingencies (both lesser and major). They also must
remain prepared to execute nuclear war plans.

Resources:

The planning period will b8 marked by extensive fiscal expansion and transformational
change. Our military forces can expect to reap their share of recent economic reforms
with a rough quadrupling of annual expenditures (from $25 to $90 billion) in our military
budgets. Continued, but selective, modemization of our forces remains a priority to
ensure that they are sufficiently equipped and trained to defeat any “Guilf War-style
adversary.”

Regional Guidance:

o The Americas: Maintain effective political and military-to-military contacts.
Closely monitor nuclear torces and signs of emerging military capabilities.
Engage U.S. in arms control talks so fong as they do not interfere / hinder
PLA modemization. Continue to assuage U.S. political elements of our
continued interest in a peaceful re-incorporation of Taiwan into China.

! Includes Tibet and Hong Kong.




Continue to enhance American business interest in exporting high technology
to China. Increase naval visits to Central and South American countries to
enhance visibitity of, and appreciation for, trade flows with China.

Europe: Continue political ties with NATO countries in general. Encourage
continued expansion of NATO to Eastem European countries. Discourage
strongly expansion of NATO to the former Soviet state. Encourage increased
trade with China. Maintain European support for historical Chinese claims to
the Spratlys.

Asia: Focus inteligence efforts on Japan, Korea, India, and Taiwan.
Continue to press for the re-incorporation of Taiwan into the People's
Republic. Conversely, prevent Taiwanese independence. Develop stronger
political ties with ASEAN. Encourage Korean unification as a means for
redirecting South Korean attention and economy away from Westem
imperialists. Secure Chinese territorial and energy claims from
encroachment (e.g., by Vietnam, Philippines, or Malaysia). Continue to
bolster (quietly) Pakistan's military as a counterbalance to Indian aggression
against China.

Southwest Asia: Expand our political presence in Saudi Arabia, Iran, Iraq
Kuwait, and selected Gulf states. Develop military-military ties, encouraging
the procurement of Chinese weapon systems for their armed forces. Develop
increased commercial ties for Chinese products and technology. Encourage
close ties between Chinese energy firms and those of each country.

Russia: Establish/maintain effective military-to-military contacts. Closely
monitor nuclear forces and materials. Use intelligence assets to understand
military modemization efforts. Seek access by any means to Russian
technology capabilities, inciuding joint-ventures, hiring of their scientists, etc.

Force Planning Guidance:

Posture forces to fight and win one major regional war. lllustrative planning
scenarios include, but are not limited to:

= Preventing Taiwanese independence, including U.S. intefvention
against the People's Republic and Taiwanese strikes against the
homeland

=4 |ndian attack on China or its allies

=> Vietnamese aggression / incursion into Spratly islands

=5 Intervention in a Korean civil war
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= Protection of Chinese interests among Indonesian people

=> Russian revanchist incursions along the Chinese border

Exploiting the Emerging Military Revolution:

Maximize exploitation of the emerging military revolution by:

= Enhancing the ability of PLA forces to destroy fixed or massed enemy
targets in and out of theater

= Developing "anti-access” capabilities designed to deny aggressors the
ability to enter, base, or supply in theater

=> Developing complete inter-networking of the People's Liberation Arrmy

= Ensuring PLA access to space and/or UAV capabilities for robust
C4ISR while denying aggressors the ability to use their aerospace
assets to support attacks on our assets

= Developing inforrnation warfare tools to degrade, manipulate or
destroy the information systems of prospective adversaries while
defending our information infrastructure against similar attacks




Draft Defense Planning Guidance
2011-2024

National Security Objectives:

PRC forces should be postured to:

Deter attacks against the Chinese homeland
» Seize control of territory stripped from China under previous “unfair treaties” and
defend it from foreign aggression
¢ Defeat decisively the power projection forces of imperialist powers
Protect our vital sources and lines of energy supply
Deter the aggression of imperialists attempting to subvert our internal stability

Roles for PRC Forces:

The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) will continue to be engaged in protecting our sovereign
rights and defending our country from the aggression of foreign imperialists. Over the nex!
10-15 years they may be used in deterrence and presence missions; in countering intemnal
subversion; and in regional, extra-regional, and global contingencies. They also must remain
prepared to execute nuclear war plans.

Resources:

This planning period will be marked by extensive fiscal expansion and accelerated
transformational change. The continued growth of China as a world economic power brings
with it a concomitant requirement for China to assume its rightful role in influencing world
events. Consequently, our military forces can expect to benefit from more than a doubling in
annua! defense expenditures. These funds will make it possible to leap ahead of our
adversaries and dominate the new warfare regime by the middle of the next decade.
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Strategic Drivers:

PRC force planners must take into account:

The problem of U.S. alliances surrounding China, attempting to contain her as was
done to the forrmer Soviet Union

The broadening of warfare to include the space, inforrnation, and the microbial
dimensions

The ability of transforrned military forces to achieve decisive effects with fewer
forces than had been the case in the prior century

Regional Guidance:

The Americas: Seek new arms control measures that limit, delay, or prevent U.S.
weaponization of space, development of advanced biological weapons, and
weaponization of the sea floor. Develop military ties to Central and South
American countries to enhance visibilty of, and appreciation for, trade flows
(mifitary and commercial) with China.

Europe: Leverage ties with European technology development efforts. Quietly
encourage Europe to focus on the North African islamic threat to divert their
attention from larger world events. Encourage NATO discussion on the Baltics to
divert Russia’s attention from increasing Chinese interests in Siberia and to place a
wedge between European and Russian relations.

Asia: Seek to create an Asian common market which we can control. Attempt to
draw Korea further into the Chinese orbit, concluding with a formal treaty of
alliance, if possible. Focus intelligence efforts on Japan and India. Continue to
develop ties among southeastemn Asian nations to constrain India's imperialistic
aspirations. Encourage development and expansion of Central Asian energy
resources in a manner most favorable to China. Continue to seek removat of U.S.
forces from the region and dismantlement of their bases.

Southwest Asia: Continue expand our ties to Saudi Arabia, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait,
and selected Gulf states. Develop closer military-military ties, including helping
them to develop military capabilities that place U.S. “presence"” forces at increased
risk. Solidify commercial ties for Chinese products and technology in retum for
secure access to energy supplies.

Russia: Monitor nuclear forces and materiais. Attempt to develop cooperative
programs to counter American and European capabilities. Discourage, but
prepare for, Russian integration into NATO.

e
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Force Planning Guidance:

Posture forces to fight and win two major wars and a number of proxy wars. lllustrative
planning scenarios include but are not limited to:

Seizure of Chinese territory in Siberia stripped away by unfair treaties
Indian attack, including the threat of nuclear use, on China or one of its allies
Political coercion of Japan

Interdiction of Chinese energy supplies from either Central or Southwest Asia or
the South China Sea (e.g., by India, Russia, or the U.S.)

Large-scale peace enforcement operations in Indonesia
Covert support for North American insurgent groups

Covert economic warfare against the U.S. and India

Special Problems:

Planners should explicitly consider how to overcome the following challenges:

Creating a robust anti-access barrier to imperialist power projection forces
Delivering a surprise blow to U.S. military space capabilities with enduring effects
Degrading the C4ISR network on which adversaries depend

Rapidly gaining control of mass urban areas with relatively few close combat forces

Reducing the vulnerability of friendly forces to enemy long-range precision strikes

Conduct extensive operational experimentation to identify the most promising leap
ahead systems and forces, and weed out likely “false starts”

Make critical choices as to which systems and forces must be procured in
operationally useful numbers and which capabilities must be divested in order to
transform PRC military capabilities by 2025
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PLA Base Force
Summary




PLA Base Force (1998-2010)

GENERAL TRENDS

e Beginning with an annual military budget of $25 billion that is expected to rise to about $90 billion
by 2010, the PLA plans to invest heavily in the following areas: ballistic and cruise missile
technologies, airbome and space-based C4ISR systems, counter-stealth sensors, anti-ship and
anti-air detenses, submarines, and precision-guided munitions.

To “jump start” the PLA’s transformation, the Central Military Commission (CMC) plans to take full
advantage of technoiogy transfer opportunities available in the near-term. A vigorous effort will be
made to acquire advanced anti-air missile technology (e.g., SA-10/S-300 air defense systems
from Russia), advanced combat aircraft technology (e.g.. Russian Su-27/Su-30 and Israeli
cooperation on the development of the J-10), submarines and related technologies (e.g. Russian
Kilos), C3l technologies (e.g., Israeli Phalcon and the Russian Mainstay), and precision munitions
(e.g., AA-11 Archer and Kh-17 Krypton trom Russia) from abroad.

® The top modernization priority over the next ten years wiil be China's missile force.

CONVENTIONAL MisSILE FORCES

rlissile Type Type Range Payload Camments
{letm1) {kg)
DF-3A Ballistic 2,800 2,000 44msif 44 Poor CEP (»1000 meters),
(liquid) launchers ! land-mobile !
OF-11 (M-11) Ballistic (solid) 300 500 24 msl /12 TELs Land-mobile i
DF-15 (M-9) Baliistic (solid) | 600 500 | 24msl/12 TELs | Land-mobile, current GEP of |
about 300 meters to be :
- improved to <45 !
DF-21 Ballistic (solic) | 1,800 600 10 msl /10 TELs
DF-258 Ballistic: (solid) | 1,700 2,000 IN/A Fieiding plannad for 2002
C-B02 Land-attack Cruise 150 N/A 50 msi plarined by 2004
(TERCOM + GPS/GLONASS-
assisted quidance)
TOTAL 102 !
CONVENTIONAL ;
MISSILES |

Missile-related R&D will focus on developing more advanced solid propellants, more efficient
turbofan/turbojet engines, and more accurate guidance systems.

The PLLA may opt to prosuce a conventional variant of land-mobile DF-31 (8,000km range) which
is expected to enter into service at the tum of the century.

Current plans also call for investment in new manufacturing techniques and automation
technologies in order to expand the PLA’s missile production capacity over the next decade.
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Platterm Type

Manned Fighter / Ground
Attack Aircraft

AIR FORCES

~-40 FWE (3,000+ aircraft, mostly
1950-1860s era designs, but also 48
modern Su-27s putthased from

Comment

Planned co-production with Russia
of up to 300 additionat Su-27s,
Indigenously-designed J-10 (based

Russia) in large part on Israeli Lavi) to
. enter serial produgtion in 2005,
Non-Stealthy Theater Bombers | 300+ (H-5 / H-6 anned with C-601
AShMs, 110 km range}
| Manned C4iSR Aircraft 280
{SR UAVs 3 Chang Hong recce UAV, NPU D-4

recce/EW UAV, and ASN 104/105
UAV

Air Mobility Aircraft

405 transports / § primitive refuelars

Includes 10 IL.-76 heavy transports
purchased from Russia. Current
pian is to convert up to 20 H-6
bombers to air-to-air refueling role.

Surface-to-Air Missile Unis

124 (mostly HQ-2 laurchers w/ 18
nm range & RF-61s w/ 4 nm range)

24 SA-10 missile firing units {220
missiles) with 80+ km engagement
range were recently acquired from
Rusgsia, They are deployed in six
launch battalions (each with 4
faunchars),

surface-based SAMs, and C4! elements.

more capable air force with modern equipment.

Key goal of PLAAF is to create an integrated air defense network that links fighter aircraft,

Given finite resources, the PLAAF plans to transition toward a significantly smaller, but much

In addition, the PLAAF leadership has emphasized the development of unmanned aerial vehicles

(UAVs) for intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) missions over the next decade.
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GROUND FORCES
Uit Type 1988 (Active} Ceamments

Army Tank Divisions 15 Total of aboun 8,500 tanks; but that

includes about 6,000 aging Type-
59s. Only about 1,000 modem
tanks such as the Type 80/85 are
currentiv fielded.
Army Airbome Divisions 3 {manned by AF)

Army Infantiy Divisions

78 (including 2 mechanized)

These divisions are organized into
24 Group Armies.

Army Atrtillery Divisions

14 {mostly towed arty)

Large fraction of towed artillery, but
increasing amount of self-propelied
antillery (122 & 155mm} and MALs.

1

Army Rapid Reaction Divisions | 12 3 divisions in “rapid reaction” role
and 9 “ready to mobilize” in 24-48
hours.
| Army Helicopter Regiments 7
| Marine Infantry Divisions i 1 bde (5000 men)

The PLA leadership plans to transtorm the Army into a much lighter, more mobile, information-
intensive force during the upcoming decade. The long-term goal is to equal or surpass the
capabilities of America’s “Army 21" by about 201S.

The PLA plans to cut 500,000 troops over the next three years. 2-3 of PLA's Group Armies
(corps equivalent) will be deactivated and absorbed into the People's Armed Police (PAP).

°
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Anti-shipping Missile Units

]

NAvAL FORCES

80

Commients
Mostly HY-2 (85 km) , HY-3 {80

also 5 Harrclass 55Ns, 2 Song-
clags subs, and 3 Kilos S88Ks)

(Coastal) km), and MY-4 {135 km) anti-
shipping missiles {AShM)
Attack Submarines 61 (36 aging Romeoclass subs but | Obsolete Homeos scheduled to be

replaced by Type 039 Song-class
dissal-alactric subs,

Principal Surface Gombatants

54 (including 18 destroyers and 36
frigates, mostly of 1970s vintage)

Inchides 2 Russian-built
Sovrernenny-class guided missile
dostroyers.

Amphibictis Assauilt Ships M (including 25 L8Ts) Amphibious assault ships to be
modernized with Zhousan class
LST and Qiongsha class assault
ships in coming years as earlier
generation landing transports ara
decommissioned. PLAN also
mans to build high-speed air-
5 cushion landing craft.
Misgile and Torpedo Craft 335 {most equipped w/ C.801
AShMs, 40 km range)
Mine Countermeasure Ships 120

113

!

* Given the modest size of the current navy and the importance of maritime security concerns (e.g..
securing SLOCs, protecting our territorial claims in the South China Sea) to the political
leadership in Beijing, the PLA has made naval moderization and expansion a priority tor the
coming decade.

® (Obsolete submarines (e.g. aging Romeos) will be retired from the fleet and repiaced by more
capable boats over the next decade. In addition to the indigenous Han- and Song-class
programs, theé Navy expects to work out a licensing arrangement with Russia for producing Kilo-
class submarines in China.
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® Naval-related R&D over the next decade will focus on developing more sophisticated anti-shipping
missile technology (possibly with assistance from France or Russia), quieter submarines, ASW
technologies, and sea-launched cruise missiles
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SPACE & INFORMATION WARFARE FORCES

Satellite System Comments
Civilian Communication 150 Expacied to grow to over 1500
Satellites (worldwide) satellites on orbit by 2010,
Civilian ISR Satellite Systems 15
(wordwide)
Military Reconnaissance Jianbing-1B photo-reconnaissance | First launch in 1892, each satellites
Satellites satellite serias orbits for 15 or 16 davs,
Military Communication 3 1 OFH-3 series (indigenous) and 2
Satellites foraign-built satelites
Space L.aunch Sites 4

The PLA plans to rely on the burgeoning commercial space industry for most of its space-based
CA4ISR neads over this period.

Assuming the technical obstacles can be overcome, the PLA plans to launch several types of
military satellites (e.g.. ELINT, electro-optical, synthetic aperture radar, missile early warning,
navigational, and weather) over the coming decade.

China is a share-holder in the Iridium consortium which will provide global cellular service via a 66
LEO-based, satellite constellation.

China's space shuttle project was officially launched in 1992. The goal is to conduct a manned
trial in space by 2005. Current designs specify a shuttle with a payload of 3-3.5 tons.

China operates an extensive, ground-based space and missile tracking network,

The PLA plans to initiate a comprehensive {W program focused on developing information
protection technologies (to detect, track, and prevent incursions into friendly computer networks)
as well as to develop the means to fight and win informatiors confrontations in the future.
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STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES

Dellvery Systems
Platform Type Range (km) 1998 Comments
SSBNs/SSB N/A 1 Xia-class SSBN armad with | The JL-2 SLBM is a two-stage
12 JL-2 SLBMs and 1 solid fuel missile with 8,000 km
modified Gol-class SSB range. The J-2 is equipped
aquipped with 12 J.2 SLBMs with a MIRVed warhead
configured with 3, 100 ki
warheads and 1 PENAID
package.
Non-stealthy Theater <160
Bombers
(nuciear capable) -
DE-4 F CES-3 4,750 12mel 712 TELs Liquid propellant, slated to be
dacommissionad in 2001.
DF-SA / C85-4 13,000 7 mslin hardened
underground silos
DF-21/C88-5 1,800 10 msl/ 10 TELs Slated for decommission or
convarsion to conventional role
by 2010,
DF-33 8,000 N/A 24 planned for deployment
beginning in 2001 {land-
mobile, MIRVed PENAIDs).
DF-41 12.000 N/A 12 planned for deploymant
beginning in 2008 (road-, rail-
and river-mobite; MIRVed
warhaad).
Nuclear Stockplle
Nuclear Warhead 450

Inventory

Nuctear-related R&D during this period will focus on developing smaller warheads, more accurate

missile guidance & navigation systems, MIRV technology, and penetration aids.

Benefiting from Russian technical assistance, a clandestine research project aimed at optimizing

warheads for EMP effects is also underway.

Military Reserve — 1.2 million

OT™HER MILITARY UNITS

Central Military Commission -~ 530,000

People’'s Armed Police -~ 700,000
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Program Adjustments Move 1

(FY 1999-FY 2011)

Budget Overview
Budget expected to rise from $25 billion in FY 1999 to about

$90 billion in FY 2011. Total defense budget over period is
approximately $750 billion

Baseline defense program consumes $400 billion

Growing personnel cost plus inflation consumes $100 billion

Remaining budget surpius for new spending is $250 billion

($250 billion)

R&D
Expanded R&D Option 1 + $25 billion
Expanded R&D Option 2 + $50 billion
Expanded R&D Option 3 + $100 billion

Procurement

DF-11 and DF-15 Ballistic Missiles (300 ~ 600 km range)
Procure 500 additional missiles +3$.5 billion
Procure 1000 additional missiles +$1 billion

DF-21 and DF-25 Ballistic Missiles (1800 km range)
Procure 500 additional missiles +3.5 billion

DF-35 and DF-45 Ballistic Miasiles (2,500 —~ 5,000 km range)
Procure 250 missiles +$.5 billion
Procure 500 missiles +$1 billion

DF-31 and DF-41 Ballistic Missiles (8,000 - 12,000 km range)
Procure 100 missiles (conventional variant) +$.5 billion

C-802 / Land Attack Cruise Missiles (150~ 300 km rangs)
Procure mix of 1000 additional missiles +$1 billion

Low-Observable Land Attack Crulse Missile (750 km range)
Procure 200 missiles +$.5 billion
Procure 400 missiles +$1 billion

Procure Theater Missile Defense (PAC -2/3) Equivalent
Procure 24 TMD Batteries +$3.5 billion
Procure 48 TMD Batteries +$7 billion




Advanced Surface-to-Air Missiles (e.g., SA-10C/D)

Purchase 300 firing units from abroad +$1 billion
J-10 Indigenous Fighter
Procure 200 additional aircraft +$6 billion

Su-27/ J-11 Fourth Generation Fighter
Co-produce 200 aircraft +$7 billion
Co-produce 400 aircraft (100 indigenously) +$15 billion
Co-produce 600 aircraft (300 indigenousiy) +$33 billion

Modern Ground Attack Aircraft (e.g. Su-30/34s)

Purchase 200 aircraft from abroad +$10 billion
Purchase 400 aircraft from abroad +$20 billion

Purchase 600 aircraft from abroad +$30 billion

Indigenous Ground Attack Aircraft (variant of Su-24)
Procure 200 aircraft +$8 billion
Procure 400 aircraft +$16 billion

Modern Ground Attack Aircraft (reverse-engineered Su-30/34)
Procure 100 aircraft +$6 billion

Purchase 6 Early Waming / Battle Management Aircraft
+$2.5 billion —_——

Second Generation ISR UAVs

Procure 100 UAVs +$.5 billion)
Procure 24 Air Refuelers +$2 billion
Procure 24 Heavy Air Transports +$2 billion
{.and-based Anti-Ship Missile Units

Procure 300 additional firing units +$.5 billion
Alrcraft carrier (45,000 ton class)

Purchase 1 carrier from abroad +$4 billion

Purchase 2 carriers from abroad +$8 billion

Small-Deck Carrier (Indigenous, 30,000 ton class)
Procure 1 carrier +$2.5 billion

Attack submarines (K//io~class / Type 212)
Purchase 4 additional subs from abroad +$1 billion
Purchase 8 additional subs from abroad +$2 billion
Co-produce 20 additional subs +$6 billion

Attack submarines (Indigenous, Song-ciass)
Procure B additional subs +$1.5 billion
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Modern Destroyers (Sovremenny-ciass)
Purchase 4 destroyers from abroad
Purchase 8 destroyers from abroad
Co-produce 20 modern destroyers

Procure 8 Luhu-class Destroyers
Frigates (J/angwei-class)
Procure 8 additional frigates
Procure 16 additional frigates

Fast-attack Missile & Torpedo Cratt
Procure 24 additional craft

+$2 bitlion
+$3.5 billion
+$9 billion
+$2 billion

+$1 biflion
+$2 billion

+$1 billion

Upgrade All Surface Combatants with C-802 or SS-N-22

Anti-Ship Cruise Missiles +$.5 billion
Modern Amphibious Assaulit Ships

Purchase 2 ships from abroad +51.5 billion

Purchase 4 ships from abroad +$3 billion
Semi-modern Amphibious Assault Ships

Procure 5 ships indigenously +1 billion
Advanced Main Battle Tanka (T-90ll)

Procure 600 additional tanks +$2.5 billion

Procure 1200 additional tanks +$6 billion

Procure 2400 additional tanks +$12 billion
intantry Fighting Vehicles / Armored Personnel Carriers (Type 95)

Procure 600 IFV/APCs +$1.5 biltion

Pracure 1200 IFV/APCs +$4 billion

Procure 2400 IFV/APCs +%8 billion
Modern MLRS (e.g. Russian SMERCH)

Procure 500 firing units with reloads +$1 billion
Procure 100 E-FOGM equivalent Firing Unita  +$1 billion

Advanced, All-weather Attack Helos (e.g., Ka-50/52)

Purchase 100 helos from abroad
Purchase 200 helos from abroad
Purchase 300 helos from abroad

+$3 billion
+$6 billion
+$9 billion




Procure 3 Military Communication Satellites  +$1 billion
Procure 2 E-O and 2 SAR Satellites +$3 bililon
Procure 2 SIGINT Satellites +$1 billion
Force Structure
PLAF Fighter Wings
Cut5 FW ($3 biilion)
Cut 10 FW ($6 billion)
Cut 15 FW ($9 biilion)
Surface Combatants
Cut 15 ships ($.5 billion)
Cut 30 ships ($1 biilion)
PLA Infantry Divisions
Cut 6 divisions (2 Group Ammies) ($10 billion)
Cut 12 divisions (4 Group Armies) ($20 billion)
Cut 18 divisions (6 Group Armies) ($30 billion)

Readiness

Increase Readiness & Training

$25 billion plus up over the period
$50 billion plus up over the period
$75 billion plus up over the period

GRAND TOTAL.:
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China Program Adjustments

Move 1 Carry Forwards

Procurement
DF-11 and DF-15 Ballistic Missiles (300 - 600 km range)
500 additional missiles +$1.5 billion
1000 additional missiles +$3 billion
DF-21 and DF-25 Ballistic Missilas (1800 lsm range)
S00 additional missiles +$1.5 billion
DF-35 and DF-45 Ballietic Miaalles (2,500 -~ 5,000 lem range)
250 missiles +$2 billion
500 missiles +$3.5 billion

DF-31 and DF-41 Ballistic Mlasiles (8,000 -~ 12,000 lsm range)
100 missiles (conventional variant) +$1.5 biltion

C-802 / Land Attack Crulse Missllea (150~ 300 lsm range)

1000 additional missiles +83 billion
Low-Observable Land Attack Crulee Misslle (750 km range)

200 missiles +$1.5 billion

400 missiles +$3 billion

Procure Theater Misslie Dsfense (PAC -2/3) Equivalent
24 TMD Batteries +$1.5 billion
48 TMD Batteries +$3 billion

J-10 Indigenous Fighter

Procure 200 additional aircraft +$3 billion
Su-27 / J-11 Fourth Generation Fighter

200 aircraft +$6 billion

400 aircraft +$12 billion

600 aircraft +$18 billion
Modern Ground Attack Aircraft (e.g. Su-30/34s)

Purchase 200 aircraft from abroad +$6 billion

Purchase 400 aircraft from abroad +$12 billion

Purchase 600 aircraft from abroad +$18 billion




Indigenous Ground Attack Aircraft (variant of Su-24)
Procure 200 aircraft +%4 billion
Procure 400 aircraft +$8 billion

Modern Ground Attack Alrcrsft (reverse-engineared Su-30/34)
Procure 100 aircraft +%3 billion

Purchase 6 Early Warning / Battle Management Alrcraft

+$1.5 billion

Second Generation ISR UAVs

Procure 100 UAVs +$1.5 billion)
Procure 24 Air Refuelers +%$1.5 billion
Procure 24 Heavy Air Transports +$1.5 billion
Alircraft carrier (45,000 ton ciass)

1 carrier from abroad +$4 billion

2 carriers from abroad +%8 billion

Smali-Deck Carrler (Indigenous, 30,000 ton class)

1 carrier +32 billion
Attack submarinea (Kiloclass / Type 212)

4 additional subs from abroad +$.5 billion

8 additional subs from abroad +$1 billion

20 additional subs +33 billion

Modern Destroyers (Sovremenny-class)
Co-produce 20 modern destroyers +$2 billion

Advsnced Main Battle Tanka (T-80ll)

600 additional tanks +$4 billion
1200 additional tanks +3$8 billion
2400 additional tanks +$17 billion
Infantry Fighting Vehicles / Armored Personnei Carriers (Type 95)
600 IFV/APCs +3$4 billion
1200 IFV/APCs +$8 billion
2400 IFV/APCs +$17 billion
Advanced, Ali-weather Attack Helos (e.g., Ka-50/52)
Purchase 100 helos from abroad +3%3 billion
Purchase 200 helos from abroad +$6 billion
Purchase 300 helos from abroad +$9 billion
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Force Structure

PLAF Fighter Wings
Cut 5 FW
Cut 10 FW
Cut 15 FW

PLA Infantry Divisions
Cut 6 divisions (2 Group Armies)
Cut 12 divisions (4 Group Armies)
Cut 18 divisions (6 Group Armies)

($3.5 billion)
($7 billion)
($10 billion)

($25 billion)
($50 billion)
($75 billion)




Program Adjustments Move 3
(FY 2012-FY 2025)

Budget Overview
Budget expected to rise from $80 billion in FY 1999 to about
$200 billion in FY 2025. Total defense budget over period is
approximately $2 trillion

Baseline defense program consumes $1 trillion between
cost growth and Inflation

Growing personnel cost consumes $350 billion

Remaining budget surplus for new spending is $650 billion

($650 billion)

Carry Forward from Move 1

R&D
Expanded R&D Option 1 + $50 billion
Expanded R&D Option 2 + $100 bitlion
Expanded R&D Op#ion 3 + $150 bitlion
Procurement

DF-35 and DF-45 Ballistic Missiles (2,500 - 5,000 km range)
Procure 500 missiles +$2 billion
Procure 1000 missiles +$4.5 billion

DF-55 (5,000 km range)
Procure 500 missiles +$2.5 billion
Procure 1000 missiles +$5 billion

DF-65 (10,000 km range)
Procure 250 missiles +$2 billion

Low-Observable Land Attack Cruise Missile (750 km range)
Procure 1000 missiles +$3.5 billion
Procure 2000 missiles +$8 billion

VLO, Land Attack Cruise Missiles (1500 km range)
Procure 1000 missiles +$6 billion
Procure 2000 missiles +$13 billion
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VLO, Extended-Range Cruise Miesiles (4000 km range)

Procure 500 missiles
Procure 1000 missiles

Procure Advanced Theater Missile Defense (THAAD-Equivalent)

+%$4 billion
+39 billion

Procure 7 TMD Batteries +$10 billion
Procure 14 TMD Batteries +$20 billion
Advanced Surface-to-Air Missiles (e.g., SA-X)
Procure 300 firing units +%$6.5 billion
J-12 Multirole Aircraft (JSF equivalent)
Procure 400 aircraft +$26 billion
Procure 800 aircraft +$60 billion
Procure 1200 aircraft +$90 billion
Nonsteaithy Intercontinental Bombers
Procure 12 +%$4 billion
Procure 24 +$7 billion
Wide-body ALCM Trucks (each with 40 ALCMs & reloads)
Procure 12 +%4 billion
Procure 24 +$8 billion
Procure 48 +16 billion
Stealthy Intercontinental Bombers
Procure 6 +3$8 billion
Procure 12 +$13 billion
Airborne Lasers
Procure 6 +$5.5 billion
Procure 12 +$9 billion
Advanced ISR UAVs
Procure 100 ISR UAVs +$2 billion
Procure 200 ISR UAVs +3$4.5
IW UAVs
Procure 12 iIW UAVS +3$1 billion
Procure 24 IW UAVS +32 bitlion
Weaponized UAVs
Procure 100 UAVs +$3 billion
Procure 200 UAVs +$5.5 billion
Procure 100 Modern Alr Refuelers +$1 0 billion
Procure 100 Modern Airlitters (C-17) +$23 billion




Advanced Land-based Anti-Ship Missile Units

Procure 300 additional firing units +$1 billion
Anti-Ship / ASW UAVs

Procure 100 +$4.5 bitlion

Procure 300 +$12 billion
Wide-Area, Underwater Sensor Nets

Procure 2 +$6.5 billion
Nimitz-Ciass Carrier plus Air Wing

Procure 1 +$14 billion

Procure 2 +$25 billion

Missile Barges (each with 500 S/R ballistic missiles)

Procure 2 +31 billion
Procure 4 +$2 billion
Procure 6 +$3 billion

Advanced Nuclear Attack Submarines (improved NSSN-equivalent)

—————————
[rmmmammeanmmanammnnmmnan———-
R

Procure 8 +$13.5 billion

Procure 16 +$25 billion

Procure 32 +3$46 billion
Attack Submarines (advanced AIP diesel)

Procure 8 +$4.5 billion

Procure 16 +98 billion

Procure 32 +$15 billion
Advanced ASW Frigates

Procure 10 +$3.5 billion

Procure 20 +$7 billion
Battle Dominance Ships (DD-21 equivalent)

Procure 8 +$5.5 billion

Procure 16 +$10 billion

Procure 24 +$15 billion
Advanced Amphibious Assault Ships

Procure 8 +84 billion

Procure 16 +$8 bitlion
Stealthy Armed Reconnaissance Helicopters

Procure 100 +$3.5 biition

Procure 200 +$7 billion

Procure 400 +$14 billion
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Advanced Main Battle Tanks ((M1A4 equivalent)

Procure 600 additional tanks +$5.5 billion
Procure 1200 additional tanks +$10 billion
Procure 2400 additional tanks +$19 billion
Infantry Fighting Vehicles / Armored Personnel Carriers (Type 95)
Procure 600 IFV/APCs +$3.5 billion
Procure 1200 IFV/APCs +$7 billion
Procure 2400 IFV/APCs +$14 billion
Advanced Fleld Artlllery Systems (Crusader-equivalent)
Procure 100 +$1 biflion
Procure 200 +$2 billion
Procure 400 +$4 billion
Procure 100 Enhanced E-FOGM equivaient Firing Units
Procure 200 +83 billion
Procure 400 +$6 billion

Space-Based L.aser Conatellation
Procure partial constellation (12 sats) +$13 billion
Procure full constellation (24 sats) +$35 billlon

Space-to-Ground Attack Satellites (100 roda each)

Procure 4 +$4.5 billion
Ground-Based, DE ASATs

Procure 6 +$25 billion

Procure 12 +$45 billion
Direct-Ascent, Kinetic Kill ASATs

Procure 48 +$.5 billion
Trans-Atmospheric Vehiclea (Space Planes)

Procure 8 +$10 billion

Procure 16 +$20 billion
Rapid L.aunch, Light Satellites

Procure 40 +$5 billion

Procure 80 +$9 billion
Advanced Military Communication Satellites

Procure 6 +38 billion

Procure 12 +$15 billion
Advanced ISR Satellites (E-O, SAR, IR, ELINT)

Procure 6 +$10 billion

Procure 12 +$20 billion

4




Sea Control Satellites

Procure constellation of 12 satellites +20 billion
Force Structure
PLAF Fighter Wings
Cut5 FW ($7 biflion)
Cut 10 FW ($14 billion)
Ses Control Brigades
Create 2 +$8 billion
Create 4 +$16 billion
Create 6 +330 billion
PLA Tank / Mach Divisions
Cut 5 divisions ($35 billion)
Cut 10 divisions ($70 billion)
Cut 15 divisions ($100 billion)
PLA Infantry Divisions
Cut 12 divisions (4 Group Armies) ($50 billion)
Cut 24 divisions (8 Group Armies) ($100 billion)
‘Cut 36 divisions (12 Group Armies) ($150 billion)
Advanced Airborne Divisions
Create 1 +$25 billion
Create 2 +$50 billion
Mobile Strike Brigades
Create 3 $11 billion
Create 6 $20 billion
Create 9 $30 billion
Aerlal Strike Force Divisions
Create 1 +$28 billion
Create 2 +$54 billion
Create 4 +$106 billion
Mobile Strike Force Divisions
Create 1 +$11 billion
Create 2 +$20 billion
Create 4 +$40 billion
Specialized IW Brigades
Create 2 +$2 billion
Create 4 +84 bilion
Create 6 +$6 billion

}i}}__l}JJJJJ}}}llJ)}}J]}}}}J)J)I}IJJJ)}JJJJJB




] )

J1 Y1y r ) o))

DI B S IS IS I

)

)Y Py 1Y)y 1))

]

J )

]

) )

Readiness

Increase Readiness, Training, and PME
$50 billion plus up over the period
$75 biliion plus up over the period
$100 billion plus up over the period

GRAND TOTAL:
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Move 1 PRC R&D Options

R&D ias funded in the base program during the period FY 1999-2011 at
approximately $4 billion per annum. This R&D level funds preliminary research, and in
some cases, model R&D consistent with the 863 Program (e.g. space, lasers,
automation, biotechnology, information systems, energy, and new materials) as well as
upgrades to current generation systems in the base force (6.g., DF-11/15 ballistic missiles,
J-10 fighters, Type-80/85 main battle tanks, Luhu-class destroyers, and Song-class attack
submarines).

R&D can be increased during this mcve by 50% ($25 billion plus-up over the
period), 100% ($50 billion plus-up over the period), or 206% ($100 billion) in order to
finance expanded/aliternative programs.

System groupings under the three R&D options listed below are based on the
projected level of resources required, the degree of technological discontinuity involved
and commonality with other systems under development. Accordingly, systems can not
be readily shifted among options.

Option 1: $25 Billion Increage. This level of increase would extend and

accelerate existing technology development programs as well as enable significant
progress in missile propulsion technologies (including scramjets), advanced missile
navigation and guidance systems (e.g., FOG-based inertial guidance, terrain matching,
digital scene matching, and IR imaging), sensor technologies (including automated target
recognition), and a range of stealth technologies (e.g., low-observable design, radar-
absorbing materials, and active signature reduction techniques).

This R&D expansion would make it possible for the Ministry of Defense to procure
several new systems during the FY 2012-2025 period. Systems than could be procured in
operationally meaningful numbers by 2025 with this level of R&D include:

e Advanced battlefield rockets equivalent to American ATACMS-ER

o “Smarnt” sea mines capable of distinguishing “enemy” naval vessels from friendly
maritime traffic

e Long-range, low observable, highly precise cruise missiles
e Extremely accurate ballistic missiles equipped with PENAIDs

o Direct-ascent, kinetic kill anti-satellite weapons

Clres ol Shiacic




o Trans-atmospheric vehicles capable of rapid, global precision strike and limited
space operations (outgrowth of space shuttle project initiated in 1992)

o Stealthy, long-endurance unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) for both ISR and strike
missions

e Stealthy manned fighter aircraft and bombers

e Semi-stealthy missile & torpedo craft

Option 2: $50 Billion ncrease. This level of increase positions the Ministry of

Defense to procure all of the systems described under Option 1 plus several additional
advanced platforms made possible by significant technological progress in robotics,
MEMs, sensor miniaturization, high speed computing, artificial intelligence, and high
density energy storage. Future procurement options for the FY 2012-2025 period enabled

by this R&D funding level could include:

« A family of battlefield support robots including robotic porters, scouts, sappers,
and sentries

« Muitipurpose, rapid launch, light satellites

e A family of electronic wartare tools including conventional EMP and high-power
microwave weapons, directional infrared and GPS jamming systems, and
sophisticated, broadband radio frequency jammers

e Advanced multispectral decoys and other advanced electronic countenneasures
(ECMs)

e Electric-drive missile launchers and semi-stealthy advanced combat vehicles
(ACVs)

e Electromagnetic guns capable of shooting 500 to 1000 kms

O R A et 2
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Option 3: $100 Billion In¢rease. This level of increase positions the Ministry of
Defense to procure all of the systems described under Options 1 and 2 plus several
additional systems made possible by significant technological progress in directed energy,
adaptive optics, space-based remote-sensing, and other space-related technologies.

Future procurement options for the FY 2012-2025 period enabled by this R&D funding
level could include:

¢ Airbome lasers (air control and BPI of ballistic missiles)

¢ Space-based laser constellation (space control and ABM)
¢ Neutral particle beam, ground-based ASAT

e Ground-based lasers for “dazzling” an opponent'’s satellites

» Space-to-ground, direct attack satellites (150 kinetic energy projectiies per
satellite)
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Move 3 PRC R&D Options

R&D can be increased during this move by $50 billion, $100 billion, or $1S0 billion
over the course of this period, 2011-2025, in order to finance expanded/alternative
programs.

System groupings under the three R&D options listed below are based on the
projected level of resources required, the degree of technological discontinuity involved

and commonality with other systems under development. Accordingly, systems cannot be
readily shifted among options.

Option 1: $50 Billion Increase. This level of increase would extend and

accelerate existing technology development programs as well as enable significant
technological progress in human genome sciences, biochemistry and advanced
biotechnologies.

This R&D expansion would make it possible for the Ministry of Defense to procure
several new capabilities in the period beyond 2025 such as the following:

¢ Novel biotoxins and bioregulator weapons;
¢ Genetically-specific biological wehpons;

e Bio-reactive or “chameleon” materials which automatically adapt to their
surroundings;

o Rugged, light weight, highly-sensitive biosensors capable of detecting and
identifying a wide-range of chemical and biological agents;

e ‘Breathable" personal protective gear composed of durable biomaterials; and

e A biotech-based decontamination/remediation capability.

AR
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Option 2: $100 Billion Increase. This level of increase positions the Ministry of

Defense to procure all of the systems described under Option 1 plus several additional
advanced platforms made possible by significant technological progress in the following
technology areas: fuel cell / electric drive, PGM miniaturization, and the application of
signature management technologies (active and passive) to wide-bodied aircraft. This
R&D expansion could make it possible for the Ministry of Defense to field in the period
beyond 2025 several advanced air, ground, and sea systems such as:.

e Stealthy, 10 ton, electric propulsion, electromagnetic gun-equipped (10
kilometer maximum effective range) advanced combat vehicles and stealthy,
electric drive, multipurpose, 100 kilometer range, advanced missile artillery
systems.

e Stealthy airlifters, aerial refueling aircraft, and battlespace control aircraft (i.e.,
low observable airbome laser platform).

e Stealthy, air-to-air and air-to-ground UAVs which can be launched and
recovered from a stealthy, wide-bodied, extended range aircraft (up to 12 short
range UAVs per aircraft).

e large-scale, precision, air delivery utilizing INS/GPS-guided parafoils dropped
from stealthy air transports.

Option 3: $150 Billion Increase. This level of increase positions the Ministry of

Defense to procure all of the systems described under Options 1 and 2 pius a few
additional systems made possible by advances in artificial intelligence, MEMS, and high-
density energy storage. For instance, with this level of R&D, the following weapon
systems could be procured in operationally meaningful numbers in the period beyond
2025:

¢ Exoskeleton-equipped infantry (integrated personal operational mobility/combat
system).

e Autonomous micro-robots capable of reconnaissance and surveillance within

closed structures, attacking elactronic equipment, and kiling humans which
match their pre-programmed attack profile.
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PRC Systems Descriptions

PLA Missile Systems (Second Artillery)

CONVENTIONAL MisSILE FORCES

Missile Name

Paylinad (kg)

Comments

Range (km)

DF~3A Ballistic (liquid) | 2,800 2,000 Poor CEP (>1000 .
] maters), land-mobile |
| DF-11 (M-11) Ballistic: (solid) | 300 500 Land-mobile }
DF-15 (M-9) Ballisticc (solid) 600 500 Land-mobite, current |
CEP of about 300 |
meters to be improved -
10 <45 |
DF-21 Baliistic (solid) | 1,800 600 i
OF-258 Baliistic (solid) | 1,700 2,000 Fielding planned for
2002
| DF-35 Ballistic (solid) 2,500 2,000 Early R&D
I DF-45 Ballistic (solid) 5,000 1,000 Early R&D
C-802 l.and-attack Cruise 150 50 msl planned by
2004 (TERCOM +
GPS/GLONASS-
assisted guidance)

STRATEGIC NucLEAR MISSILE FORCES

Missile Name
JL-2

Ballistic (solid)

Range (ki) Payload (kf3)

Comments
1 Xfe-class SSBN
amed with 12 JL-2
SLBMs and 1 madified
Golf-class SSB
equipped with 12 J-2
SL.BMs

DF-4/CSS-3

Ballistic (liquid) !

2,200

land-mobile, poor CEP

DF-5A 7/ CSS-4

Ballistic (liquid)

3,200

CEP < 500 m

DF-21/CSS-5

Ballistic (solid)

Mobile TEL

DF-31

Ballistic (solid)

8,000 700

l.and-mobile, In ;
development, To be
fielded in 2000

DF-41

Ballistic (solid) i

L.and-mobile, In
development, To be
fieldad by 2010 .




PLAF Systems

FIGHTERS

J-11 (Su-27) Heavy Air Superiority Fighter
* Max speed of Mach 2.7, unrefueled range of 1,560 km, capable of carrying a payload of
9,300 kg.

> Comparable to the F-15C.

> Loaded with 4 x AA-10c and 6 x AA-11 Air-to-Air Missiles (AAM) with a range

from 55-110 km,
> Equipped with variant of the Zhuk-27 radar able to fire anti-aircraft missiles at

four different targets.

J-10 Multi-Role Fighter.
e Same performance class as the Russian MiG-29, US F-16, Euro-fighter 2000, and
Dassault Rafale.

> Argued to be more maneuverable than the F/A-18E/F

> |t can carry a variety of AAMs

BOMBERS / FIGHTER BOMBERS

Su-30MK Ruaalan Fighter Ground Attack Aircraft,
¢ Max speed = Mach 2, unrefueled range = 2,997 km, and payload = 8,008 kg.
> Approaches capability of the F-1SE.
> Ten hardpoints for missiles or gravity bombs
> Carries precision weapons like the Zvezda Kh-31 ramjet-powered anti-ship
and anti-radiation missile (range = 70 km).

Su-34 Theater Bomber
¢ 3,200 km unrefueled range
e Can carry 17,640 Ibs ordnance

JH-7 Tandem Seat-Fighter Bomber

e Max speed = Mach 2, unrefueled range = 1,500 km, and payload = 5,000kg.
> Equipped with a terrain following radar
> Can carry two C-801 Air-to-Surface Missiles (ASM) (range = 65km).
> Comparable to the British Tomado and the Russian Su-24.

H-6D Bomber
e Max speed = Mach 2, Range = 48,000 km, and it is outfitted to carry ALCMs
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AIR REFUELERS/ TRANSPORT

IL-78 Alr-Refueler
* Range = 2,997 km with 53,320 Ibs. of fuel. Can refuel a total of five to eight combat
aircraft.

IL-76 Transport Aircraft
¢ Range = 4,625 km., Payload = 114,640 Ib

EARLY WARNING AIRCRAFT

Search Watcher
e This airbome radar has an endurance of 11 hr and airbome surveillance and tracking
capability over a 400 mile wide circie.

A-50 Mainstay
e The A-50 has an endurance of 10 hr and airborne surveillance and tracking capability over
a 500 mile wide circle.

UAvs

Chang Hong reconnalsaance UAV
» Endurance = 3 hrs,, Altitude = 17,500 ft
> Sensor payload: photographic camera (PC)

NPU D4 reconnalasance and electronic warfare UAV
» Operating radius = 100 km, Endurance = 2 hrs, Altitude = 3,000 feet.
» Sensor payload: PC, Video (RT), IRLS (RT)

ASN104/105 reconnaissance and electronic warfare UAV
» Operating radius = 60-100 km, Endurance = 2 hrs, Altitude = 3,200 feet.
> Sensor payload: PC, Video (RT), LLTV (RT)

Second-Generation UAV

e Operating radius = 300-500 km, Endurance = 12 hrs, Altitude = 40,000 feet.
> Sensor payload: Video (RT), LLTV (RT), imaging IR

SURFACE-TO-AIR MISSILES (SAMS)

I HQ-2J l 34km | Mach 4 l

l RF-61 [ 8km | Mach 3
| SA-10C | 90km | nk
I SA-10D | 195km I nk

3




PLA Systems

TANKS

T-80 li(indigenous)
e Diesel powered tank with explosive reactive armor
> Main armament = 125 mm smoothbore gun
» Max road speed = 60+ kmv/hr
» Computerized fire control = control panel, laser range-finder, crosswind
sensor and angular velocity sensor.
> Infrared reflecting paint

T-85 (Indigenous)
o A diesel powered tank with NBC protection, fire/explosion/suppression system and smoke
grenade launcher.

» Speed = 65 km/hr

> Computerized fire control system,

> Armament = 125 mm gun fed by automatic loader.

BMD-3 Airbome Combat Vehicle
 An Infantty Fighting Vehicle (IFV) able to cope with a full range of combat missions
assigned to infantry sub-units.
> Speed = 70 km/hr, Range = 600-800 km
> Equipped with an automatic fire control system.
> Armament = 30 mm automatic gun and 100 mm cannon/ guided missile
launcher.

HELICOPTERS

Ka-50 Multi-Role All Weather Helicopter.
» One seater, co-axial attack helicopter with an on-board integrated electronic flight
navigation and weapon controf system.
» Comparable to the AN-64A Apache
> Speed = 310 kmvhr Range = 1,160 km
> Armament = 12 antitank Vihrmissiles (range = 11.5 km), Igla-V air-to-air missiles
(range = 1- 5.2km), 30mm canon

Ka-52 Two Seater Multi-Role All Weather Helicopter.
e Co-axial attack helo.
» Speed = 350km/hr, Range = 455 km
> Armament = antitank Vihr missiles (range = 11.5 km), igla-V AAM (range = 1-
5.2km), 30 mm canon
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ARTILLERY / ROCKET LAUNCHERS

Smerch Mobile Multiple Launch Rocker System (MLRS)

e Can carry up to five Bazalt parachute-retarded munitions which us sensors to find and fire
at a target a 1kg penetrator.

» Armament = 12 tubes x 300mm missiles.

> Missile range = 20~70 km

EFOG-M-Equivalent
* An eight missile launcher with antitank and anti-helicopter roles.
> Missile range = 15km




PLAN Systems

AIRCRAFT CARRIERS

Russian Aircraft Carrier

* A 44,500 ton angled deck aircraft carrier.

» Typically carries 36 Su-33s (Flanker) and 2 Anti-Submarine Warfare (ASW) helicopters.
> Speed = Mach 2.3, ordinance = 14,000ib.

Indigenous Aircraft Carrier (first generation)
e A 30,000 ton short deck aircraft carrier.
e Typically carries up to 30 Yak-38 V/STOL aircraft and 1 ASW helicopter.
» Speed of = Mach 1, Ordinance = 3,000 Ib, Armed = AA-11 (range =
30km)

SURFACE COMBATANTS

o Modern Destroyer (e.g. Sovremenny Russian guided missile destroyer)
» Armament = 8 SS-N-22 Anti-Ship Missile (AshM), SA-N-7 SAMs, 1 KA-27
ASW helicopter.
» The SS-N-22 travels at Mach 2.5 to a range of 30-120 km

¢ Luhu indigenously built destroyer.
> Armament = 8 AshM C-801 (range = 65 km), FM-80(N) SAMs (range = 7km),

2 Harbin 29A helicopters.

e Jiangwef indigenously built guided missile frigate.
> Armament = 6 AshM C-801 (range = 65km), HQ-61 SAM (range = 8km), 1
Harbin Z3A helicopter.

¢ Indigenous Amphibious Assault Ship (e.g. Qiongsha Class)
> Military lift = 400 troops, 350 tons of cargo.
> Speed = 16 knots
» Armament = 8 China 14.5 mm guns.

SUBMARINES

o Russian Kilo Attack Submarines.
» Armament = 6 x 533 mm torpedo tubes, wake-homing torpedoes.
> Each sub can hold 18 type 53 dual purpose torpedoes or 24 mines.
> Equipped with SA-14 and SA-16 SAMs
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* Song SS Diesei-Electric Submarine.
> Armament = 6 x 533 mm torpedo tubes
> [Each can hold 18 Yu-4 or Yu-1 torpedoes
> |tis capable of firing C802 (range = 180 km) anti-ship cruise
missiles while submerged.

o Han Nuclear Attack Submarine
> Armmament = 6 x 533 mm torpedo tubes
> |t is capable of firing CB02 (range = 180 km) anti-ship cruise
missiles while submerged.

ANTI-SHIP MISSILES (ASHM)

Range {kim)  Payload (kg) Commaent

=101 (MY-2) Sitkworm 83 400 Active radar
C-201 (MY-2A) Seersucker 102 500 Active radar /
IR Homing |
C~301 (HY-3) Sawhorse 180 500 Active Radar /
: Mach 2
HY-4 135 500 Active Radar
C-802 Saccade 120 165 Active Radar
XW-41 300 400 Improved
HY-4
85-N-22 Sunbum 160 300 Active/passive
radar heming.
Mach 2 5
7
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STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENTS, 1998-2008

MILITARY TRENDS

Despite multinationai export control efforts such as the Missile Technology Control
Regime (MTCR), ballistic and cruise missile tachnology continues to spread. Regional
competitors are able to purchase ballistic missiles with greater range and accuracy and
more lethal warheads than those Iraq used during the Gulf War. An increasing number
of states are also acquiring cruise missiles. The spread of accurate ballistic and cruise
missiles allows regional compatitors not only to attack an adversary's cities, but also
ports, airfields, garrisons, and logistics facilities.

In response, a growing number of states — including the United States, China, India,
Russia, Japan, Israel, Great Britain, France, and Gemmany -~ are in the process of
deploying or purchasing theater missile defense (TMD) systems. At ieast for the short-
terrn, current systems should be able defeno point targets against small-scale attacks
by ballistic missiles, but will likely be unable to protect large fixed targets against a
concerted attack by stealthy cruise missiles or ballistic missile barrage attacks. To
complicate matters, states with ballistic missile forces have responded to TMD
developments by incorporating countermeasures (e.g., manetsvering warheads, decoys,
etc) into their missile designs.

A growing number of states are utilizing unmanned air vehicles (LIAVs) for
reconnaissance and surveililance. Several advanced states have programs to deploy
cruise missiles with reduced signature; others are developing such a capability.

Increasingly sophisticated mines and SAMs have proliferated widely. As a result,
traditional amphibious assault has become more difficuit and non-stealthy wide-body
aircraft such as the JSTARS, AWACs, and ABL have become more vulnerabie to
attack.

Several intemational consortia operate commercial satelite communications
architectures that provide voice and data service to customers across the globe. While
most customers are civilian, several military organizations employ them as well. In
addition, public-key encryption provides users - civilian and military alike - access to
secure, redundant communications paths.

Both states and non-state actors have access to precision location data provided by the
Global Positioning System (GPS) and its counterparts, Precision location information
offers the ability to locate friendly and hostile forces to within several meters and to
employ stand-off weapons with great precisicn against fixed targets.

Electro-optical imagery with better than one-meter resolution is commercially availabie
from American, Russian, and European vendors. In addition, the United States,




Russia, China, Europe, Japan, India, Israel, Brazil, South Africa, and Korea possess
their own imaging satellites.

GEOPOLITICAL TRENDS

UNITED STATES

The United States remains strong economically, politically, and militarity. Economic
growth continues at rates above Europe, but below most of the countries in Asia. The
United States continues to be dependent on both oil and natural gas imports.
Strategically, America's closest allies are Europe and Japan.

Since the Mexican crisis in 2004, border security has been a recurrent theme in national
politics. Concem about the vuinerabiiity of the U.S. information infrastructure was
raised in 2005, when a previously unknown Middie Eastem terrorist group with
suspected ties to Iran waged a successful information warfare attack against a
computer network supporting the New York Stock Exchange. The attack shut the
exchange down for two days and sharply curtailed trading for several weeks thereafter.
The incident raised concem about the vulnerability of the U.S. information infrastructure
to information attack.

CHINA

China's economy continues to grow steadily and it is anticipated that Chinese GDP will
surpass that of the United States in the next decade. Beijing is improving and
expanding its infrastructure, patticularly in the area of telecommunications, and has an
emerging space-launch industry. Pursuing military modemization, Beijing has been
importing advanced technologies from Russia, westem Europe, and Israel. While
China’s main trading pastners continue to be the United States, Japan, Europe, and
Russia, the country is becoming the dominant economic force in Central and Southeast

Asia.

China’s energy needs are voracious. Although Beijing has expanded production in the
Tarim Basin and the Bohai Sea, it continues to be a net importer of oil. In 2004,
Beijing's negotiations with Moscow and Sibenan regional authorities resulted in the
development of a liquid natural gas pipeline (LNG) scheduled to go on-line in 2012.
Beijing’s negotiations with several of the Centrat Asian republics resulted in a 2007
agreement to build the world's largest natural gas pipeline from Turkmenistan to the
Chinese coast. The pipeline is scheduled for completion in 2021.

Relations between Moscow and Beijing are on the whole positive, though China's
increasing influence in Central Asia has caused some coolness between the states.
Tensions have also arisen between Beijing and the Siberian regional authorities
regarding the treatment of the Chinese population in the maritime provinces.

Population growth remains under control. Productivity and production continue to
expand and per-capita income continues to rise. However, economic growth is
concentrated in the coastal areas. one-quarter of all Chinese still live in poverty.
Separatist groups continue to operate in Tibet and Xinjiang, and intermittent violence
has occurred throughout the decade.
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NORTH AMERICA

MEXICO

Contraty to expectations, NAFTA has not enabled the Mexican economy to overcome
its weaknesses. Competition from Asia has hit several important sectors of the
economy severely, causing significant economic dislocation. Continuing population
growth exacerbates these problems.

Lack of confidence in the Mexican government due to extensive corruption has
prevented any effective economic or social refonn. Drug interests are reposted to have
significant influence in Mexico's northem states.

Intelligence reports reveal that severa! drug cartels have been channeling funds and
weapons to the Zapatistas and several other anti-govemment factions in the south. In
the early part of the decade the erosion of the legitimacy of the Mexican government,
combined with escalating levels of poverty, sparked the rapid spread of unrest in rural
Mexico. As the Mexican govemment lost contro! of the situation, the level of violence
increased and spread to the north, causing the number of Mexicans attempting entry in
the United States to grow significantly.

Violence spilled across the U.S. border as Mexican anmy special operations units
pursued insurgents into Texas. The situation reached a crisis point in 2004 and the
U.S. President decided to use military forces to restore order along the border. In the
six years since the crisis, U.S. assistance to Mexico has enabled the government to
reassert control over most of the countryside. The violence exacerbated Mexico's
economic woes, but with American assistance the economy is rebounding.

CUBA

Fidel Castro died in 1999, Shortly thereafter, his brother and heir apparent Raul was
assassinated in an intemal power struggle. Havana’'s new leadership has liberalized
the Cuban economy and opened it to foreign investment. Growing shares of Cuba's
well-educated population are employed in the global inforrnation economy.

ASIA

ASEAN

The region has seen significant growth and economic development, though some
states, Indonesia in particular, have lagged behind the rest. The organization is divided
into pro-China (Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand) and anti-China (Vietnam, Philippines,
Indonesia) camps. As a whole, the organization has focused on economic and
development issues.

INDONESIA

The post-Suharto successor regime has had difficulty controlling anti-government
insurgent groups on Sumatra and Timor. Violent clashes have occurred continually in
the past decade. As the violence has spread, investor confidence has been shaken
and economic growth has slowed.




KOREA

Korea was re-unified in 2004. Despite international economic assistance to the noith,
the cost of unification has been high. The difficulties of integrating the north into the
south, combined with xenophobia and nationalism, have fueled resentment towards
outside powers. Recent years have seen the rise of vocal anti-Japanese sentiment.
Seoul's failure to provide a complete accounting of the former Noith Korean nuclear
program has also created friction. For the time being, a token U.S. military presence
remains in Korea to reassure Japan. American and Korean leaders have, however,
agreed to a phased withdrawal of American forces from the peninsula by 2014.

JAPAN

Japan has been able to pull itself out of the economic doldrums of the 1990s and is
once again experiencing economic growth and prosperity. (Good economic and trade
relations with the states in the region remain a priority for Tokyo, but the risks posed by
the increasing missile threat have galvanized the government to invest in TMD. The
nature and mission of Japan’s self-defense forces have not been changed significantly.
Instead, the Japanese govemment reaffirmed its security relationship with the United
States.

INDIA

India’s path to economic development has been bumpier than China's, but the country's
economy i8 now growing robustly, as are its energy requirements. India has not been
able to access Central Asian pipelines to its north and west because of tensions with
China and Pakistan. India relies on the Middle East states, Malaysia and Indonesia for
its energy imports.

The economy branched out into many high-tech industries, particularly software
development and space systems. New Delhi has made significant inroads in
modemizing the country’s telecommunications and transportation infrastructure.
Through increased defense expenditures, the Indian Ministry of Defense improved the
military’s power-projection capabilities, while modemizing .its naval, air and ground
forces. Already cool relations between New Delhi and Beijing worsened after China's
navy base in Burma became operational in 2002,

PAKISTAN - .

Pakistan continues to lag economically behind its neighbors. The conclusion of the
Afghan civil war in 2003 enabled the construction of long-awaited oil and LNG pipelines
from the Central Asian states to the Pakistani coast. Islamabad has refused to approve
the construction of spurs to India, linking its cooperation to the peaceful resolution of
the Kashmir conflict. Tensions between the two states remain high.

EURASIA

RUSSIA

Russia has begun to get its economic house in order, but communism has bequeathed
it a tremendous human and economic legacy. The process of modemizing the state’s
industry and infrastructure is a slow one. Relations between Moscow and the regional
govermments continue to be fraught with difficulties. In several regions, particularly
eastern Siberia, pro-independence movements have gained momentum. The need to
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rebuild Russia largely dictates Moscow's foreign policy. Moscow is concemed about
the growth of Chinese power in Asia, particularty its increasing economic ties with the
Central Asian states and Siberia.

Faced with severe economic constraints, the Russian military is pursuing a poticy of
selective modemization. Its top priority is to ensure the viability of its strategic and
tactical nuclear forces. Moscow has increasingly come to rely upon nuclear weapons to
offset the fact that its conventional forces are falling farther and farther behind the state
of the art. The size of the Russian army and air force continues to dwindie. The navy's
surface fleet has declined considerably, although the production of advanced
submarines has increased.

Russia continues to develop a number of advanced technologies, including directed-
energy systems, sensors, signature reduction, and advanced explosives. It seems
unlikely that such weapons will be fielded in more than limited quantities anytime soon,
however.

AZERBAIJAN

Post-independence oil deals and contracts wvith westem oil producers generated the
wealth necessary for significant economic and infrastructure development. The
economy is strong, and Baku is becoming an important financial center for those
interested in investing in Central Asia. Militarily, Azerbaijan remains weak, relying on
Russian and westem support to contain the Armenian rebels operating in the Nagomo-
Karabakh region.

CENTRAL ASIAN REPUBLICS

With significant investments from China, the United States, Russia, and Europe, the
Central Asian republics have been developing their energy infrastructures to meet
growing world demand. Wastem expansion of this infrastructure has been constrained
by the continuing conflict between Azerbaijan and Armenia. The conclusion of the
Afghan civil war in 2003, however, provided a much desired eastem expott route for the
region’s resources. China's influence in the region continues to grow.

EUROPE

Europe has been moving down the long and bumpy path towards economic integration.
Trade fiiction has periodically strained relations with the United States, but they in
general remain amicable. NATO expanded to the east when the Czech Repubilic,
Hungary, and Poland joined the organization. Increasingly concemed by the spread of
Islamist power in the Maghreb, the European members of NATO - especially France,
Spain, and ltaly - have emphasized planning and training for out-of-area operations in
the Mediterranean littoral.

MIDDLE EAST

IRAN

Iran poses the most serious threat to U.S. interests in Southwest Asia. Tehran
possesses a handful of nuclear weapons, a stockpile of chemical and biological
weapons, and ballistic and cruise missiles capable of delivering them throughout the
region, It has also deployed an increasingly potent anti-access capability in the form of

5




shore-based mobile anti-ship cruise missiles, surface-to-air missiles (SAMs), large
numbers of naval mines (including sophisticated rising mines purchased from China),
and diesel attack submarines. This anti-access system gives Iran the ability to greatly
increase the cost of U.S. power projection operations in Southwest Asia. Gulf
Cooperation Council (GCC) members have voiced doubts about the ability of the United
States to fulfill its commitment to them.

IRAQ

Iraq poses a limited threat to U.S. allies in the Persian Gulf. United Nations sanctions
have been lifted, but monitoring of Iraqi weapons programs continues. While lraq
possesses a large, but aging, mechanized army, the regime in Baghdad has been
preoccupied with intemal unrest from Shia opposition in the south and Kurdish
separatism in the north.

ALGERIA

An Islamist regime swept into power in Algiers in 2001, triggering a bloody and
protracted civil war. The new Algerian regime, with strong ties to Tehran, has sparked
concem in Europe over the spread of militant Islam on its doorstep. Both Iran and
Algeria have been linked to insurgencies in Morocco and Egypt. There are also
suspicions that Algeria may be diverting materials from its nuclear power plant to
develop nuclear weapons, but inteligence organizations have been unable to
substantiate the charge.

SAUDI ARABIA

The kingdom remains the largest oil producer in the worid. However, recent protests
and demonstrations indicate that the ruling family maybe losing its firm grip of control.
Several anti-American demonstrations ended in violence, and there is increasing
populist sentiment for the removal of American troops from Saudi Arabian soil. It is
believed that several of the most vocal anti-American groups are receiving support from
Tehran.

NON-STATE ACTORS

Sub- and trans-national actors, such as terrorist groups, drug cartels, and criminal
organizations, are playing an increasing role in intemnational affairs. A number of
groups have acquired advanced conventionai weapons such as SAMSs, precision
mortars, and anti-tank guided weapons (ATGWs); several have developed the ability to
manufacture and deliver chemical and biological weapons. Moreover, the diffusion of
information technology is increasing the power of these organizations. The Intemet and
satellite communications provide cells with cheap and easy means to communicate with
one another, while the combination of satellite navigation and precision weaponry
allows them to launch small but highly lethal attacks. The information wartare attack
upon the New York Stock Exchange in 2005 highlighted the potential of non-state
actors to inflict considerable damage upon the economy of a major power.
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STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENTS, 2011-2023

MILITARY TRENDS

A number of states are pursuing emerging warfare areas (see Table 1). Several have
acquired or are experimenting with strategic non-nuclear precision-strike forces utilizing
ballistic missiles, stealthy cruise missiles, and precision-guided munitions (PGMs)
dropped by aircraft. A number of states have acquired or are developing the ability to
conduct independent infonmation wartare operations. The use of space for military
purposes continues to increase, including the deployment of weapons in orbit.

Table 1: Emerging Warfere Arsas, C. 2023
Rusals Europa Japan (ndle Iman

Strategic Precision Strike 0 0] 0] 0]
Independent Information Warfare € E E o} o}
Space Warfare E E v] 0
kWesiis Defense S 0 (2] D E
Decentralized Ground Opommns D

Unmanned Air Operatons (0) D D D
Submerged Power Projection (o]

Anti-Navy 0 0 o}

D= Ooployad Capabiity - E = Experimental Capability - R= Research and Develapment
*Limitad ASAT capability, daveloped with assistance from China.

The threat posed by ballistic and cruise missiles has ied a number of states to improve
their theater missile defense (TMD) capabiity. However, these systems are easily
overcome either by barrage attack or by stealth. The increasing vuinerability of massed
forces to long-range precision strikes has caused states to reduce the signature ot their
military ground, sea, and air forces. Such sfforts have included fielding smaller and
more maneuverable units as well as incorporating low-observable materials into the
design of individual military systems,

Decentralized ground units comprised of light armored vehicles, helicopters, and
missiles have supplemented or supplanted massed amored formations in a number of
armmies. Advanced ground forces are also increasingly roboticized. Theater entry has
become increasingly problematic. All state-of-the-art aircraft designs are stealthy, with
low-observable unmanned air vehicles (UAVs) and weaponized UAVs in wide use.
Stealth is also being applied to wide-body aircraft (air transport, air refueling and air
control, i.e., ABL).

Naval surface combatant designs have incorporated low-observable features to reduce
their vuinerability to anti-ship cruise missiles, but the vulnerability of even these
platfonms have caused several navies to move to submersible ship designs. In addition,




submarines feature more prominently in naval warfare given the vuinerability of surface
ships and the continued importance of undersea control.

Several states have pursued an anti-navy capability by netting together precision
weapons, sensors, mines, and submarines. Accordingly, high-end naval power
projection, including amphibious waitare, is increasingly becoming an element of
undersea warfare.

GEOPOLITICAL TRENDS

ASIA

KOREA

The last American troops left Korea in 2014, ten years after Korean unification.
Nationalism and xenophobia continue to create friction with Korea’s neighbors,
especially Japan and Russia. Seoul continues to drift closer to China. In 2018, western
intelligence organizations revealed that Seoul was developing nuclear weapons, word of
which sent shock waves throughout Asia and pushed Japan towards increasing its
military spending.

JAPAN

The reunification of Korea, revelations about Seoul's nascent nuciear program, and the
growth of China’s power have led Japan’s leadership to seek closer ties to the United
States. Tokyo's nervousness culminated in the 2019 decision to expand considerably
its defense expenditure in a move that strained relations with China and Korea. There
are fears in U.S. policy circles that Japan may abruptly tilt to a pro-China policy.

in the years that followed, the Japan Self-Defense Forces (JSDF) expanded its naval
and air forces and air and missile defenses. The Japanese govemment publicly
reiterated its pledge not to acquire nuclear weapons, but announced the creation of a
non-nuclear long-range precision strike arm to serve as a strategic deterrent. Japan
has developed experimental information warfare capabilities.

INDIA

Robust economic growth has enabled India to modefmize its forces and make significant
advances in space and information warfare capabilities. india has become an important
center for software development, and its indigenous commercial space industry has
become a substantial player in the global market. In the last decade, the Indian space
agency launched four of its own military surveillance satellites. India has both nuclear
and non-nuclear precision-strike forces and the military has deployed a significant anti-
navy capability. Theater missile defenses are experimental.

On the strength of its growth in military and economic power, India has developed a
correspondingly more assertive foreign policy. Reiations with both Pakistan and China
remain strained.
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INDONESIA

The government of Indonesia continues to face intermal conflict. Several insurgent
groups supported by Indonesia’s Chinese minority and aided by Beijing have carried out
terrorist acts throughout the country, in¢luding the destruction of several airliners using
hand-held surface-to-air missiles. Instability in Indonesia and the rise of China have, in
tum, caused Australia to increase its defense spending and seek closer ties with the
United States.

EURASIA

RUSSIA

The Russian economy has been growing slowly, though steadily, thanks to European
and American investment. The modemization of Russia’s domestic infrastructure has
led to the expansion of both the manufacturing and information sectors of the economy.
Rising expectations have led to calls for autonomy from regions that feel they have not
shared in Russia’s economic success.

Eastem Siberia seceded from Russia in 2012, The new Siberian Republic has attracted
investment from American and Japanese firms, who have been exploiting the republic's
vast natural resources. China has heightened its influence in the region as well.

Moscow's relations with westem Europe and the United States are cordial, due to both
shared economic interest and concem over China's growing power. Russia's
reconciliation with its former Cold War adversaries culminated in its admission into the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 2020. The Russian govemment is
concemed by lran’s apparent attempts to subvert the govermments of the Centra! Asian
states, as well as Beijing’s increasing influence in the region.

Faced with a growing missile threat on its borders, Russia has deployed a TMD
capability. While Moscow continues to rely heavily upon nuclear weapons to deter
attack upon the homeland, the armed forces have also fielded several strategic non-
nuclear strategic strike units. Although the navy's surface fleet remains small in
comparison to that of other great powers, its submarine force has continued to expand
and modemize. Russia has also developed experimental capabilities to wage strategic
information warfare and the military is also developing a space warfare capability. The
Russian air force is capable of limited UAV operations, but efforts to transform the army
remain embryonic.

EUROPE/NATO

The Islamic threat from northem Africa has increasingly driven European defense
planning. NATO has deployed a limited TMD capability in southem Europe. in addition,
France, Italy, and Spain have together fielded a high-technology expeditionary division
for use in the Mediterranean littoral. NATO members have developed UAV strike
capabilities and are also developing capabiiities in the fields of information and space
warfare.




Growing ties between Russia, Europe, and the United States, and mutual concem over
the growing power of China, culminated in the 2020 decision to admit Russia into a
greatly expanded NATO. Most of the former Warsaw Pact as well as Ukraine, Belarus,
Moldova, and the Baltic states were admitted to the organization eartier in the decade.
The pact’'s geographic scope has expanded, and the alliance's charter has been
amended to give priority to out-of-area operations.

MIDDLE EAST
IRAN

Iran continues to foment instability in the region. Tehran’s relationship with the Islamic

regime in Algena remains close, and Iran figured in the overthrow of the Egyptian
govemment in 2011. Jranian agents have also been linked to Islamist insurgencies in
several Central Asian states.

Tehran's closest foreign ally is Beijing. China supplies Iran with a range of weapons,
including ballistic and cruise missile systems, In addition, China gives Iran access to
data from its space-based reconnaissance assets. These capabilities have bolstered
Iran’s ability to deny outside forces access the Persian Gulf region.

EGYPT

Popular dissatisfaction with rampant corruption and declining standards of living
translated into growing support for Islamic insurgent groups in Egypt. In 2011, the
Egyptian Islamic Brotherhood, with aid from Algeria, Iran, and Sudan, seized power in a
revolution that triggered a bloodbath against the former regime. The new govermment
closed the Suez Canal for two weeks to demonstrate its power, then re-opened it with
sharply increased tolls.

The new Islamist regime in Cairo has begun enfarcing a strict interpretation of Islamic
law and has launched pogroms against £gypt's Coptic Christians. The spread of radical
Islam has alanned both moderate states (such as Jordan) and conservative regimes
(such as the gulf monarchies).

ISRAEL

Israel, alanned by the spread of radical iIslam, has given renewed attention to the
acquisition of both TMD and long-range precision strike systems. The Israe! Defense
Force (IDF) had developed sophisticated unmarnned air vehicles for reconnaissance
and surveillance and has experimented with their use for strike missions.

NON-STATE ACTORS

in 2021, A small group affiiated with an obscure Asian religious sect released a
genetically-engineered biological warfare (BW) agent into San Francisco’s Bay Area
Rapid Transit (BART) subway system during rush hour. The attack led to the death of
over 500 people and permanently disabled more than 1,000.
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Crisis Events




CRISIS (2009)

TAIWAN

Weeks before the election in 2008, a scandal rocked the island when it was revealed
that several of the highest officials in the Nationalist Party were channeling funds from
Beijing to pro-unification groups on the island, When the news was made public, mass
pro-independence demonstrations ensued. Advocating independence from the
mainland, a Taiwanese nationalist from the Taiwan Democratic Progressive Party was
elected president.

Three weeks after the election, the government heid a national plebiscite on the
question of independence. 58 percent of the population voted for independence. With
the support of the national Assembly and the Legislative Yuan, the president declared
Taiwan’s independence from China, making the following statement. “The Taiwanese
choose life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness as a free and independent country.”

In stunned surprise the internationat community is struggling to figure out an appropriate
response to the Taiwanese action. European statesmen, Russian and Japanese
leaders have called for Chinese restraint and a peaceful resolution to the situation.
Chile has recognized Taiwan's independence.
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CRIsIS (2023)

SIBERIAN REPUBLIC

Since Siberian independence from Russia in 2012, the United States, China and
Japan have been investing heavily to develop the country's energy infrastructure. The
United States receives 15 percent of its energy supplies from Siberia, China receives
20 percent. The booming Siberian economy has drawn three million Chinese workers
into the country (which represents 15 percent of the population).

The large number of resident Chinese workers became an issue of concem for the
Siberian government when a series of strikes by Chinese nationals severely
interrupted operations at several key natural gas refinement facilities. The Siberian
government responded by restricting the flow of natural gas to China, revoking work
permits, and severely restricting both the immigration of Chinese workers and cross-
border traffic. These measures provoked large demonstrations in Vladivostok,
Khabarovsk, and other cities (where up tc 25 percent of the population is ethnic
Chinese). The situation in the Amur River Valley has escalated into Russo-Chinese
ethnic conflict, which the Siberian armed forces have moved to suppress. Several
thousand ethnic Chinese have been wounded or kilted.

The Siberian armed forces are capable of maintaining internal order (for the time
being) but would collapse quickly in the face of a Chinese invasion (see attached
order of battle).
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