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Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles
Henry Sokolski

While the Pentagon deserves credit for spotlighting China’s development of
conventional intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and the recent deployment
of the DF-27 missile, which has an estimated range of up to 8,000 kilometers, it’s
all too silent as to what the military implications are of these developments.

This game was designed to tease out what those implications might be. Although the
game was one of the most complicated games NPEC has yet played, one thing was
clear: to deal with the uncertainties China’s conventional intercontinental systems
pose, it is almost certain the United States will have to emphasize the development
and deployment of its own long-range conventional strike weapons. America will,
in turn, be forced to think about how it might use them and how best to defend itself
and its allies against these systems.

The game was held in early November 2025. It consisted of three moves and five
briefs conducted over several weeks. The participants included former and current
U.S. and allied government officials, military officers, congressional staff, policy
researchers, academic experts, and analysts with experience studying nuclear
deterrence, regional security, and emerging military technologies.

Move 1 opened in 2032 with the United States, China, and key Pacific partners
engaged in diplomatic talks on limits and norms for conventional intercontinental
ballistic missiles (C-ICBMs) amid growing concerns about escalation and
misinterpretation.

Move 2 began after a sharp deterioration in cross-Strait stability, marked by
heightened Chinese military pressure on Taiwan and Taiwan’s subsequent decision
to conduct a missile strike against a Chinese amphibious naval staging base,
triggering rapid regional escalation.

Move 3 opened with the conflict expanding beyond Taiwan, as China conducted
additional long-range conventional strikes on Guam and the United States and its
allies prepared for direct confrontation, including impacts on the U.S. homeland
and wider Pacific theater.
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To helpclarify the threat that conventional, hypersonic Chinese ICBMs may present,
the game consciously put off the deployment of robust U.S. space-based missile
defenses until sometime after the war scenarios played out. The implications of
such missile defenses are discussed in the findings below.

1) America must clarify how it will defend its Pacific allies in new ways
once China deploys conventional ICBMs.

One contentious issue raised in the game was whether or not the United States
should prioritize saving Taiwan or, instead, its formal security allies against Chinese
military assaults. Another was what would a proportionate U.S.-allied response be
to a Chinese strike against the Lower 48 with conventional ICBMs? Yet another
was can the United States credibly assure its Western Pacific allies’ security if it
lets China military absorb Taiwan? In the game, America’s allies were ambivalent
about lending support for America’s defense of Taiwan but also worried that — if
America failed to prevent Taiwan’s military absorption - they would be next.

As for conventional long-range strike systems, the game demonstrated that they could
not only serve China’s strategic purposes, but America’s. If Washington committed
to militarily blocking China from assaulting Taiwan, American conventional long-
range strike systems could help deter a Chinese assault on the island. One option
highlighted in a pre-brief was the U.S. Navy’s conventional prompt strike system
(~2875 km range), which the Navy plans to deploy on submarines and surface
vessels later this decade. As the United States deploys more of these deep-strike,
hypersonic systems, it may want to expend some diplomatic capital to promote talks
with Beijing and Moscow on how best to distinguish nuclear long-range missiles
from conventional ones.

In the game, the United States team did not initially commit to Taiwan’s defense.
Instead, it insisted on being ambiguous. It also refused to negotiate with China
to distinguish between conventional and nuclear ICBMs. The United States team
hoped it could somehow convince its Western Pacific allies that — even if Taiwan
fell - America would defend them. The Pacific Partners team was unpersuaded.

Today, the United States still clings to strategic ambiguity when it comes to Taiwan.
The game play suggested this is unsustainable. Strategic ambiguity may have
worked when America was a dominant military power in the Western Pacific. It
no longer is and will not be, even if it increases its number of conventional strike
systems in the Western Pacific.

Maintaining a policy of strategic ambiguity regarding Taiwan’s defense also
introduced other headaches. The China team did all they could to keep America out
of the region. Meanwhile, the United States team had difficulty determining how
much risk it was willing to take to counter China’s moves against Taiwan.
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The China team consciously made all of its strikes against the United States and
its allies as discriminate as possible in hopes it would deter further U.S. and allied
engagement in the fight over Taiwan. It succeeded in this. In the game, America
was unwilling to commit forces to Taiwan’s defense until the Pacific Partners team
made it clear U.S. defense of Taiwan was critical to maintain their tight alliance
relations with the team members. America delivered on this commitment, but
perhaps too late to be effective.

Recommendations:

1. America does not need to build conventional ICBMs. Instead, its existing
hypersonic conventional missile programs — ground-launched and sea-
launched — should be sufficient to reach into China and Russia. Unlike ICBMs,
these intermediate-range hypersonic systems have a distinctive flight pattern
and a dedicated, conventional mission. They can be exercised at full-range in
peacetime and used to establish the norm of their non-nuclear character. This
is not possible with an ICBM. In the hot wash, commentators also emphasized
the desirability of complementing any sea- or ground-launched hypersonic
ballistic systems with low-cost hypersonic cruise missiles that can be built in
large numbers.

2. To optimize its deployment of long-range conventional strike systems in the
Western Pacific, the United States should clarify its commitment to defend
Taiwan or cut it loose. If America commits to Taiwan’s defense, it would
want survivable conventional long-range strike options so that it could act
more freely without allied help. In this case, the United States would need to
convince Beijing that, in a conflict over Taiwan, the United States might use
its conventional long-range strike systems against critical Chinese targets —
including civilian infrastructure.

3. No matter what position Washington takes regarding Taiwan’s defense, America
will want its own conventional long-range strike options to counter China’s.
Towards this end, the United States should clarify how threatening the use of
conventional long-range strike systems might deter Chinese aggression against
other allies and friendly nations.

2) China’s deployment of conventional ICBMs initially will advantage
Beijing in diplomatic negotiations to restrict these and related systems.

In the game, China was first to propose negotiations to distinguish conventional
ICBM from nuclear ones in a verifiable fashion. China could demand a quid pro quo
for any verification concessions China made. One reasonable demand would be to
have the United States withdraw all or some of its forward-deployed conventional
strike systems from the Western Pacific. Beijing also could exploit Washington’s
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cultural abhorrence of on-site inspections of American conventional and nuclear
systems to keep any agreement from ever being reached.

In the game, the United States team understood all of these points and essentially
decided not to negotiate. The Pacific Partners team supported U.S.-China talks and
viewed the United States team’s decision to not negotiate as a mistake. The Pacific
Partners team understood that if the United States refused to negotiate, China could
pocket a psychological victory internationally. Beijing would not only be the first
to deploy these systems, but could assume the moral high ground of proposing
reasonable restraints over their deployments. This would make America look weak.

Without survivable, conventional long-range strike options of its own, the United
States will have little leverage to constrain China’s conventional ICBM deployments.
Instead, China could use arms control to stall U.S. deployments of similar systems.
In the game, the China team was willing to selectively discuss where it based its
conventional ICBMs, but only if the United States was willing to make major
concessions that would disadvantage the United States and divide it from its allies.

Although tempting, the United States should not counter China’s diplomatic
advantages by developing a conventional ICBM force of its own. In fact, not doing
so has clear diplomatic advantages. As already noted, the United States will have a
number of survivable, sea-launched hypersonic prompt conventional strike systems
later this decade. Russia has not yet deployed a conventional intercontinental
ballistic missile. In any post-New START arms negotiations, the United States
should spotlight the destabilizing character of China’s conventional ICBMs.
Washington should argue that America’s conventional intermediate-range strike
systems should not be covered, as they are much shorter in range, do not have a
ballistic trajectory, and have already been exercised at full range to demonstrate
their dedicated conventional mission.

Recommendations:

1. The buildup of U.S. and allied hypersonic conventional strike systems will take
several years to complete but that’s no reason to delay negotiations, trusting that
(in time) the buildup will constitute real diplomatic leverage. It would be useful
to begin publicly discussing how the United States and its allies might exercise
survivable, conventional long-range strike options against China and Russia.
Trying to conduct diplomacy and military planning entirely in secret regarding
these systems would be a mistake.

2. The United States needs to clarify now how it and its allies might use their
own technical means to distinguish conventional Chinese ICBMs from nuclear
ones and identify what new intelligence capabilities might help accomplish
this. Washington also should clarify what forms of on-site inspection the
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United States and its allies could accept. This effort should include Track 2
conversations with our Western Pacific allies. Any serious negotiation about
these conventional missiles will undoubtedly involve not just China, but Russia.
This could be a plus: the United States and Russia don’t commingle their nuclear
and conventional systems; China does. This point would be worth emphasizing
to pressure China’s troublesome practice of entanglement. As already noted, the
United States should try to work with Russia to draw a line against conventional
intercontinental ballistic missiles altogether.

3. Inanticipation of Chinese demands that the United States and possibly its allies
withdraw conventional ground-launched systems from the Western Pacific,
Washington should determine which reductions might be tolerable and which
ones would not. A major factor in making this determination will be how robust
air and missile defenses — both for America and its regional allies — might
be. Another key question is the extent to which the United States and other
nations base long-range conventional, hypersonic systems on naval platforms
(especially submarines). To get the answers, the Pentagon and State Department
should game how strong America’s negotiating position would be if A) the
United States decides it will only deploy robust air and missile defenses in the
region if our allies pay for them (i.e. Golden Dome) or B) the United States
subsidizes — or at least cost shares — any such deployments.

3) American diplomatic and military planning is currently behind the
curve regarding the Chinese conventional ICBM threat. Public discussion
of U.S. strategy and plans in dealing with this threat is needed.

A China armed with conventional ICBMs was able to threaten American territories
and the continental United States with strikes that fell short of any nuclear attack.
America’s strategic forces currently, however, are geared to respond to nuclear — not
conventional — attacks. In the game, key Cold War nuclear warfighting protocols
— launch on warning or launch on alert of nuclear strategic forces against a missile
attack on CONUS — were not credible options because it was unclear how much
damage a limited Chinese conventional ICBM strike would inflict.

Meanwhile, China’s theater strike systems cast a heavy military shadow over
the Western Pacific. In contrast, American and allied ground-based conventional
strike systems were relatively thin and vulnerable. This allowed China to threaten
U.S. and allied ground-based strike systems in theater, knowing that any similar
American response would require allied consent and were relatively vulnerable
to Chinese counterstrikes. The United States team did not utilize American naval
conventional prompt strike systems — either from surface vessels or submarines. In
an actual conflict, the United States would likely use such systems.

The game’s play reflected China’s relative advantages in the Western Pacific. In
Move 2, the United States suffered unattributed attacks (cyber, drones, missiles)
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against its critical civilian infrastructure. Although these strikes were characteristic
of previous Chinese probing, the United States team did not blame China or escalate.
After China struck Guam with a C-ICBM in Move 3, the United States team still
did not mount a response. Only after Chinese C-ICBMs struck a limited number
of electrical substations serving CONUS military sites did the United States team
react. The United States team then used forces in the region to mount massive
strikes against a variety of targets on the Chinese mainland, including China’s
C-ICBM fields.

In the hot wash, game participants contested the plausibility of the United States’
conventional strike against China. Would the United States have sufficient
intelligence on the location of China’s conventional ICBMs to risk targeting them
without also hitting nuclear missiles? Would America have enough precision deep
strike ballistic, hypersonic, and cruise missiles forward deployed to pull off such
a strike? Unless it did and was able to suppress China’s air defenses with them,
would America risk using bombers in follow-on attacks? Finally, would America’s
Western Pacific friends permit U.S. troops to mount attacks from their soil?

In the game, Beijing not only had a reserve of conventional ICBMs it could fire
against the United States, it retained its nuclear strategic forces and still had
conventional dominance over the Western Pacific. The United States team had
difficulty dealing with these disadvantages not only because it lacked the weapons
to neutralize China’s advantages, but because it lacked clarity as to what targets it
should retaliate against and how.

Recommendations:

1. As the United States deploys more sea-launched long-range conventional
strike systems, it should consider moving some of its most vulnerable forward
deployed, ground-launched conventional strike systems from the Pacific to the
Middle East and Europe. Redeploying the ground-launched systems would not
only get them out of harm’s way, but help check Russian and Iranian regional
adventurism and their direct and indirect support of China. At the same
time, the United States should make ground- and sea-launched long-range
conventional strike systems available to as many of its friends and allies in
the region as possible for their own protection and for additional, redundant
counters to China’s threat envelope in the Western Pacific. Washington should
utilize the AUKUS program to encourage the deployment of these systems on
Australian surface vessels and submersibles and encourage the South Koreans
and Japanese to do the same.

2. The United States should also clarify and game how it might respond to limited
Chinese conventional intercontinental strikes against the United States. In the
game, the United States team also was unable to distinguish between Chinese
conventional and nuclear ICBM incoming strikes. This uncertainty made a
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hash of the presumption the United States would launch its nuclear ICBMs on
warning or under attack. It also forced the American team to consider retaliating
against novel, non-military Chinese targets — police command and control
nodes, energy systems, space systems, etc. U.S. war planners need to game
out what that target set would look like both with and without American long-
range conventional strike options. A separate analysis needs to be conducted to
answer these questions, assuming America could distinguish between Chinese
conventional and nuclear ICBMs.

U.S. military planners also need to determine now what the most desirable
sword-to-shield ratio might be. The game presumed the United States had Next
Generation Ground-Based Interceptors and additional THAAD systems, but
nothing else. If America had robust Golden Dome missile defenses, it would
likely reduce the demand for offensive strike forces generally. If the Dome was
extremely robust, America could conceivably dispense with intercontinental
strike forces altogether. Obviously, any attempt to make the Dome “leak proot™
would make it extremely expensive. It may also be strategically unnecessary.
To deter a large, first-strike knockout blow against the United States, being able
to defeat a large percentage of the incoming missiles would be sufficient. In
this case, the United States could employ long-range conventional and nuclear
strike options alongside its robust missile defenses to maintain an effective
strategic deterrent force. It is imperative that the Pentagon begin to calculate
what this new balance might be and update its findings routinely. In addition,
the Pentagon needs to take the lead in developing passive and active defenses
for critical civilian infrastructure. A national critical infrastructure protection
program and strategy also needs to be publicly articulated as soon as possible.

17



18

Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles



Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

Move Summaries
Caitlyn Collett

Opening Scenario: 2028-2032

In 2028, Taiwan reelected Lai Ching-te, reinforcing Beijing’s belief that Taipei
intended to move further from the mainland. Around the same time, the United
States elected a conservative, isolationist president, whose public comments about
Taiwan’s responsibility for its own defense unsettled U.S. allies and gave China
reason to believe Washington’s willingness to intervene might weaken over time.
Meanwhile, China began deploying conventional intercontinental ballistic missiles
(C-ICBMs) — fielding 50 by 2032. These missiles looked exactly like China’s nu-
clear systems, which made their launch signatures impossible to distinguish from
nuclear launches during the brief early-warning period. The C-ICBMs created new
uncertainty for both the United States and its Pacific partners, especially because
China offered no clarity about whether the missiles carried maneuverable reentry
vehicles, hypersonic glide vehicles, or experimental drone-swarm payloads.

The United States struggled to match this development. Although Congress urged
the Pentagon to compete directly, domestic political fighting and unexpected tech-
nological issues slowed progress on an American C-ICBM deployment. By 2032,
Washington still relied on stealth bombers, cruise missiles, and forward-deployed
standoff weapons, many of which required allied approval to use in theater. This
lag increased frustration within Washington, especially as China’s doctrine framed
the new C-ICBMs as an essential way to target U.S. infrastructure without crossing
the nuclear threshold.

With these tensions in play, Washington and Beijing agreed to meet in May 2032
to explore possible arms control limits on conventional long-range systems. China
insisted that any agreement must also constrain U.S. forward-deployed strike ca-
pabilities, while the United States hoped to focus on conventional-ICBMs, crisis
stability and risk reduction.

Move 1 — 2032: Diplomatic Negotiations Over C-ICBM Limits

Move 1 opened with the China, United States, and Pacific Partners teams preparing
to articulate their diplomatic positions on conventional intercontinental ballistic
missiles. The exercise required teams not only to define their preferred outcomes
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but also to decide what they would communicate publicly to the other teams.

Inside the China team room, discussion focused on how to configure China’s
C-ICBM force and how much information to reveal. The team decided internally
on a force composed of twenty-five missiles equipped with eight maneuverable
reentry vehicles and twenty-five missiles equipped with four maneuverable reentry
vehicles. The China team explicitly agreed not to share any technical details of this
configuration with the other teams. In parallel, the team debated how to describe the
capability publicly without narrowing ambiguity. Participants emphasized framing
China’s missiles as comparable to U.S. capabilities and rejected proposals to offer
unilateral transparency.

That approach was reflected in China’s message to the other teams. In its written
communication, the China team stated that China possessed an unequivocal capa-
bility to strike the United States with its C-ICBM arsenal but would refrain from
further clarification. The message explicitly framed this posture as non-escalatory
and described it as an effort to achieve parity with the United States rather than to
provoke confrontation. The statement did not reference missile numbers, payloads,
basing, or operational concepts, consistent with the team’s internal decision to pre-
serve ambiguity.

The United States team entered Move 1 expressing skepticism about whether ne-
gotiations focused on C-ICBMs could produce meaningful limits. In their internal
discussion, participants questioned China’s incentives to accept transparency and
emphasized the risks created by launch ambiguity and compressed warning time-
lines. At the same time, the team expressed reluctance to offer major concessions,
particularly reductions in forward-deployed forces or bomber capabilities. Rather
than proposing specific numerical limits, U.S. participants focused on general prin-
ciples such as crisis stability, communication, and risk reduction.

The Pacific Partners team were most concerned with regional exposure and col-
lective security. Participants emphasized that the use of intercontinental missiles
would likely affect allied territory through overflight, escalation dynamics, or mis-
calculation. The team stressed that allies would bear immediate risks despite having
limited control over escalation decisions. In a message to the China and United
States teams, the Pacific Partners stated their opposition to strikes in the region and
urged peaceful solutions. The message highlighted that both short-range nuclear
weapons and C-ICBMs posed a particular threat to Australia and noted that this risk
should concern the United States in light of collective self-defense commitments.
The statement focused on regional vulnerability rather than on technical arms con-
trol measures.

The Move 1 plenary discussion revealed a clear divide between the United States
team and the China team on whether a meaningful diplomatic framework around
conventional intercontinental ballistic missiles was even possible. Members of the
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U.S. team repeatedly stated that they did not believe negotiations would succeed,
emphasizing that China had little incentive to constrain a capability that gave it
new leverage over U.S. territory. When pressed to articulate what the United States
would actually want from such talks, U.S. participants hesitated and returned to
general concerns about ambiguity, escalation risk, and misinterpretation rather than
proposing specific limits or tradeoffs. Facilitators pushed the U.S. team to move
past skepticism and define an ideal outcome regardless of feasibility, but the dis-
cussion repeatedly circled back to doubt about China’s willingness to reciprocate.

The China team framed the issue differently. They described China’s C-ICBMs as
a response to U.S. forward-deployed strike forces and argued that any agreement
would have to address those systems as well. China-aligned speakers rejected the
idea that Beijing should accept unilateral transparency or limits and emphasized
that the missiles were intended to restore balance, not destabilize it. When the Unit-
ed States team raised concerns about ambiguity and warning timelines, the China
team did not dispute the technical risk but treated it as a consequence of U.S. mil-
itary posture rather than a Chinese responsibility to fix. The China team did, how-
ever, express a vague willingness to share the location of China’s C-ICBMs (for the
purpose of distinction) but did not offer it seriously due to the United States team’s
lack of meaningful negotiation or concessions.

The Pacific Partners team continued their focus on the regional consequences of
China’s C-ICBM capability rather than possible bilateral bargaining positions.
They reiterated the points from their written correspondence about consultation
timelines, intelligence sharing, and whether allies would have any meaningful input
before long-range systems were used. Participants representing Taiwan highlighted
the risk that China could use missile ambiguity as a coercive tool short of invasion.

The discussion ended without agreement, but with clearer articulation of how dif-
ferently each team understood both the problem and the purpose of diplomacy in
this space.

Move 2 — 2034: China Moves on Taiwan

Opening Scenario

Move 2 opened in a far more volatile environment. In the scenario, Taiwan had
elected an even more independence-oriented president. China had intensified mil-
itary pressure through daily flights across the Taiwan median line, cyberattacks
on Taiwan’s grid and media, staged amphibious drills in Fujian, and maritime ha-
rassment that pushed Taiwan toward negotiations. The United States still appeared
externally hesitant to get involved, despite intelligence that China was staging its
largest amphibious force in years.

The conflict sharply escalated when, despite U.S. pleas for restraint and patience,
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Taiwan struck Xiamen Naval Base with short-range missiles fired from U.S.-sup-
plied launchers. The strike killed hundreds of Chinese personnel and civilians. Tai-
wan’s retaliation shocked Beijing, electrified domestic Chinese outrage, and shat-
tered any remaining diplomatic restraint on the mainland. The scenario tasked the
China team to execute its first C-ICBM strike. This is where Move 2 game play
began.

Game Play

Early communications reflected growing concern among the Pacific Partners team,
with South Korea representatives signaling that it opposed all forms of military
action but warning that any attack would compel a response in kind. Philippine rep-
resentatives requested continued information sharing and U.S. assets to protect its
territory, underscoring allied anxiety about spillover risk. The United States team
replied by reaffirming its commitment to the defense of the Philippines and to re-
gional security, condemning China’s hostile actions, deploying additional land, air,
maritime, and missile defense assets, and requesting basing and overflight rights
while expressing continued hope for diplomatic de-escalation.

The situation escalated sharply when the China team notified all parties that it had
decided to strike Taiping Island (a Taiwanese-controlled South China Sea target
with only a military presence) using eight MaRVed C-ICBMs. When asked by the
United States team whether this indicated a decision to forcibly unify Taiwan, Chi-
na replied that it was responding in kind to a Taiwanese attack, asserted that Taiwan
had chosen to escalate, and stated that no option was off the table. Taiping Island
lacked missile defenses capable of intercepting ballistic reentry vehicles and the
eight MaRVs arrived unopposed, reliably destroying runways, radar, communica-
tions, fuel and ammunition stores, and key facilities, rendering the island com-
bat-ineffective and causing severe casualties among the small Taiwanese garrison.
Later on in the plenary session, the China team explained that Taiping Island was
an ideal target - it kept the conflict isolated to Taiwan, created little motivation to
draw the United States or its allies into the fight, and showcased China’s conven-
tional ICBM capability. If the scenario had not explicitly called for a C-ICBM shot,
the China team probably would have used its plentiful shorter-range systems to
conduct the strike.

In the aftermath of the strike on Taiping, Taiwan representatives app

ealed for U.S. intervention, asserting that China had unilaterally started the war.
Taiwan representatives also requested additional intelligence on missile activity
and warned that Taiwan’s hands would be forced within a week absent U.S. action.
The China team countered by framing its actions as a response to Taiwanese hostil-
ity, emphasizing that civilians had not been targeted, discouraging outside interfer-
ence, and condemning Taiwan’s hosting of additional U.S. troops.

In addition, Taiwan attempted to message Russia to hold Beijing back before direct
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U.S. intervention. Moscow responded that it was prepared to discuss peaceful re-
unification if Taipei wished to pursue that path, but that Russia would not intervene
or restrain China and would limit its role to dialogue. Meanwhile, the China team
announced the implementation of an enhanced maritime security area around Tai-
wan, requiring all vessels bound for Taiwanese ports to dock at a Chinese port first
for inspection. When asked whether humanitarian shipments would be impeded,
China responded that all shipments would be subject to inspection.

Throughout this period, the United States team held back and avoided escalatory
action. Washington informed Beijing that it did not intend to conduct kinetic attacks
against Chinese satellites or space assets so long as China refrained from attacking
U.S. space assets. China replied that it had no intention of attacking U.S. space
assets and reiterated its readiness to engage in comprehensive arms control negotia-
tions aimed at demilitarizing space. In parallel messaging, the China team called for
the Taiwanese ruling party to step down, accused it of losing its mandate through
indiscriminate killing, discouraged other states from meddling in China’s internal
affairs, and reiterated that while it retained the capability to respond to escalation,
it did not seek escalation.

Separately, the United States privately conveyed to Japan, Korea, Australia, and
Philippines representatives that it was no longer confident Taiwan could be saved
and assessed that China was prepared to carry out forcible invasion and occupation.
At the same time, the United States team reaffirmed its commitments to defend
allied sovereign territory. Washington proposed deploying additional forces and
missile defenses to allied nations and requested their views. The Pacific Partners
team held discussions between the United States, Japan, Korea, Australia, and the
Philippines regarding further U.S. deployments, noted that contingency planning
for strikes against Chinese staging areas was underway, and emphasized the need
for diplomatic intervention before further escalation.

As these discussions continued, the Pacific Partners team asked whether the United
States team would provide support to Taiwan short of direct military involvement.
Shortly thereafter, the Control team reported a major, coordinated disruption to
U.S. critical infrastructure, including rolling blackouts in multiple cities, natural
gas pipeline shutdowns, and the manipulation of a large water treatment facility.
Surveillance indicated small commercial drones operating near affected sites prior
to explosions, and Chinese nationals were arrested near several facilities, though no
confirmed actor was identified. China condemned terrorism in principle, cautioned
against racial profiling, suggested the possibility of a false-flag operation intended
to undermine U.S.—China relations, and reiterated its desire for dialogue.

In closing communications of the move, China invited regional actors (i.e. the Pa-
cific Partners team) to engage in dialogue on eradicating terrorism, extremism, and
splittism, framing this outreach as a continuation of red-phone conversations and
emphasizing cooperation in support of Indo-Pacific stability and territorial integri-
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ty. When pressed to define those terms, China declined to do so, stating that such
definitions would require extensive work, but reiterated its intent to cooperate with
regional actors. Throughout these exchanges, China consistently maintained that it
did not seek escalation while asserting its readiness to respond to any further esca-
lation, leaving the move unresolved but significantly more volatile than it began.

In the Move 2 plenary, the discussion focused on how bad the damage actually
was and what decision-makers were supposed to do with incomplete information.
Members of the United States team kept asking about China’s electronic warfare ca-
pabilities: were U.S. missile-warning radars disabled, partially degraded, or just in-
terfered with prior to China’s strikes? United States team members wanted to know
if U.S. command-and-control systems would still be usable or if leaders would
effectively be operating blind when China’s C-ICBMs were in flight. If warning
systems were truly failing, U.S. leaders might feel pressure to act immediately. If
systems were only degraded, they might still have time to wait, verify information,
or de-escalate. The U.S. team was worried that unclear or partial system damage
could force leaders into making rapid, high-stakes decisions before they fully un-
derstood what was happening.

The Pacific Partners team focused on authority and their countries’ exposure. Par-
ticipants asked whether U.S. forces operating from allied territory required host-na-
tion approval before responding to missile threats and how quickly such approval
could realistically be obtained. One Pacific Partners team participant raised concern
that unilateral U.S. action might draw retaliation against allied territory without
prior consultation. Another highlighted the presence of sensitive infrastructure, in-
cluding reactors, near potential strike zones and questioned how escalation might
affect civilian populations.

Participants on the China team addressed escalation more indirectly, emphasizing
that ambiguity was inherent to the scenario and that not all interference or degra-
dation should be treated as crossing a threshold. Their comments suggested that
uncertainty itself was part of the operating environment rather than an anomaly to
be resolved.

The plenary concluded without a shared interpretation of red lines or escalation
thresholds, reflecting continued disagreement about how to read partial damage and

limited attacks in a high-tempo conflict.

Move 3—2034: Retaliation, Alliance Realignment, and a Homeland
Attack Order

Opening Scenario

The Move 3 scenario began with a Chinese strike on Guam with a C-ICBM. The at-
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tack destroyed a U.S. missile-defense radar and demonstrated China’s ability to hit
U.S. territory with precision. Although the strike caused few casualties, it shocked
the American public and triggered intense allied pressure on Washington. The
United States repositioned a carrier strike group east of Taiwan to signal American
commitment to countering China, and the allies privately warned that reassurance
without meaningful action would no longer suffice.

The United States and its Pacific allies responded with coordinated economic pres-
sure and military action. They tightened maritime interdiction along key shipping
corridors, restricted Chinese commercial access to regional allied ports, and initiat-
ed defensive operations outside the Taiwan Strait to protect any remaining supply
lines into Taiwan. These steps aimed to impose real costs on China without trig-
gering direct combat inside China’s immediate operating zone (the Taiwan Strait).

Inside China, these moves triggered a dramatic shift. Xi Jinping concluded that
China would lose the initiative if it failed to reestablish deterrence. He ordered
preparations for a conventional strike on the U.S. homeland. This is where Move 3
game play began.

Game Play

Early in the move, the Pacific Partners team agreed that they needed to halt hos-
tilities and pivot toward humanitarian assistance. Australia and South Korea both
conveyed adamant opposition to continued fighting and committed maritime assets
to support humanitarian relief for Taiwan, while requesting clear diplomatic rules
of engagement. Japan likewise announced that it would escort U.S. humanitarian
shipments to Taiwan but would not participate in hostilities unless its own vessels
were fired upon. These messages reflected a shared allied effort to carve out a pro-
tected humanitarian channel even as combat operations continued elsewhere.

China escalated shortly thereafter. In a formal message, the China team announced
strikes on electrical substations in the western continental United States that sup-
ported major U.S. military installations, using 8-MaRV conventional C-ICBMs.
China also confirmed a simultaneous strike on a Taiwan airfield hosting U.S. air-
craft, using 4-MaRV C-ICBMs. Beijing characterized these actions as limited, tar-
geted, and conditional, explicitly stating that it did not seek full-scale or nuclear
escalation and that commercial shipping and maritime activity in the Pacific would
otherwise continue as normal. When asked by the United States to clarify whether
“substations” referred to the civilian electrical grid, China confirmed that they did.

The Control team adjudicated that China’s strike on CONUS was successful. Elec-
trical substations supporting several major U.S. bases were temporarily disabled,
causing localized power outages lasting between six and eighteen hours. Backup
power systems preserved mission-essential functions, but sortie generation, radar
coverage, and intelligence processing were disrupted during the outage window.
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Civilian impacts were limited and rapidly restored. Despite the temporary nature
of the damage, Control assessed the strike as historically significant and the first
successful long-range conventional attack on the U.S. homeland by a foreign pow-
er. This created intense political shock and public pressure on U.S. leadership. The
Taiwan airfield strike achieved its objectives as well, heavily cratering the runway,
destroying fuel storage and support infrastructure, and causing Taiwanese and U.S.
military casualties. The loss of the airfield constrained immediate sortie options for
both Taiwanese and U.S. forces.

When the China team learned its strikes were successful, it began preparations
for an amphibious assault and activated covert influence operations inside Taiwan
to foment dissent and target Taiwanese leadership. The China team also began an
extensive information campaign, including dissemination of social media content.
This content highlighted civilian suffering in China attributed to Taiwanese actions,
protest imagery inside Taiwan opposing U.S. involvement, and warnings to the
American public against prolonged war and framing Chinese actions as stabilizing
rather than expansionist.

The United States team responded by moving to the highest alert level short of
imminent nuclear attack, dispersed remaining bombers and airlift assets, shifted
GPS and communications to secure military modes, and transitioned from home-
land security to homeland defense under Department of War control. The Unit-
ed States team began extensive electronic warfare and cyber operations against
Chinese space assets without employing kinetic strikes and authorized the mining
of the Taiwan Strait, acknowledging later through Control Team adjudication that
these efforts achieved only partial success and were quickly detected and countered
by China. At the same time, the United States team halted Chinese communications
access via U.S. domestic social media platforms and initiated targeted messaging
toward Chinese leadership warning of escalation risks.

In addition, the United States imposed aggressive economic sanctions on China,
targeting Chinese maritime payment systems, banking, and insurance. U.S. forces
conducted conventional strikes against suspected Chinese C-ICBM support sites
(despite having ambiguous or nonexistent intelligence on the co-location of these
sites with China’s nuclear forces). U.S forces also conducted strikes on Chinese
power-projection nodes, internal security command centers (i.e. police headquar-
ters), and energy systems in Guangdong and Hainan. The United States team also
announced a targeted maritime interdiction campaign focused on Chinese-flagged
vessels and shipping assessed to support Chinese military activity. The Control
team indicated that, after the U.S. strikes on mainland China, several support sites
were damaged but China’s broader missile force (including mobile and dual-capa-
ble units) remained largely intact.

Throughout Move 3, the China team issued public statements accusing the United
States of inflicting suffering across Asia and at home through illegal regime-change
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efforts. It asserted that Washington was responsible for halted trade and regional
hardship. The China team warned that continued U.S. strikes on China’s mainland
would risk uncontrolled escalation and announced additional conventional area-de-
nial strikes against U.S. Pacific island chains and bases used to launch offensive op-
erations, again emphasizing that these actions were intended to cap U.S. aggression
rather than expand the war.

The Pacific Partners team increasingly aligned with the United States team as the
crisis deepened, though they continued to stress limits. Japan representatives re-
affirmed Japan’s naval escort role while declining offensive participation absent a
direct attack on Japanese forces. Australia and South Korea representatives reiterat-
ed that their humanitarian vessels should not be targeted. Taiwan, facing mounting
pressure, offered to conduct surrogate strikes against Chinese C-ICBM placements,
while other Pacific allies questioned whether Taiwanese naval forces could join
humanitarian convoys. The United States team responded by underscoring the im-
portance of alliance coordination and invoking Article 51 self-defense authorities.
This requests that any allied kinetic action against Chinese targets be coordinated
through PACOM to preserve consensus and manage escalation.

The Move 3 plenary discussion opened with participants reacting to the implica-
tions of China’s strike on Guam. United States team participants commented on
the limited nature of the strike and compared it to historical precedents, noting that
America’s actions outlined in the scenario (i.e. deploying a carrier strike group east
of Taiwan) were more restrained than actions taken during the 1996 Taiwan Strait
crisis. They questioned why China responded with a strike on U.S. territory despite
what they viewed as a relatively cautious U.S. posture. This was a critique of the
scenario, not any specific team action.

The China team explained the targeting logic behind its C-ICBM strike on CO-
NUS during the discussion, saying that it wanted to isolate Taiwan and limit U.S.
involvement rather than escalate to full conflict with the United States. China team
leaders described their actions as reciprocal and proportional to American and Tai-
wanese actions. When questioned about whether such Chinese signaling would
actually restrain escalation once U.S. territory had been struck, China team par-
ticipants acknowledged the risk but maintained that failing to respond would have
undermined nuclear deterrence. The Pacific Partners team raised questions about
what escalation options remained available to Beijing and whether further Chinese
conventional strikes might target U.S. carriers or the U.S. homeland.

The plenary discussion closed with several questions unanswered. Would a limited
Chinese conventional ICBM strike on U.S. territory automatically lead to escala-
tion? What targets would be appropriate for the United States to strike in a coun-
terattack? Should the United States announce what targets it might hit in advance
or keep this information secret? How could the United States and China terminate
conflict once conventional ICBM strikes ensue? This game constitutes the eleventh
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that NPEC has held. Unlike previous simulations, this game cried out for iteration.
Let’s hope that others will tackle games similar to this to parse out more and addi-
tional issues that the United States and its allies need to resolve.
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Appendix: Team Transcripts by Move

This transcript has been lightly edited for comprehension purposes.

Move One
United States Team

Facilitator 1: Great, I can share the slide to start so we know what we’re working
towards.

Participant 1: I guess I’m the team lead here. I know we may have one or two folks
join us en route, but does anyone have any initial reactions on where they think we
should be or what we should propose?

Participant 4: I have some initial thoughts, but since they’re probably low quality,
I’1l go last. If you want to go around the board here, I’ll dive in as soon as you’re
ready for it.

Participant 1: Okay, I mean all of my thoughts are always low quality, so no worries
there.

Participant 4: Okay, well this reflects my own area of expertise as opposed to things
on the diplomatic side. I think as we get into negotiations, the first thing that the
United States side should do is raise the gates for critical infrastructure, and that
is in anticipation of potential escalatory moves by China and also to discourage
them, we should take immediate actions to make critical infrastructure more diffi-
cult to attack. So in the electric power grid as some of you know, there’s measures
that you take called conservative operations. Just as what you’d do if there was an
approaching hurricane or other severe weather, you do all kinds of stuff. You go to
max generation, you stop repairing equipment. There are specialized measures that
utilities have developed to raise the gates against both physical and cyber attacks.
The president should direct utilities to do this rather than some kind of haphazard
approach, issuing grid security emergency orders, that’s a little bit of a term of
art, to get ready and reduce US critical infrastructure vulnerability in a way that
supports US negotiations by raising doubts in the eyes of Xi JinPing that he can
accomplish his attack objectives. These are all non provocative, they’re purely de-
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fensive, but they have the twin benefits of reducing US vulnerabilities to potential
attacks should escalation occur and also maybe reduce the incentives that China has
to escalate because they aren’t sure their attacks are gonna work. Thanks for letting
me wander on like that.

Participant 1: No, that’s great. Thank you. All right, other thoughts and comments?

Participant 2: I was reflecting on some comments, and if we are going to implement
raising the gates on critical infrastructure, perhaps we’d also give away what our
most critical infrastructure is. Perhaps we could implement some diversion proto-
cols because we will be observed in action.

Participant 6: The other thing that I failed to mention was my understanding of the
Chinese and their approach to the systems they currently have, they’ve co-mingled
their nuclear control with their conventional command and control, which just fur-
ther complicates our problem. I don’t have a diplomatic background, but I imagine
that would be something we would be interested in reinforcing Chinese to do for us
as part of the diplomatic solution.

Participant 4: Let me respond to that excellent comment on how we might use pre-
paredness in more sophisticated ways in order to do signaling but also to genuinely
get ready. China has mapped every critical substation, every urban water system
and the power flows that support them fairly well. So we know the things that they
could do in order to create maximum havoc and jeopardize public health and safety
and also the flow of power to critical defense facilities including, and especially
golden dome. They’ll be ready to take out the power on which golden dome de-
pends. So I think it’s an excellent comment. We need a sophisticated understanding
of what we show and what we don’t show, but in the context of, they already know
everything that’s suitable to attack.

Participant 1: So my view on this, is in the scenario that we’re not in any kind of
nuclear arms control with the Chinese, and we don’t have a great ability to have
confidence in what they’re invested in or why, I mean here we are now five years
after the Chinese nuclear breakout began, and they still have not even told us why
they’re engaged in nuclear expansion. They still have not told us what the endpoint
is. They still have not told us if they’re even open at any point in the future in
having any kind of risk reduction or confidence building measures or transparency
measures on the nuclear front, again, five years in the real world, once they began
their nuclear breakout. I don’t have any confidence that they have any desire to en-
gage in any kind of arms control with us. I’'m very dubious to the proposition that
in the real world they will be engaging in any kind of confidence building or risk
reduction measures or so forth. I mean full disclosure, I’'m a China hawk. And so to
hell with them, if they want to have a proposal, I’'m happy to entertain it, we should
entertain it, but I don’t want our team to go knocking on their door, groveling be-
cause they have conventional ICBMs. In this scenario, we’ve got a hundred B-21s
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according to control. I would take a hundred B 21s over 50 conventional ICBMs
every day of the week and twice on Sundays. And so I’'m not willing to cap our B
21 fleet that’s growing every year in this scenario in order to get some kind of arms
control on conventional ICBMs so to hell with the Chinese team is my opening
position. By all means let’s engage in some defenses on critical infrastructure and
so forth and and you know whether that’s space based interceptors or ground based
interceptors, all in for deterrence by denial, but I think we should state any attack
on the United States that has strategic effect, we reserve the right to respond to that
strategic attack at a time and place of our choosing with whatever capability we so
desire. So if they take out the grid in the eastern part of the United States and they
did it with drones versus with nuclear weapons. I kind of don’t give a shit whether
they used a nuke or a whole bunch of drones coming off of a D61 that came from
their side of the planet. That’s a strategic attack and we reserve the right to use up to
nuclear weapons in our response as well. That would be my negotiating position is
just a restatement of bipartisan American declaratory policy when it comes to what
we reserve the right to do if you exercise the strategic attack on the United States.
So what do we offer? Not much, other than a restatement of existing real world
declaratory policy.

Participant 2: I have a question, please. As you mentioned, if a Chinese fleet is
bringing some drones to us perhaps one of the measures we as a country can use
is to raise situational awareness and watch the skies. So basically any form of air-
borne vehicle, does it have to be treated as potentially hostile?

Participant 1: If we’re in acute crisis, we should treat any airborne platform com-
ing out of the People’s Republic as a potential threat. And once we get to conflict,
I would say if it’s Chinese owned or Chinese flagged, if it flies, it dies, we shoot
it down, if it’s on the high seas, we destroy it, that’s once we’re actually in open
conflict with them for for this very reason.

Participant 4: I’d recommend that we wave the stick in a visible way, in addition
to getting ready as you pointed out for deterrence by denial, I think we ought to
show them some scary shit. It’s always motivating. And what I would propose we
do right out of the gate, there might be some things in outer space that would be
helpful, but right out of the gate, I would go after the great firewall. All the servers
and associated command and control that prevent Chinese people from hearing
and seeing the truth and that prevent them from having a fair assessment of what’s
going on in the Taiwan streets as opposed to the PRC propaganda version to keep
their own folks under control, which of course is always the goal. I think we ought
to have a little fun with the great firewall, not reveal all of our capabilities, we might
need them later, but certainly let the sun shine in, in a way that might be helpful for
many reasons. Thanks.

Participant 6: I was kind of thinking along the same lines. But also, why wait for us
to get hit? Why not hit them first?
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Participant 1: I mean I like the sound of that. I think in this move though, we’re not
yet in conflict. This is still, are there any proposals, protocols, controls, limits that’s
in Americans’ interest to impose on the Chinese and its allies? Once the war begins,
then, by all means we should figure out a way to cut off various appendages of the
Chinese state, and then I’m very open to various preemptive acts that could tilt the
battle towards our favor, but I don’t think we’re there yet. This is simply what are
any kind of proposals, protocols, limits that we want to offer the Chinese.

Participant 1: I kind of like the idea of offering nothing but shaking the stick at
them.

Participant 3: First of all, I don’t think the US is gonna be able to impose anything
on China. But what we can do is suggest things in terms of either vertical or hor-
izontal escalation that will make them see clearly that it’s not in their interest to
deploy a conventional ICBM. Although having said that, the only way that China
can reach out and touch the US is with a conventional ICBM, whereas the US with
our forward deployed forces as well as bomber force, can rain quite a few thousand
weapons on China. So there’s a significant asymmetry between the two, and that is
one of the reasons why China is intent on developing a conventional ICBM because
they believe in systems warfare and in particular acupuncture type warfare to take
out particular items. Mostly in terms of signaling as opposed to actually degrading
US capabilities although that would be the desired intent.

Participant 5: In the scope of attacking the great firewall and perhaps offering to
shake the stick in non military ways, I would hope that we will remember that we
have a lot of economic regulatory options that could be focused on any number of
Chinese ports trading companies and financial institutions that could, if concen-
trated geographically, particularly in the northeast, threaten the social stability of
Chinese society. That is something that Xi Jinping is very afraid of. This does not
necessarily require us to do things that would have an impact on the entire global
financial system, but would have concentrated effects on China, particularly if our
banking system were warned in time to insulate itself against exposure.

Participant 2: I was thinking perhaps we can expand how we shake this shake stick
in bulletized format. Okay, sanctions on bankers, businesses, and then also notifi-
cation of any penetration of sovereign US territory sky, land, or maritime could be
considered an act of military offense.

Participant 5: And, and if I could just clarify, in addition to sanctions, there are reg-
ulatory actions that would slow the ability without stopping it so we have a way of
throttling this effect.

Participant 1: I put in the chat a couple different options when we get to the mil-
itary exercises and one is kind of a mixed bomber exercise in which we generate
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bombers from six different parts of the globe to converge on the seventh part of the
globe and carry out of a variety of attacks on that target to show that we can gener-
ate bomber attacks from all over the planet that can range from western China. And
the other one would be some type of integrated missile defense tests, where we use
AEGIS, FADs, NGlIs, pac 3s, space based interceptors, and do a real time intercept
of mixed attacks using real time boost phase, mid course and terminal phase mis-
sile intercept. Basically to show we can go out and kick the crap out of you on the
offense side if you try to do any of this conventional ICBM or like connexes with
missiles or drones coming out of connexes and various ports, we can smoke those
things as well.

Participant 2: Should we enter this also in the category of shake the stick, that sec-
ond military exercise?

Participant 1: Yes I think so.

Participant 2: Another question, perhaps there will be a second initiative to go and
start propaganda via social media to raise situational awareness to the Chinese na-
tion of what’s really going on.

Participant 5: I don’t consider myself an expert in the field but I fully support the
proposal.

Facilitator 1: So just to clarify, would you like me to put the messages in the chat
plus the propaganda suggestion on the slide?

Participant 1: I would. Participant 4, would you be comfortable being the briefer
for this slide?

Participant 4: Is there another slide that discusses raising the gates against cyber
and physical attacks? That was my initial point. We can add that as well. So wave
the stick, but also, we can support deterrence by denial and raise uncertainties in the
mind of Xi Jinping as to whether he can achieve his attack objectives, but even if
attacks eventually occur, we’ll be better off by employing, the phrase to use is, con-
servative operations directed by the president, for the electricity subsector, natural
gas pipelines, the water sector and transportation sectors. Let’s leave it at that. This
is non provocative and helps in a couple of different ways.

Participant 1: I would just say too that if we try to get the Chinese to limit their con-
ventional ICBMs, not only might they come back and say well you guys cut your B
21 force, they might also say well pull your typhon launchers and your GLCMs that
you guys have posted in Korea and Japan and the Philippines in this scenario, and
you get those things out of theater because I think the red team’s gonna say, well
yeah, if you want us to get get rid of conventional ICBMs, you gotta get rid of that
stuff too, because we’re only doing this in response to all these missiles you guys
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have put in Korea and Japan and the Philippines.

Participant 4: I would suggest that that is a crucial point and you be prepared to brief
that because you captured it exactly as I see it... And if you could add the point in
wherever you think it’s appropriate that we ought to go after the great firewall and
bring some sunshine to bear on the narrative within China of what’s going on in the
Taiwan streets and who’s the aggressor. We should ot reveal all our capabilities, but
poke a hole in it and fill it with goodness.

Participant 3: Clarification on the attack on the great firewall. Are you talking ki-
netic or cyber?

Participant 4: Cyber.
Participant 3: Good. Then put cyber attack.

Participant 1: I totally agree with Participant 6 on offensive space based capabili-
ties. If we have space based interceptors that can do mid course intercept, then that
gives us the ability to go on the offense in space. So by all means, we should incor-
porate that into the multi-domain missile defense exercises on the list to demon-
strate our ability to carry out offensive strikes on Chinese satellite constellations.

Participant 3: The problem with going after satellites with SBIs is creating debris
and you don’t want to do that. You need a different warhead.

Facilitator 1: I got an inject that I will paste in the chat and also read out... Elite
communique reveals that India and Brazil intend to propose a resolution at the UN
Geneva conference on disarmament. The resolution calls on all states possessing
intercontinental range conventional missiles to cap their arsenals and submit to an
international inspection regime.

Participant 1: I mean in this scenario, we don’t have conventional ICBMs, right?
Facilitator 1: I can double check for you.

Participant 1: Because if that’s the case, then we would just not oppose that reso-
lution and say they’re raising some valid points, but I don’t want to be the guy to
float the proposition.

Participant 3: In a later move we have them.

Participant 1: Okay.

Participant 2: I was wondering because the description is what limits and protocol
will America impose on China and its allies and this is a very interesting com-
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munique. So we address China, we address what we’re doing with ourselves, but
what about allies? What about the international community? So what can we do to
change the roles of engagement? For example, if India indeed will be allied with
China, we can notify that any business conducted on the Indian territory will cease
to be processed. So basically another form of sanctions.

Participant 3: On raising the gates, I think you should clarify that raise uncertainties
pertains to passive defenses. And then you have the active defenses, that’s the big
stick because you can deny them as attack objectives with the appropriate defenses.
Participant 4: I’ve got a question on that. What exactly do you mean by active de-
fenses? Are you talking about attack suppression, and going after Chinese attack
capabilities?

Participant 3: Well it’s actually both, but dominantly it’s ballistic missile defense.
Participant 4: Very good. Then you should emphasize that.

Participant 3: After active put in ballistic and cruise missile defenses.

Participant 4: Very helpful. Thank you.

Facilitator 1: Okay, because we’re coming up on five minutes, is everyone happy
with the way the slides are? ... Onto the second slide. Does anyone have anything
else they want to add in the next couple of minutes? We’re about to head back to
the main room.

Participant 4: I have a suggestion. I’'m probably going to butcher some of these
talking points so I urge everybody who’s contributed in drafting them to dive in.
Don’t make me brief the whole thing. Dive right in and say, that’s not the intent of
this slide.

Facilitator 1: Yeah, don’t be afraid to jump in if you have a specific vision for an

idea. Okay, so we can all head over to the main room. I put the meeting link in the
chat here. Oh my gosh.

PART 2
Participant 1: Hello. I’'m gonna type some things into the chat.

Facilitator 1: That would be perfect.

Participant 1: Alright, well that was fun. Facilitator 1, how do you want to do this?
Do we say these are red lines in which we would not accept? The stuff in the chat, is
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that what you’re looking for? Like we will not aggregate our security commitments
to our allies in the Indo Pacific, we will not be removing missile forces, we will not
be cutting conventional conventional platforms such as B 21s, is that what they’re
looking for? Like as long as these platforms remain protected and those are off the
negotiating table we’re happy to have some discussions?

Facilitator 2: I just want to chime in to make sure everyone’s clear. I think you could
focus on what would you want from China? Like if China was open and they’re
considering making compromises, though this is not realistic to today, what would
you want from them to try and put limits or controls on their conventional ICBM
forces now, in the position that the US is in that we’re a few years behind? I just
wanted to chime in because I wasn’t sure if you needed help.

Facilitator 1: Thank you.
Participant 1: I think the stuff in the chat is perfect.

Participant 4: I think we should go a step further and say what would it take for the
United States to constrain forces, maybe even cut back forces, including conven-
tional, including bombers, that we hold near and dear to our hearts? Is there some
big, big deal that could be done? And if so, what would the parameters be? I think
that’s the kind of thing that Facilitator 3 is looking for in addition to, as Facilitator
2 said, what do we want from China? Maybe go a little further in terms of what we
would give up that’s currently something that we would never consider doing so if
the deal were big enough and verifiable et cetera.

Participant 1: Yeah, that’s a good point. But part of this gets to the fact that we’re
a global power with global commitments and so we can’t simply say we’re gonna
cut these types of capabilities because we’ve come to some type of agreement with
China because we’ve got other problems in other parts of the world. Would we be
willing to cut B 21s in exchange for something from China? Yeah, maybe. But it’s
not gonna be a huge amount because we need those platforms for other parts of the
world.

Participant 4: We’re getting some great comments here. That’s a really good sug-
gestion. Are you able to capture that from the comments page?

Facilitator 1: Yes, definitely. Just let me know whenever you would like to type
something in the slides.

Participant 1: By 2032, we’re almost certainly gonna have our ICBM force be MIR-
Vd though. So this is part of the problem, we’re talking about reMIRVing the ICBM
force right now, that’s part of the debate going on because of the Chinese breakout.
So, we may reMIRV as early as 2027 in the real world.
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Participant 6: I guess that’s another bargaining chip then. I took pains not to include
the trident force in that, just left that off the table.

Participant 1: Do we want to put on there a public renunciation of the absorption
of Taiwan? I mean because they always say we’ve got no aggressive designs on
neighboring nations, but they don’t put Taiwan in that category. They’ve always
said that Taiwan’s an internal matter and what they choose to do is an internal issue.

Participant 4: Maybe I’ll reframe that a little bit instead of renunciation, we could
say, a military takeover? Something that’s a little more narrowly focused.

Participant 1: If we can just get them to commit to the peaceful unification of Tai-
wan.

Participant 4: Yeah, I like that. That’s a good idea.

Participant 5: Well, how would China define peaceful though? We already heard
that China defines deterrence in a way that’s very foreign to us. I fear that the idea
of a blockade, for example, China might decide that if no shots are fired and if they
force a Taiwanese capitulation that it’s peaceful reunification. I would argue for
preservation of the status quo.

Participant 1: Sure. Commit to the preservation of the status quo. You know what,
that’s generally what it comes down to, right? When they’re talking about Ameri-
can security commitments to our allies in the Western Pacific, when you’re talking
about Taiwan, you’re talking about the US has a desire to maintain the status quo
and China’s the revisionist power and everything that we’re doing today in the real
world is a reaction to Chinese military buildups, whether you’re talking about 5th
generation fighters, whether you’re talking about the plan, whether you’re talking
about their nuclear breakout, it’s all in response to China trying to upset the status
quo. We can have meaningful arms control with them if... I mean, as recently as
2023, we reached out to them to have arms control, but the sticking point is they
don’t like the status quo.

Participant 5: So we can accept the China offer of security guarantees against, fill
in the blank, without having to renegotiate communiques or whatever delicate ar-
rangements we have made with China over the years to keep this entire situation
ambiguous and deliberately so. What we really are saying is fundamentally that
nations have the right to determine their own fate without intimidation or force.

Facilitator 1: I just wanted to inject that our other Facilitators asked if we could
wrap it up in the next minute.

Participant 1: Yeah, I think so.
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Participant 4: That last bullet is totally well let’s say it’s improbable. Taiwan is part
of China. In the Chinese perspective there’s a Nixonian thread of US foreign policy
that’s acknowledged that. I’d say let’s speak to that point when we get to it, and
we’ll offer maybe a couple different perspectives on the American team.

Facilitator 2: Hi everybody. I just wanted to chime in and say we should probably
head back to the main team, but if there’s anything you want to discuss further,
you’re welcome to do it in front of the rest of the group. Thank you so much.



Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

Pacific Allies Team

Participant 1: Welcome again everybody. It’s great to work with you. I’ll be serving
as your team lead. Let’s put our minds together and contribute to this war game.
First order of business is for us to assess the situation. I would like to ask all of you
to tell me in no specific order how you feel the situation is. If I may start, I think the
Chinese and the Americans have gone crazy and they’re gonna start a nuclear war.
So the situation is grave. That’s how I see the situation. Anybody else who’d like to
add on? Am I wrong or right? You know, what do you think?

Participant 3: I think we collectively are the big losers if this war happens. Long
term, none of us represent powers that can compete with the United States or the
PRC. Both of us are highly dependent on trade and relationships within the region,
so it’s in the best interest of all of our participants to do everything we can to pre-
vent any exchange of any kind of missiles because the possibility of escalation is
gonna spill over on us.

Participant 1: So you do agree that the Americans and the Chinese are at the brink
of war, right?

Participant 3: Yes, absolutely.
Participant 1: Anybody else? I totally agree with that.

Participant 9: My concern is the tension is so high that even a small mistake or
miscommunication will bring the first strike of missiles and the most likely targets
are US bases in South Korea or Japan. So we are concerned about even just the first
strike.

Participant 1: Okay, thank you.

Participant 8: I just want to confirm, is there a flash point in play because according
to the background I saw it’s basically they stepped up what they did with Taiwan,
that’s fine. But now there’s 50 conventional ICBMs and then what? What’s the flash
point? There’s no flash point. They’re asking, should we talk about having some
sort of mechanism in place, but what’s the flash point? Was the flash point still
Taiwan and was China threatening to do something? If the US does not concede,
what’s the flash point in escalation on this? Apologies if this is common knowledge
already.

Participant 1: There was no flash point or incident that they talked about, but it
seems from their presentations that somehow, somewhere, somebody has made the
decision to go to nuclear war and now they’re trying to figure out which targets to
hit first and which is again bad news for us. And so that’s where we are.
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Participant 8: Sorry, the reason I ask is because there’s some asymmetric stakes,
right? If it’s literally just about China and the US, then we can talk about infrastruc-
ture and everything else. However, if Taiwan is the flash point, then there’s asym-
metry of stakes. China can say, I don’t think you want Taiwan as much as [ want it.
I’'m willing to strike your infrastructure for it, but I bet you don’t want to provoke
China by striking Chinese infrastructure just over Taiwan. So I feel like that’s the
first thing that needs to be figured out. What’s at stake?

Participant 1: I don’t know what the Americans are thinking, but it seems to me the
US is not likely to strike first so whatever the Chinese do first, the Americans will
most likely be responding proportionately. So maybe that is a factor in this. Basical-
ly what you’re saying is, will the United States consider, if a flash point is Taiwan,
what kind of proportionality would be required to react to a situation like that? Is
that what you’re saying?

Participant 8: Yeah, because I just figured the context is very, very different if this is
over China’s interest in Taiwan or is this literally just US and China having issues
with each other’s nuclear arsenal over a generalized situation of regional domi-
nance?

Participant 1: Here’s what I’m thinking. I’m trying to figure out what the situation
is and share with you what I think the situation is and get a consensus. One of the
assumptions that I think we need to make is that the PRC will strike first. Is that a
reasonable assumption?

Participant 3: I don’t think it’s a reasonable assumption that the PRC is going to
attack anything that might be defined as the US homeland. They may strike US
overseas possessions, but I don’t think that they will choose to launch anything at
North America without the US striking the Chinese homeland first.

Participant 1: You do agree that the PRC will strike first, just a matter of whether it
will be the continental US or assets within the Pacific. Is that what you’re saying?

Participant 3: I don’t even agree that the PRC will strike US targets first.
Participant 1: Why not?

Participant 3: They may choose to attack Taiwan, but the PRC wants this to be
exclusively a conflict that they can define as internal rather than international. So
without a provocation by the United States in the form of intervention in what Chi-
na sees as that internal conflict, it’s not in their best interest to expand the scope of

any conflict.

Participant 1: I agree, but if you look at the scenario that we’ve been given, it seems
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that the Chinese have already decided that they’re gonna attack the United States,
doesn’t it? Look at what the scenario has given us.

Participant 3: I don’t know, let’s open it up to the rest of the team.
Participant 8: Is it attack or is it holding a target at risk?
Participant 1: What do you mean by holding a target at risk?

Participant 8: You know, we talked about Chinese targeting, right? Is it in a sce-
nario where China would launch for a strike or are we just talking about what sort
of targets would we hold at risk? You know, before anything is fired? Before any
situation deteriorates to actually hot.

Participant 1: Say that again, in plain language.

Participant 8: The first question we’re talking about is whether China would con-
duct a preemptive strike, a first strike. Someone said China would not be the one,
but would wait and see, even if they want to launch a strike against Taiwan, they
would wait and see if the US intervened before they do anything. But my question
is mostly, when we talk about whether China would conduct the first strike, in terms
of the targeting question we have here, are we just talking about peacetime circum-
stances or even during crisis before anything is launched, are we talking about just
what China is aiming at, holding a target at risk and telling the US so? Or are we
talking about once the crisis has devolved into exchanging fire, what would China
actually strike?

Participant 1: I’m limiting my thoughts to what the scenario has given us. And like
you, there are many things that have jumped out. So the scenario that was given
suggests all of the things that we’re thinking about right now has already passed
on and the Chinese and the Americans have decided to go to war. It seems the goal
of this war game is to try to figure out which targets are going to be prioritized and
our team’s role is figuring out what the thinking of the allies would be in this kind
of situation...So, for the slides that you are preparing right now, could you please
make the first bullet how we see the scenario? If you can, please put down US and
PRC are at the brink of nuclear war. And the next bullet, assumption, slash, PRC
will strike first CONUS and then the Indo-Pacific allied assets. Now this is not final.
I just want to put it on paper so that you guys can look at it and put your thoughts
into this. So this is the conclusion I have come to. Please adjust and input whatever
comments you would like to put. Regarding the situation as we would see it as al-
lies, not the Chinese or the Americans.

Participant 5: I would just caveat the assumption that the PRC will strike first leav-
ing room for the possibility that if somebody believes that the PRC is gearing up for
an imminent attack and decides to try to preempt that by striking first in a defensive
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manner, then that might be another possible scenario here too.

Participant 1: Yes, definitely. That’s a good point. A good reminder that even for
me as a military guy that would be my logical choice and recommendation to my
leadership. Facilitator 1, do you think you can put something like that there as a
caveat for the assumptions?

Participant 5: Justified if they determined that a PRC strike was imminent, so there’d
still be some initiation by the PRC but they might not necessarily fire the first shot
if their target legitimately concluded that they were getting ready to.

Facilitator 1: And I do have an email sent from the China team that I will read to
you guys as an inject. They say that China has an unequivocal capability of striking
the United States with its c-ICBM arsenal, but will refrain from further clarifica-
tions. Note that this is not an escalatory maneuver on China’s part but rather an
attempt to achieve parity with the United States.

Participant 1: I think we should respond by saying that, we, as all these nations,
at least Korea, are adamantly against any kind of military action, not to mention
nuclear war in the region and that peaceful solutions should be sought. That would
be my recommendation for South Korea, but if there’s anything from the Japanese
or the Filipinos, Australians, Taiwanese, that might be different or add on to that
please let me know. We’re primarily South Korea, Japan, Taiwan the Philippines,
and Australia right now, just as a reminder.

Participant 5: On behalf of Australia, but I think speaking probably for the rest of
the key partners as well that we certainly object to the idea of any war in the region,
certainly anything that could affect our own territorial integrity. None of us want to
be attacked in the course of this. None of us want economic harm, Chinese boycotts
of our goods, trade barriers, blockades, anything like that. For Australia in particu-
lar, the conventional ICBM is an additional threat because China has lots of shorter
range missiles that could certainly threaten everyone else and I haven’t looked at
the the rings in detail but I think the conventional ICBMS are a potential threat to
Australia in a way that China’s other capabilities might not have been so much and
so this definitely raises the stakes for us as well. Yeah.

Participant 1: Facilitator, can you please make sure that the Chinese get that mes-
sage and also please tell the US team that this response has been provided by the
Koreans, the Japanese, the Australians with what has just been mentioned about
short range nuclear weapons being a particular threat to Australia so that the Amer-
icans are aware of the the response we’re sending.

Facilitator 1: Okay, I copied that we are adamantly against any strikes in the region
and urge peaceful solutions be sought. Short range nuclear weapons are a particular
threat to Australia, and you want me to...
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Participant 5: And the conventional ICBMs too, even though China hasn’t directly
threatened us in Australia, we do have partnerships with the US. There are some
pretty key combined assets that we’ve got—different space telescopes and radars,
other facilities that if China were trying to split our alliance or go after the US by
hitting their sites in any of our countries, we would be strongly opposed to that and
we have our collective self defense agreements with the United States, whether
they get hit in CONUS or in the Pacific.

Facilitator 1: Okay, so my second sentence there to detail what you just said, short
range nuclear weapons and c-ICBMs are particularly for Australia, which will be
of particular interest and concern to the United States with collective self defense
agreements. Is that good to send?

Participant 1: Yes... How much time do we have left?
Facilitator 1: We have about fifteen minutes.

Participant 1: The next task is to come up with limits, controls, and protocols. I
really don’t know what limits, controls, and protocols mean but I just want to throw
out this. So if the Chinese launch, let’s say from their mainland first, the Ameri-
cans will have 30 to 45 minutes to react. I hope that in the 30 to 45 minutes they
will remember to tell us, or somebody will be tasked to tell us individually, what
they’re gonna do. So in the 30 to 45 minutes I would expect at least 15 minutes for
the Americans to figure out what the hell is happening and another ten minutes to
decide what they’re gonna do and what they’re gonna hit. And hopefully during this
process, they’re gonna tell us what they’re gonna hit because if they hit something
really close to Korea and Japan, the fallout is really going to be severe. So, for me,
as someone from the Indo-Pacific, I would ask that limits, controls, and protocols
would be some sort of a protocol where the United States notifies its ally, number
one. Number two, define the scope of notification. Are they gonna tell me which
targets they’re gonna hit? Are they gonna tell me what the magnitude of the hit will
be? I mean, will it be a megaton strike or will it be a kiloton strike? What will it
be? Will they have time? My understanding is the United States will never share
that kind of information especially with 15 minutes left. So maybe this whole thing
is a great opportunity for us to remind the United States. I give up on the Chinese
but maybe we need something like this so that I can tell my population to get under
something because missiles are flying overhead. And then if missiles are coming
towards me, it’s another problem, but I just wanted to throw that out.

Participant 5: I would concur that we would want as many assurances as we could
get from the United States about tracking threats and any sort of commitment to
their extended assurance to be not only nuclear but also from conventional ICBM
threats or anything else that might target us in this type of scenario. Also to endorse
comments from the chat as far as things to seek in this diplomatic conference as
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we’re trying to deter conflict and come up with some sort of agreement that we
can influence for China and the US to avoid going to war. I think that I’d definitely
appreciate notifications but also inspections or caps on the numbers of c-ICBMs.
Also possibly a commitment as exists in some fashion in the nuclear context that
parties that possess conventional ICBMs will not use them against other countries
that don’t have their own ICBMs perhaps, nuclear or nonuclear, something for
consideration.

Participant 1: Great points but unfortunately from my view, communists are an-
imals, and you can’t talk to them in those terms. They will only see that kind of
language as a weakness.

Participant 8: I want to respond to something in the chat talking about Taiwan’s
position on this. I would like to point out that basically the entire point of a conven-
tional ICBM is not targeting regional allies. Those will be targeting the US. So I fig-
ure when we’re talking about protocols, when we’re talking about negotiating for
which site has more or what targeting and how do you step down, and it behooves
everybody to think about this point. It’s asymmetrical. Tyranny of distance means
US forces that could be projected to the region are a lot less than what the Chinese
could actually afford to field. And in that case, it is so much easier for China to deter
the US from intervening than the US retaliating with conventional ICBMs against
China, so, any sort of protocol would have to take this into account and have a little
bit more restriction toward the Chinese side than the US side. Of course taking into
account the Chinese might not agree to that, but I believe that’s a very important
point to establish just because it’s inherently unfair.

Participant 1: Great. Can you please phrase that so our Facilitator can type it in?

Participant 8: Any sort of protocol should take into account the tyranny of distance
for the US to field conventional forces and therefore restrictions should be more
severe toward the Chinese.

Facilitator 1: Okay, I believe I’ve got that in there. I also included a quote from the
chat about what some of the negotiations should entail.

Participant 1: Any negotiations that seek to prevent intelligence sharing between
the US and Taiwan or the shared deployment of early warnings should be a no go.
Okay I also think that allies, especially Korea, Taiwan, and Japan would be seeking
for additional US sensors to shoot down any kind of incoming Chinese missiles.
Even Australia might do that. Does that sound like a reasonable situation?

Participant 5: Absolutely.

Participant 1: Okay, can you put in another bullet saying allies would request US
ABM assets in respective nations, something like that. ABM to me would be mis-
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siles and radars and all that great stuff. Since we don’t have enough time left, I
would like to invite those who have been observing to comment. Participant 2, what
do you think about this process so far?

Participant 2: To be honest, I’'m a little bit confused because we are focusing on
nuclear sites although we should be focusing on conventional ICBMs. I'm also
surprised that we are not contacting the US or they are not contacting us in this
move. So even though we are allies, we don’t know each other’s intentions or what
is going to happen at the end of this move. A little bit of clarity or guidance would
be welcome. Thank you.

Participant 1: Yeah, that’s great. You’re right, we don’t have enough communica-
tion with our Americans. That’s a great point. ’'m a little confused at your statement
about conventional ICBMs and nuclear weapons because conventional ICBMs, |
guess might not have nuclear warheads, but to me an ICBM would have a nuclear
warhead. I’m a little confused, but let’s talk about that later on.

Participant 3: That’s the problem here. We are talking about long range convention-
al munitions. That’s the whole scenario. I realized the natural assumption is that
ICBMs involve nuclear warheads, but that’s not what we’re being asked to consider
here.

Participant 1: Okay, good point.

Facilitator 1: I also have an inject to read. An elite communication reveals that
India and Brazil intend to propose a resolution at the UN Geneva conference on
disarmament. The resolution calls on all states possessing intercontinental range
conventional missiles to cap their arsenals and submit to an international inspection
regime.

Participant 1: Okay. Noted. Facilitator, can you put in another bullet referring to
ICBMs, conventional or nuclear? I’ve never thought of an ICBM as non nuclear,
but I guess it could be.

Participant 3: Control already answered that inquiry in the chat that we are to con-
sider them as conventional weapons and that’s why they have such a limited num-
ber.

Participant 1: So what is a conventional ICBM?

Participant 3: It’s an ICBM that’s carrying a payload. Depending on how they
choose to configure their missiles, that might be a single large warhead with pen-
etration capability, a MIRV with smaller warheads, or a drone carrier that would
release a swarm of drones over a target area. That’s the scenario, we have to stop
talking about nuclear weapons. They’re irrelevant to what we’re trying to do.
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Participant 1: Not necessarily nuclear, okay.
Participant 5: Yeah, that’s the design of the scenari.

Participant 8: They could have strategic effects but it’s very, very negligible because
of the amount of effects you could create on the ground. That’s why the control also
asked us to think creatively, right? Swarms of drones might create more effect than
a single or even multiple warheads.

Participant 1: Yeah, but as a military guy, if an ICBM is heading towards you,
there’s no way you’re going to know whether it’s a non nuclear or a nuclear war-
head, so you would have to assume that its armed with a nuclear warhead, wouldn’t
you?

Participant 3: And that’s a problem for the US and the PRC, but it’s not a problem
for us. That’s not our role in this war game. I feel like you’re really fighting the sce-
nario and you’re kind of ignoring what they’re asking us to do, which is determine
what the key Pacific partners would want in this particular scenario. The fixation on
nuclear weapons, I agree with you that if [ saw an inbound ICBM I would assume
it had a nuclear payload, but those payloads are not being launched at the states
we’re representing. We are closer to neutral brokers in a lot of cases. I represent
the Philippines. I’'m not a nuclear power. I’'m not required to engage in warfare on
behalf of the PRC or the United States. What I don’t want is a massive conflict in
my backyard.

Participant 1: Participant 7, anything to add?
Participant 7: I basically agree with the other folks.
Participant 1: Participant 6, anything to add?

Participant 6: Something I wanted to ask is, do we also need to be considering eco-
nomic or diplomatic considerations from the perspective of our countries? There
was a moment we thought about how this is disrupting trade and affecting interna-
tional markets. I was asked to sort of plan so I was looking into how they want to
not unnecessarily provoke China but obviously that doesn’t hold if the scenario is
that they have already struck somewhere.

Participant 1:1 think at this stage we’re trying to figure out what’s going on and
at our disposal is only diplomatic measures that we can try to use to influence the
situation.

Facilitator 1: We only have about a minute, if we have any more specific bullets that
you’d like to put on for limits, controls, or protocols especially if there’s something
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I missed in the chat that you guys want me to put in there, let me know as we finish
up here so we have enough to brief on.

Participant 1: Please speak out if you have anything.

Participant 5: Quick recap, we definitely would want the respective parties to con-
tinue to abide by the UN charter, not conduct any aggressive use of force and,
recognizing that Taiwan has a kind of special status because the PRC thinks it’s an
internal matter and not a lot of us have any relations formally with Taiwan. I think
we would also want to have some kind of affirmation in a protocol that no party
should try to change the status quo ofTaiwan by force, whether or not we consider
it an international issue or not.

Facilitator 1: Alright. Thank you very much, now it is time to go back to the Plenary
room.
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China Team

Facilitator 1: Hi everyone. I’ll be helping facilitate the discussion these next few
days. We have nine out of the twelve team members here, so I think we should
probably start the discussion of what we want our arsenal to be so that we can an-
nounce that to the other teams if that’s something we feel like doing. I’'m going to
share the slide with the options on it for the sake of discussion.

Participant 1: Did you want to start with potential targets or amount of stuff that you
wanna destroy or what?

Facilitator 1: I mean, the first thing we have to do is decide what our capabilities
are, if we want to do that in terms of what we want the targets to be, we have a list
of key notes here, but the only thing we have to decide and and tell control for this
move is what we want our capabilities to be and whether we decide to communicate
any of that with the other teams.

Participant 1: Well, last time when we talked, I raised the issue about China going
after some of our larger dams, and I had some offline conversations about that, and
Facilitator 3 said, if we do that, that’ll trigger a three gorges issue, which means
you’ll use non conventional means to trigger a nuclear response. And China doesn’t
want to do that. I don’t believe they want to hit our dams. They don’t want to hit
those dams because of the lost population and it would put dams into the response
package back, which means they would trigger a nuclear response. So, knowing the
target helps us figure out how many missiles, what type of mix, et cetera. When I
talked to Facilitator 3 he mentioned taking out one of the heads of Mount Rushman.
So when you look at monuments and icons as a critical infrastructure sector, you’re
going after the heritage and the culture of the United States, which is definitely a
terrorist attack. So monuments and icons are a critical infrastructure sector. So if |
was going after those, I would need a larger bang to make some kind of an impact
on it. If I’'m going after some of the historical locations, however, things on the his-
torical registry, they’re scattered all over the United States. I can have a similar ef-
fect using much smaller weaponry and that’s where I would probably tend towards
a missile or two with drones to try and come in and destroy historical effects, even
churches. So knowing how much pain we want to inflict gives us an idea of what
kind of weapons payloads we wanna put together. That’s why I asked.

Participant 2: Well, having asked, do you have an answer in mind?

Participant 1: Well, I did actually. One of the examples we’ve seen is a historical
building that was ripped down recently that was associated with the White House
grounds, but those leave an impact, those make a mark. So if you look at things that
are relatively easy to topple over that would be the Washington Monument or some
of the bigger monuments in DC. Very, very present, typically not overpopulated,
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so the casualty count is going to be low. So those would be something to consider.
Those would not be drone packages. Those would be something far more substan-
tial. Again it depends on how you want to do it. Is this taking a glove off and slap-
ping your opponent across the face with it? Or is this, like I discussed last time in
the briefings, trying to push a significant part of the United States into non nuclear
emergency response? So that we tie up resources in the majority of the critical in-
frastructures. In that case, it would be a MIRV payload or several MIRV payloads
at some of the transportation nodes that I mentioned, New Jersey Turnpike ten exit
ten. Multimodal things. You’re seeing an exceptional effort, nothing I had to do
with, of course, but you’re seeing an exceptional effort this way in Ukraine right
now going after Russian oil and natural gas infrastructure. It’s really beginning to
have an effect, and those are drones that are comparable to the payload qualities
that we could put together in this mission. So those would be effective. It would tie
up resources and keep you away from that strategic compression where if you went
after a dam, things go sideways in a hurry.

Participant 3: I tend to think that one of our biggest advantages is that the US has
to respond to public opinion. So the last thing we’d want to do is an attack that has
low tactical gain, but that would galvanize the public, right? In a lot of ways, my
thought would be that I think the latter point you made resonates a bit more when
we think about this asymmetric capability, right? This idea of launching attacks that
could knock out critical infrastructure. I actually think the threat of the possession
of it and the US knowing that we have possession of it is more of a deterrent than
the actual use of it. When I think of our approach I tend to think of how we got out
of the Cuban missile crisis where there was a deal made to draw down our weapons
that were close to the Soviet Union. And that was made where both parties could
save face. To me, when I think of China, I think the best thing we can do is not
antagonize the public and galvanize the US public against us, but rather use as a ne-
gotiating tool, our ability to strike in the US and say, hey, you all need to reevaluate
your ability to strike us in our backyard.

Participant 4: Absolutely.

Participant 1: So that would take the petrochemical refineries off the table, but it
would still put the monuments and icons in target.

Participant 4: Trying to shift my mind into the persona that we’re supposed to be
in. Why would we want to hit the monuments, which as Participant 3 pointed out
would have close to zero tactical value, but probably maximal popular mobilization
value? It would be your glove in the face, but what good is a glove?.

Participant 2: The glove in the face is demonstrating the capability to hit a target in
the United States and you do it in a fashion that minimizes harm to civilians. So it
could be construed as a de-escalatory move. For Rushmore, take out TR! He’s the
treaty of portsmouth guy, long -time antagonism there. Do Americans say , Let’s go

49



50

Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

to war with China over TR’s face on a mountain? That’s an interesting question. It
might be an option that China would want to have.

Participant 4: If we’re thinking as China, what is it we’re trying to signal?

Facilitator 1: This is a very valuable discussion but Control would like us to make
a decision as soon as possible on what our conventional ICBM capabilities are. |
recognize that choosing the targets has an effect on what we would like our ICBM
capabilities to be, but we do have to think about the actual missiles that we have
access to and if we don’t know what we want the targets to be or we’re still trying
to decide what the most strategic target for trying to strike would be, then maybe
the decision to make is to design the arsenal in a more varied way so that we would
have the ability to strike more than one kind of target, but we do need to make a
decision soon on what our capabilities are.

Participant 2: That’s good. Let’s hedge.

Participant 1: I’d go for a couple of heavy hitters and a load of medium to light
MIRVs or the drones rather, if you can do that.

Participant 5: I just had sketched out 25 of the eight MIRVs and then five with the
drones and then ten with the four separate payloads.

Participant 7: I think the smaller lighter RV's are gonna be way more useful than the
drones are. I think with the drones you’re losing all the kinetic energy potential of
the empty vehicle and the explosive is gonna be absolutely tiny, so the amount of
targets that you’re actually gonna be able to meaningfully destroy with these things
is fairly trivial, and also just because they’re so much slower, you open them up to
a whole wider range of defenses, whereas the RVs are not susceptible to that.

Participant 5: So do we want to go with 25 of the eight and then 25 of the six or four,
that would give us the most.

Participant 7: I think that’s appealing, yeah.
Participant 2: No drones at all then?
Participant 5: No, but we can tell them that we’re doing drones.

Participant 1: Okay, so just remember that conversation when you go to target se-
lection.

Facilitator 1: Confirming, 25 of the eight and then 25 of the six or fours. Do we
want the sixes or the fours?
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Participant 5: I really think the six would give us more bang for our buck since the
fours really, according to this, don’t hit anything much different size. I personally
don’t think we should be targeting these real hardened targets. My idea when I was
looking at all this was looking at hitting the power or the finance and data centers
so I think crippling that would be the answer.

Participant 1: Is that oo much of a message to send though? What is our countervad-
ing policy if you put 400 million people or or 200 million people in the dark? So if
you go successful against the power grid, even on the Eastern interconnect, you’re
gonna take a hundred million people and put them in the dark for a period of time.
In those transformers, if you’re thinking you’re going after the substations, you’re
not gonna recover that in anything under six months. What are you gonna do as a
nation, as an economy to the world’s strongest one if you do that hit?

Participant 4: What do you mean?

Participant 1: I’m just making the conversation, if you go after the power system,
you may as well go after a dam because you’re gonna start triggering an escalation
that’s gonna be significant. I don’t know what the US’s policy is on when we would
go non nuclear or nuclear against a non nuclear attack. Is it a third of our population
out of power for six months, which will lead to, I can’t even estimate the number
of deaths.

Facilitator 1: So, I'm telling Control we want 25 c-ICBMS with four with maneu-
verable reentry vehicles, and 25 c-ICBMS with eight maneuverable reentry vehi-
cles. We should now have a discussion about whether we are going to communicate
that with the other teams, whether we want to communicate anything about our
arsenal to the other teams. We have the option to lie about our arsenal and say we
have drones like somebody recommended, but we also don’t have to make a public
statement about our arsenal. But the next step after deciding our capabilities is fig-
uring out what we want to tell the other countries about those capabilities.

Participant 5: I think we should lie.

Participant 3: In a lot of ways, the value of having this capability is being able to
declare that we’re leveling the playing field here. The US has bases in Korea, in
Japan. They have capability in the Philippines, they do freedom and navigation ex-
ercises in the Taiwan straight. Hey, all we’re doing is leveling the playing field. We
can strike you in your backyard. It doesn’t mean we’re going to, but it means that
now we’re negotiating on equal terms and we can now start the real negotiation.
Just because you have it doesn’t mean you use it, but I think we want to show that
we have the capability of using it. So to me, you do make an announcement, you
don’t lie.

Participant 5: But I mean they already know we have the fifties, so, I was just pro-
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posing lying about the details. If we give them any kind of details of what we have
specific, it might give them a clue on what we could potentially hit.

Facilitator 1: Control just sent a message saying if we like now is the time to share
the specs of our 50 ICBMs, so we’re already having that discussion, but we should
decide in the next couple minutes what we want to say and then I can type some-
thing up to send to the other two teams.

Participant 3: I don’t know if we lie about the cake, but maybe we lie about the ic-
ing on the cake, right? So there may be some capability we talk about like spoofing
defenses, a drone capability that makes our things harder to shoot down, I think that
type of thing might make sense.

Facilitator 1: Okay, I’'m going to say China has an unequivocal capability of strik-
ing the United States with its c-ICBM arsenal, but will retain from further clarifica-
tions. Are we ok with that?

Participant 3: One question, is this a public declaration or is this directly to the
United States like kind of a private channel?

Facilitator 1: We can say this directly to the United States and not loop in the Pacific
allies, if that’s what you would prefer.

Participant 3: My thought is, and tell me what you guys think, but my thought is
everything we say we should couch in the language of parity. This is not China es-
calating, this is China leveling.

Participant 2: Absolutely. Now, we’re gonna talk a little bit about the negotiating
strategy. Is that the idea?

Facilitator 1: Yeah. One second and then I can pull up the questions we have to
guide the negotiation.

Participant 2: But just a couple of assertive remarks. It seems to me that one of the
key elements of negotiating strategy is to exacerbate tensions between the United
States and its allies in the region. So anything that we can do that would further that
objective will be absolutely key to our long term advantage.

Facilitator 1: I’'m going to say China has an unequivocal capability of striking the
United States with its c-ICBM arsenal, but will refrain from further clarifications.
Note that this is not an escalatory maneuver on China’s part, but rather an attempt
to achieve parity with the United States. I’'m sending this as a public statement. And
then the next step is the Control team has sent an inject that should be read to the
teams as soon as possible. So there is a set of slides associated with this that I will
share with you all and can send in the chat afterwards as well. This is important
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for guiding our negotiation discussions so it’s good that we are going to see this
before we start talking too much about the questions. So elite communique reveals
that India and Brazil intend to propose a resolution at the UN Geneva conference
on disarmament. The resolution calls on all states possessing intercontinental range
conventional missiles to cap their arsenals and submit to an international inspection
regime. I’'m going to stop sharing my screen and send the same PowerPoint in the
channel and then in just a second, I will also share the discussions for the Chinese
team. Here are the briefing slides for the China team. So, we have two questions
about the negotiation and those questions are, what limits, controls, or protocols if
any are in China’s interest to impose on the United States and its allies and itself?
How much information about its ¢c-ICBM forces is in China’s interest to share,
we’ve already kind of answered the second half of that in our discussion. And then
the second question is, how should China position its c-ICBM brigades? Will it
co-locate them with the PLA’s nuclear rocket force brigades or maintain them as
a separate conventional brigade? Please explain your reasoning. We have twenty
minutes to add some details here before we have to reconvene with the other teams
and give a ten minute briefing on this.

Participant 1: Can we do the second one first?
Facilitator 1: Yeah.

Participant 1: Because the second one to me seems to resolve itself in a pretty
straightforward way. The ability to differentiate the conventional from the nuclear
bases on the geolocation of the launch facilities in the compressed time frame in
which these things operate, that might be something that would be reasonable. And
then an inspection regime could simply be a boots on the ground agreement on
both parties to actually go stare at these missiles and make sure that they are the
conventional ones and not nuclear ones. That degree of separation could definitely
help you not go nuclear.

Participant 4: But from a negotiating standpoint, don’t we as China want to maxi-
mize American uncertainty at the outset because we’re going to ask for a reciprocal,

right?

Participant 1: So that means the United States, if they agree, are going to have Chi-
nese inspectors walking around their conventional ICBM sites.

Participant 2: But do we want to abandon the position that this is a counter to assets
that the United States has deployed in the region? Shouldn’t we be asking for access
to inspect all those sites?

Participant 5: I think so. Yes.

Participant 4: It goes back to what do we as China really want? What’s our priority?
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If we could have anything for Christmas, what do we get?

Participant 3: Our best case scenario is a US drawdown in the Pacific. That’s our
bike. That’s our whole Christmas list, right?

Participant 5: I think it is.

Participant 4: A failure to crystalize the alliance in the pacific. A failure to have an
Indo-Pacific NATO, that would be the worst worst thing in the world. We don’t
want that or anything even remotely like that. So we want to wedge off Japan.
Wedge off the Philippines, wedge off Australia.

Participant 2: And I think we would like Taiwan back sooner rather than later, and
we would not like to fight with the United States in reacquiring it.

Participant 3: And I think that’s probably our realistic compromise, right? Like the
Christmas list says, hey, draw down in the Pacific, the realistic compromise is the
US doesn’t have the capability to effectively counter whatever intervention China
does to unify with Taiwan. Or reunify as they say over there.

Participant 6: I’'m not a defense weapons system expert like most of you are. I'm
more of a China politics guy. So this part is where I feel more comfortable sharing
my two cents. | definitely agree a lot with what everyone has been saying, we want
a US drawdown from the Pacific, for sure Taiwan. One other thing of course is
always about domestic consumption, namely boosting regime legitimacy for CCP
via nationalism. In this particular sense, one of the main audiences that China will
have in mind, whatever they do, will be about domestic consumption. Someone
mentioned the point of parity earlier and certainly a huge part of the Xi Jinping
discourse whereby they always say the east is rising, the west is falling, and now
we have all these indicators to prove it via internal growing nuclear power, maybe
not necessarily parity just yet. But any sign that the US is showing signs of respect-
ing China’s budding sphere of influence would be nice and if that may manifest in
terms of conventional ICBM superiority for China or at least parity.

Participant 3: I would add that another advantage China would want to keep in
mind to try and reinforce is US domestic tension, particularly this feeling of eco-
nomic decline. I think there’s an argument for China to make and using not just
what we’re doing militarily, but our messaging to say the US has bigger problems
to worry about. You have people at home, you have a lot of issues at home, you
have an economy in decline, you have blah, blah, blah. Why are you spending all
this money to impose your will as an empire in our backyard? I think that’s the
rhetoric that China has. I think they’ve been saying it in China for a long time, but I
think this might be a chance to say it in an international sense and to a US domestic
audience as well.
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Participant 6: I agree totally. That would be a point they’ll have. It’s typically a
trade off between, putting money into butter or bullets.

Participant 3: On the right they’ll say, hey, we should focus on America first and
not focus on some war in Taiwan that most Americans couldn’t point to on a map.

Participant 2: This will also make the American president very uncomfortable.
Participant 3: The U.S. President, yeah.

Facilitator 1: These are all great points. Do we think what I’ve written here captures
what we were talking about? Is there anything that we feel isn’t captured by this
discussion or that we also feel would be important in answering this question?

Participant 3: I think this is really good context. I think another thing we want to
keep in mind is showing our capacity to strike back against the United States. We
have a huge advantage in, again, that political system and the fact that the president
built a lot of his political persona on isolationism. So the last thing we want to do
is an own goal and rile them up. So we want to show capacity and strength but not
be an antagonist.

Participant 4: That makes a lot of sense to me as well, but I wonder what Participant
6 thinks of that, if that’s a realistic position for the Chinese to take. Because person-
ally I’'m convinced, but I’'m trying to role play and I’'m wondering whether that’s
something that would actually come together in the heads of the people who run
China. Would they recognize what seems to me the very convincing logic in say-
ing, show the Americans that they do not want to get into the fight because it’s too
costly, but do it in a manner that doesn’t rally the American people. After the 9/11
attacks you have 20 years of military commitment in Iraq and Afghanistan. But is
that a logic that the polit bureau is going to actually share with us in this room?

Participant 6: What would be the logic, like creating a strategic diversion like 9/11
or...?

Participant 3: No, it’s the idea that if we hit the Americans the wrong way, it’s just
going to galvanize them, mobilize them, waken the sleeping giant and all of that.
Will they have that in their minds? And will that influence their thinking or will
they say who cares?

Participant 6: The Chinese love politics, but they love Sun Tzu even more, the art
of war stuff. So one thing they always talk about is winning without fighting, so in
that sense anything that would have the effect of 9/11 2.0 that would have the effect
of galvanizing US support and mobilizing the support against China would be a
high risk low reward scenario for China. I imagine China would rather fight with
an internally divided less than fully coherent actor which has all these democratic
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electoral pressures going on. I imagine that from the CCP’s perspective, they would
be doing more threats but not be so gung ho about striking a super high value target
that will take negotiating off the table.

Participant 3: For the sake of realism and following up on Participant 4’s question,
within the politburo, within the party, is there a need to show strengths in some
cases that might be imprudent from a strategic perspective?

Participant 6: Good point yes, I think what we’re seeing from China is that it’s
very interested in pursuing diplomatically backfiring counterproductive grey zone
security maneuvers and small scale skirmishes like with India during COVID about
three to four years ago, like in China’s constant clash with the Philippines coast
guard over the last two to three years especially. Those are the kind of moves that
don’t create major escalatory potential, but are very high profile, very visual, and
project strength which come back to seal in Jinping’s motto to struggle against for-
eigners. So that’s the kind of nationalism,. rally around the flag maneuver that we
see a lot.

Facilitator 1: This is a really valuable discussion, so I hate to cut it off early, but
we have eight minutes left before we have to go to the Plenary session and we do
have to write up some thoughts on this first question. I would also flag that when
we’re answering this first question, we should also be thinking in terms of what the
position we want to present to the other teams in the plenary session is. All of these
discussions about our internal thoughts role playing as China are really valuable,
but we do also have to present a public position to the other countries in the Plenary
session about what China’s stance on the arms control agreement is. So we should
think about what we’re gonna say there and this question I think will help to guide
that discussion.

Participant 2: We should also save a minute for that inject.

Participant 3: My first thought on this is, Brazil and India are the two countries that
are gonna propose this resolution. I think we should come out with a statement that
is underpinned by a certain solidarity. I think we should emphasize that this is a
chance, this is an opportunity to show some parity. I think the point that was made
earlier, I forget who made it, but the idea that having inspectors come to be able to
clearly differentiate and help differentiate our nuclear from non nuclear arsenal was
actually helpful to us. So we should get fully behind it with the caveat that we want
the US to agree to the same inspection regime that we do.

Participant 7: It would probably be in our best interest to reframe that to include
bombers and potentially submarines, right? Because that’s what the United States
has to offer. They don’t have these conventional ICBMs. And so right now we’re
talking about accepting a limitation on our one conventional ability to strike the
US homeland, whereas the US’s primary capabilities for striking our homeland are
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untouched.

Participant 5: I was gonna suggest the same thing. We can even make the argument
that if a bomber or something is launched from a submarine we don’t know if that’s
nuclear or conventional either, so that is just as dangerous.

Participant 2: We want it to go nowhere, but we want to get the maximum propa-
ganda value out of it that we can. We want to do everything we can to split up the
American coalition.

Participant 3: Can we make a case that if we’re gonna talk about the logic of cap-
ping arsenals and having inspection regimes is to prevent this kind of proliferation
from getting out of control. Well, the US is already proliferated. And so the argu-
ment that we should be making is they need to unproliferate. And please don’t use
that made up word.

Facilitator 1: I got you.

Participant 4: Along similar lines, the US has militarized South Asia with the Phil-
ippines being armed to the levels that we’ve seen now where the Philippines have
these capabilities they didn’t have ten years ago. That needs to be cooled down so
as to avoid a provocation. We would want the Philippines to be de facto neutralized
if possible, which I would think is not a crazy goal because the Philippines have
gone hot and cold on the United States over the last half century.

Participant 3: And for point of clarification, India also has ICBMs, right? So is India
also pledging to be subject to this international inspection regime?

Participant 2: Are they conventional though?

Participant 5: I don’t think they’re conventional at this time, but I mean, that doesn’t
mean in the future they haven’t done it.

Facilitator 1: Is what I’ve written here about the information we’ve shared about our
c-ICBM force accurate to the discussion we’ve had? Do we request any changes?

Participant 3: I think the consistent thread that everything we’re saying should be
underpinned by is that this is about parity with the United States. We’re not willing
to do anything they’re not willing to do.

Participant 6: That’s something China talks about a lot as well. Including on global
warming and climate change, fossil fuel consumption, all those things. If the West
can do it, and especially if the US can do it, we can do it too. Maybe they are reach-
ing parity not just for China but for the developing world as a whole.
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Facilitator 1: Okay, it’s time to return to the plenary room, so I’'m going to stop
sharing my screen with these responses. When we get back we’re going to have a
brief discussion with the other team about the responses we’ve had to these ques-
tions and simulate a treaty discussion. So I am going to resend the link to the plena-
ry session for anybody that needs it. And that is it.
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Plenary Discussion

Participant 4: Are we all here?

Facilitator 2: Yes... Okay, China team if you’d like to share your position, you have
ten minutes. Who will be briefing on your behalf?

Facilitator 3: We didn’t select a specific briefer in our session I think it slipped our
mind, so if somebody from our team could step up, that would be appreciated.

Participant 5: Let me give it a try and other team members, please feel free to chime
in as well in case I miss anything. Our broader position as you can see on the slide,
is that, on the first inject when Brazil and India proposed ideal arms control on con-
ventional I[CBMs, I think we are open to the idea as a matter of abstract principle
but we want to both expand and make the agreement process more conditional. So,
our position to refine the agreement to include not just conventional ICBM but also
submarines and bombers. And, at the moment we find the agreement to be limited
to our primary ability to strike the US conventionally, but it doesn’t really affect
too many of our capabilities. I think for us we’re open to inspection as well so long
as other actors who have the closest to parity at mobility with us are also open to
inspections. We don’t want to be seen as a guy that gets singled out. So if the US is
happy with inspectors, we are happy with it too. Then that way we are kicking the
ball back to the Americans court. We also want to further expand this process by
perhaps making the bar so high to render essentially impractical at least for quite a
while to come, so you can see that as well, maybe not just arms control, maybe not
just arsenal limitation but also maybe the US should disarm. As the strongest power
in the international system, it only makes sense that if we’re gonna all draw down
why doesn’t the US start then we can follow? And in the spirit of keeping regional
stability, why not start with the Philippines, e.g., by making Philippines a militarily
neutral zone. Buffered zone is a too direct, a too straightforward term to use, so
we’re not gonna use that term but we’re gonna call it maybe a neutral zone that’s
conducive to diplomacy and talks between US and China, but that will be militarily
neutral. So our broader idea to expand this to how much we’re willing to share in
terms of information about our conventional ICBMs is that we will be sharing some
of our information. We want to signal, in order to increase perceived credibility
of our capability, that China clearly has the capabilities to strike the continental
US, but we won’t share too much more specific information about capability just
yet. So we’ll leave it to the imagination. When things are left to the other side’s
imagination, oftentimes in the international system the other side will be forced to
pursue the worst case scenario that will then lead them to estimating our capability
on the high end rather than the lower end, which works great for us. In conveying
our capability we will convey it not just to the US, but also to other US partners,
friends, and allies as well. Again, partial information about our capability. Why
do we do it? Because we want to find room to drive a wedge between the US and
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its friends, which we do by both showing our capability and by saying this is how
much damage we potentially could do to the US. And if the US values, be it their
symbolic national monuments, be it other critical infrastructures, and if they have
some cold feet when facing our threats, then perhaps the US will be less willing
to have your back as well when other situations or lesser situations go down. And
so in that sense, we’ll be able to potentially drive up skeptical sentiments among
other US friends, which will be something that will be in China’s interest because
for the longest time there’s always been a feeling that one of the main advantages
that the US has over China is that the US has a longer and deeper and higher quality
bench of friends on the American side. So by simply sharing some of our capabili-
ty, it will be potentially useful for diminishing the cohesion of US friends that will
even the playing field a little bit more for China. Again, we’re gonna say that yes
we have this capability. Objective capability is not the same as subjective intent to
use them and our purpose or intent is purely for defense and deterrence. And we’ll
refrain from clarifying too much more at this time lest we give the US more room
to work with. Next slide. In terms of distinguishing our national and nuclear capa-
bility through geolocation of these launch facilities, why would these be reasonable
to China? This is a more technical side of the conversation. But suffice to say that
the political in addition to strategic and defense are what we’re looking at, as well
as China. So we want to make sure that we find room to create a situation where
you have a relatively unified autocratic China, versus a democratic and therefore
more prone to domestic checks and balances, more prone to domestic electoral
pressure US. So in that sense, if China can show that we’re potentially able to
strike at high value US targets including symbolic targets, then we may be able to
diminish US public opinion support for the US administration in terms of stronger
posture against China. So this is where we talk about China boosting capability that
may potentially cause the US to want to reach parity as well in terms of capability,
and chip away at US domestic support from both the left and the right. The left re-
distributionist audience talks about guns versus border trade off, namely the more
resources you put into economic welfare the less you have for a ministry defense
system and vice versa. That also chips away at the more right wing constituencies
who may be more new isolationists in orientation, especially under the U.S. Presi-
dent. So for China, we also discussed Beijing’s tendency when it comes to actually
risking it all by fighting high risk military consultation scenarios and I think one of
the opinions was that for China, there is a commitment to Sun Tzu, that is the art of
war, and a winning without fighting mindset. This means that oftentimes what we
see is that China likes to pursue rather than full fledged conflict, more interesting
grey zone tactics whereby China wants to kick out just enough external pressure
and low scale tension, perhaps low scale military standoff. Especially as a way to
both build national support domestically, as well as to divert away from a number
of other domestic concerns. This is part of the theory of diversion in warfare. We
saw this over the last three to four years. During COVID in China we see a skir-
mish between China and India at the border. As China goes through major purges
over the last 2.5 years, we’ve seen expanding, especially between China and Phil-
ippines on the coast guards and after planning three weeks ago we see China now



Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

starting near Japan as well as other maneuvers. So this is China using defense and
strategic policy not only as a military tool but perhaps more importantly, as a tool
for domestic regime security and nationalism and legitimacy boosting vehicles. Fi-
nally, what will be the best case scenario for China? A few things. Defensively we
want to induce a situation where the US begin to draw down in terms of military
deployments and alliances in the Pacific. We definitely don’t want anything close
to an Indo-Pacific NATO. In terms of sovereignty and territory integrity arguments,
finding some way to get Taiwan back preferably without having to fight so much,
if at all. Lastly, arranging security, finding ways to use these maneuvers to seal the
deal for the credibility of this argument that the east is rising, the west is falling.
We know that there’s been talk about China’s stance internationally, and placed
China’s history in a three step narrative. Mao Zedong was the era when China stood
up. Then the Xiaoping era was when China got rich. Now under the great leader Xi
Jinping is the era when China gets strong. Through all these, a lot of these defense
buildups are part and parcel of sealing the deal on that narrative that comes back to
serve regional security for the Chinese communist party. I think I’1l leave it there
for now if anyone wants to chime in.

Facilitator 2: All right, thank you so much. So the US team and the Pacific Allies
team, do you have any questions or responses to that presentation? Anyone is al-
lowed to speak.

Facilitator 1: I don’t know if it has to be emphasized, but just as the China team
stayed in character, you should too, which is to say, imagine that you are at a public
press conference and you are representing your country or countries rather than
letting it all hang out. Be diplomatic if you need to be, if you want to lie, lie, but
stay in character.

Facilitator 2: You’re also welcome to ask a clarifying question if you’d like before
you give your presentation.

Participant 6: If I could ask a clarifying question actually to who was just speak-
ing, they mentioned in their notes that China was envisioning the creation of an
Indo-Pacific NATO. I was wondering what countries you imagined would be in-
volved in that alliance and what their incentive might be to join given aggressive
actions of China perceived by them in invading Taiwan.

Facilitator 1: Could you restate the question?
Participant 6: My main question is just, they were envisioning an Indo-Pacific
NATO and I just wanted to know what the imagined structure, organization, or

what countries would be involved in it?

Participant 5: How much should we try to respond to their question like an analyst
or like we are China’s MFA spokesperson?
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Facilitator 2: Like a spokesperson for now.

Facilitator 3: If I can chime in for just a second, the one thing I want to clarify is that
I think the point that was on that slide is that as China, we would like to prevent the
creation of an Indo-Pacific coalition spearheaded by the United States rather than
create one spearheaded by China.

Participant 4: Absolutely. There’s no need for bloc politics in East Asia. East Asia
has developed mercifully free from the block oriented us versus them oriented pol-
itics that vexed Europe during the cold war, thanks to NATO. It’s something we
would like to avoid any semblance of in Asia.

Participant 5: China sees that so many of the sufferings and pains in Asia over the
last seventy years, be it the Korean war, the Vietnam war, all these are the result of
the American imperial mindset. This is why this return of the cold war mentality
is unhelpful to anyone. We feel the notion of the domino theory is outdated and
that the US should spend more energy taking care of its own borders and people
in its home rather than trying to mess around in other people’s backyard and cause
suffering.

Participant 4: Instead, we should focus on the continuation of win-win solutions
through trade, collaboration, and friendship in the region because that’s what’s
moved the region forward in the last 30 or 40 years so much, and has been driven
by China. We want more of that.

Participant 7: And the people’s Republic of China isn’t looking for escalation.
We’re looking for parity.

Participant 8: I have three questions. First, in your briefing you said you are achiev-
ing conventional parity with the US by acquiring C-ICBMs. My understanding is
that the Chinese forces already can attack US assets based in the Indo-Pacific area.
So what do you mean by parity? Do you really need to conventionally attack the US
mainland to achieve military parity? And my second question is, what will be your
targets? I mean target country. Only the United States, or other countries?

Participant 7: Well for the first question, you know, the US has a huge presence in
our backyard, in the Indo-Pacific. We need the ability to be able to strike the US for
self defense and deterrence purposes, right? We need the ability to be able to strike
the US in its own backyard. Again, this is just a search for parity. Now, to your
second question, we’re not looking to escalate, we’re not looking to declare war on
anybody. We’re simply looking to defend ourselves and to be able to conduct trade
with our neighbors in a peaceful, mutually beneficial fashion.

Participant 4: And to just add to my colleague’s point, we China have no missiles in
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Canada or Mexico or Cuba or Venezuela or Trinidad and Tobago or the Dominican
Republic. We don’t have weapons in those places. We’d like to have parity in that
sense. We would like the places in Asia that are to us like Trinidad and Tobago,
Cuba, Mexico, Canada, we’d like those places to be bloc free and weapons free.

Facilitator 2: Okay, if there aren’t any further questions, we need to move to the
next presentation, which would be the United States team. I will share your slide.

Participant 2: I’1l key off here and then welcome anyone else to chime in. I appreci-
ate the comments from our friends in West Taiwan. It was a very interesting briefing
that the West Taiwanese gave. You know when it comes to any proposals for arms
control or controls or protocols, we’re not gonna offer anything. We recognize that
in 2020 it became apparent that the West Taiwanese were engaging in a breathtak-
ing nuclear expansion and as late as 2025, they have yet to explain why they’re
expanding their nuclear arsenal. They’ve yet to explain at what end point they will
achieve their expansion. They have yet to explain how many warheads they need
as part of their expansion. They have rejected as late as 2025 any attempts at confi-
dence building measures, risk reduction measures, transparency measures. And so
for us, the denizens of Beijing have zero interest in actually negotiating settlement,
and so we offer nothing in return, but we do have some sticks. So we’re gonna talk
about some things that we’re gonna do to include sanctions on bankers and busi-
nesses and let them know that if they penetrate American territories they could be
considered an active military offense on the part of West Taiwan. We’re gonna look
at increasing regulatory actions that would slow the ability to clear transactions.
You know, we’re going to exercise some blockades to point out that we still have
the ability to rule the waves and control imports and exports including gas and oil
pipelines anywhere in the world. We’re going to carry out a very large--

Facilitator 1: I’'m gonna have to interrupt. How many people are on your team?
Participant 2: I don’t know, nine or ten?

Facilitator 1: Everyone followed this line? There was no dissent? The reason I ask
is you’re fighting the scenario. We asked you to come up with positions. I mean,
this is right on the edge of fighting the scenario. Were there any opposing voices at
all? Because we’re not gaining much from this. It’s ok to put this down as part of
what you’re doing. I get it, but the assignment is not being taken seriously. I’'m just
asking, were there any discording voices? Is there anyone who said anything other
than this? It’s a simple yes or no.

Participant 2: I think the answer is no. What we talked about was that any type of
arms control, protocols, or confidence building measures would be a trap on the
part of the Chinese. And actually what the Chinese offered was kind of what we
were talking about, if we agreed to caps on conventional ICBMs, they would re-
spond looking for caps on B-21s.
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Facilitator 1: Can I make a strong suggestion then? When you get the time, you
need to explain all that. We need that. In other words.

Participant 2: I will do that right now. The other thing that we expected was that in
exchange for caps on conventional ICBMs, they would say, well, you need to pull
missiles out of Japan, Korea, and the Philippines. And for us that was a non-starter.
But that was part of their briefing. And for us, there’s no way we were going to ex-
change our missile deployments in the Western Pacific to try to get to some type of
agreement on conventional ICBMs when it’s only 50.

Facilitator 1: Okay, you know what you’re doing? You’re now supplying the posi-
tive agenda that’s missing, which is saying, if there wasn’t X, Y and Z, it might be
in our interest, but because it isn’t, we therefore do not want to present anything.
But what’s missing in this brief is under what circumstances, imaginary, would it
be in the American interest? We’re not getting that.

Participant 2: Okay, so in what circumstances I would offer, and I welcome this to
the other to the rest of the group, is that if you had a China that was actually willing
to engage in arms control discussions with the United States in a meaningful way,
and as of right now, I don’t see that as happening. And what we were discussing is
that arms control on conventional ICBMs, the price that we would pay, which is
capping our B-21 fleet, would be wildly more beneficial to the Chinese.

Facilitator 1: I really think you’re rushing past the assignment, which is you are
now backing into explaining if there were no restrictions on X, Y, and Z, if there
was this, that, and the other, then we would consider it. But what you’re doing is
telling me nothing about those conditions, but just saying, we assume we can’t get
what we want. There’s something missing here and it’s the assignment. I get that
the conclusion will be this, but we’re missing what you would seek and demand in
talks that would be in our interest even if they would not agree to it. We need that.
And I’m not trying to determine what it is, but you need to tell us. Now you’re sort
of telling us we need that. That’s all. So, I don’t know, maybe you can explain that
in this recording and we can send it back to your team to see if we got the notes
right.

Participant 9: Yeah, let me dive in here. We took very seriously the question of,
what could the United States do vis a vis China at this early stage that would convey
messages about our stance in ways that would comprise a mix of provocative and
unprovocative protocols, that is measures that we would take in order to encourage
deterrence by denial. Let me talk about that now. Obviously, Xi Jinping is going
through a calculation of expected costs and benefits of possible escalation in this
scenario. And so what we want to do was to convey to China, separate from the
question of whether arms control measures might go forward or not, that we’re
in a strong deterrence posture and going to take measures to further strengthen it.
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So you’ll see in that first bullet, raise the gates. This is a measure that we can take
unilaterally just as when hurricanes are approaching coastal regions of the United
States utilities go into all kinds of conservative operations measures in order to
build preparedness and be ready to respond. Water and especially electric utilities
have the ability to take equivalent measures against the risk of adversary attacks,
cyber or especially physical attacks. And it was our belief that in this phase of
play before taking additional measures, that changing the deterrence posture of the
United States reduced the expected benefits that Xi Jinping could have and then if
deterrence fails be better positioned to defend US critical infrastructure. That was
an important protocol for the United States and a shaping opportunity. Over to you.

Facilitator 1: Well, I'm sorry. I get it, but the assignment was not here. Once you put
your gates up, what is it that, at a minimum, you would demand before you do any
arms control? What you’ve done is say we not only don’t want to do arms control,
we don’t want to negotiate, but here are all the things we can do to make you feel
pain. That is, as you say, raising the gates to prepare to do something. What is it that
your team would find acceptable even if the other team or teams wouldn’t? You're
not telling us.

Participant 9: We need another bite at the apple, but I do take exception to the
statement you made that we’re inflicting pain on China by adopting conservative
operations. What we’re doing is trying to—

Facilitator 1: I take back what I said. But these are things you would do fine and
they can be done separately or in addition, but what we need to learn is what are the
red lines that you will not allow? We heard by, by indirection or by pushing, that
you don’t want them to touch your B 21s. Okay, state that. What are the red lines
and what are the things, you know, you will not accept?

Participant 2: That’s fine and we can do that and we can bang that out relatively
quickly.

Facilitator 2: We actually could take the next ten minutes for them to discuss in
their team and then we can reconvene at 7:30. Would that be alright with everyone?
... Okay, so if the US team wants to reconvene in their team room, it should still be
open, and we will meet everyone back here just for a little bit more discussion be-
fore we move to the key Pacific Allies team. Alright. I’'m gonna help the American
team get into their room, so I’ll be right back.

TEN MINUTE BREAK

Facilitator 2: The US team is on their way back so those slides are on their way and
we’ll get back into it. Alright. So the US will have another, five-ish minutes to go
over the new points that they raised and then we’ll do very brief responses and then
go into the key Pacific parties group.
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Participant 4: I did not want to add gasoline to the fire in the last encounter, but I
don’t think the Chinese delegation would have stayed in the room with the West
Taiwan business. I’m saying that seriously.

Participant 10: No, I agree. I think we would have probably asked the other nations
if you want to talk about peace, we’ll be in the other room and just take that as a
publicity victory and walk out.

Facilitator 2: Okay, I think the new slide is on the screen.

Participant 2: So, what would we need? Guarantees that our security commitments
to our allies and partners within the region will continue. We would not have a
problem if China’s not a revisionist power. I mean fundamentally we see ourselves
as status quo power, right? And the problem is that the Chinese team is a revisionist
power. And so if they accept the democratic status quo and that we have security
guarantees to allies and some partners in the region, then we can have a conversa-
tion. And so part of that is, if we could have real, clear, unequivocable, verifiable
proof that their conventional ICBM force is separated from their nuclear ICBMs
with separate command and control and deployed units, that would be helpful. But
fundamentally, this comes down to the American view that the Chinese want to
overturn the status quo and we’re in defense of that.

Facilitator 1: Okay, try to stay on message. | know you want to get back to why we
can’t have any agreements with them, but the second bullet almost looks like the
answers to the question. Can you explain the second bullet?

Participant 2: So full disclosure, a lot of this was us trying to throw stuff down
quickly given the time constraint and and so I’'m not at all surprised that there’s
some contradictory elements within the slide but part of this is that we spent forty
years plus with the Sovs and then the Russians figuring out how we can do inspec-
tions and verifications and we don’t have that kind of history with the Chinese.
And part of that inspections and verification process with the Russians was organic
and it took time and so forth, and there were some growing pains along the way,
you can’t expect that immediately we would jump from zero to a new start level
inspection with the Chinese. And so there would have to be--

Facilitator 1: Again, instead of guessing what will go wrong in putting that in front
of everything, could you tell us if the sea was made of lemonade, what would you
want? And I thought the second one began to tell us that. If you could explain that.

Participant 11: The thing [ was looking at from more of a military perspective is, fif-
ty conventional ICBMs that could easily be converted to carry six nuclear weapons
each, that would certainly get our attention and we would not want that. We also
would not want in any form of conflict, fifty launch vehicles coming at us where we
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can’t clearly determine the targeting, that ambiguity, that’s a difficult thing to live
with. In our calculus, we’d have to be prepared to strike those and strike those very
quickly and how do we do that? Well, if they’re co-mingled, we’re certainly not go-
ing to be using our nuclear strategic assets on those that couldn’t find a devastating
response. So we would have to come up with a way and it probably would be our
bomber units and so forth, but you look at an operation like Midnight Hammer and
everything that had to come together to get back to New York, trying to replicate
that across the Pacific and lay down Chinese targets, that’s a pretty tough row. I
don’t think you’d want to be in that position.

Facilitator 1: I’'m trying to understand, what is it that you’re trying to achieve. The
question is if you could get it, what is it that you would have to absolutely get?
That’s all I’'m asking.

Participant 2: Okay, if we could get what?

Facilitator 1: I’'m not telling you. Normally in a negotiation, even one you do not
want to reach an agreement in, you have a position that is tough on the other side
that if you got, you would say, well, if we get that, okay. But what is it?

Participant 2: What is the it though? Is it a cap on conventional ICBMs?

Facilitator 1: It could be anything you want, it could be that. I’'m not trying to tell
you what your thinking is so much as to ask you for what your thinking is. All I’ve
heard is we really don’t like this. I don’t want to do this. That’s all I’ve heard. That
is fighting the scenario I’m sorry. What we need is not only, we have reservations,
but our reservations tell us that therefore, unless we got X, Y, and Z, you know, we
wouldn’t be happy, but what is X, Y, and z? I’m not trying to tell you.

Participant 2: I think what we’ve said is acknowledgement from China that the sta-
tus quo is acceptable and will endure, that we will not be pulling our missiles out of
the theater, that we will not be aggregating our security commitments to our allies
within the region.

Facilitator 1: Are you gonna ask anything of China? Or are you just gonna say,
well, we don’t want to do anything and we’re just gonna stay in the status quo?
That is one step shy of fighting the scenario. What is the arms control negotiation
position going to be beyond that?

Participant 2: In total honesty, I don’t think it’s possible between where we are as
Americans and where China is today, or where we’re gonna be ten years from now.
I do not think that is the reality.

Facilitator 1: Okay, but you need the antecedent of it. What I want you to tell me is
what unrealistic thing you would want. You’re skirting the assignment. The assign-
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ment is, well, if we can have this, this and this and this and this, we would accept it,
but we don’t believe that’s possible for the following reasons. That I get.

Participant 2: If we could get this this and this for what?
Facilitator 1: That’s the game. You’re asking me to tell you how to play.

Facilitator 2: So I think there was a bit of a discussion on the third note, and I was
just wondering if maybe someone else has any thoughts they want to bring up or
should we move on to reactions?

Participant 9: Well, I’ll go first. The opportunity exists to go back to, in my view, a
Nixonian approach to Taiwan and China. And that is, emphasize that forcible reuni-
fication is off the table. Get Chinese agreement to renounce forcible reunification
but nibble around the edges of the fact that there is one China, recognize that that’s
the Chinese view and then get what we need in terms of preserving Taiwanese self
governance within boundaries. That would be a win for us if we could achieve it. If
we were able to specify with China, what really are they renouncing? And ask for
the moon in terms of them agreeing to constraints on their behavior and wave the
stick right behind our back.

Facilitator 1: I get that, you’re saying, we would like them not to be a problem in
the Western Pacific. We want them actually, if at all possible to change their regime,
stop going after Taiwan, et cetera. I get that.

Participant 9: And pull back from roll on roll off capabilities along the coast.

Facilitator 1: But in exchange for what? If they did that, then you would be willing
to do what with regard to the problem that’s being negotiated about. That’s what’s
missing. Could you tell me?

Participant 2: Is the problem, conventional ICBM centering?
Facilitator 1: Yes.
Participant 2: Speaking for myself, I kind of don’t care.

Facilitator 1: You’re fighting the scenario. You make it seem like you’re the only
one that knows that the Chinese don’t like us and are gonna fight us. We all under-
stand that. We did this with the Russians. And there were things that we agreed to
like INF, which even the previous 2024 administration used as a model. So I guess
the question I’m getting at is, it’s ok to demand all these things, but if you had that,
then what would you settle for, if anything, with regard to these missiles, and what
would the conditions be that would be absolutely necessary to have before you
would even go further? It’s okay to say you gotta renounce force and this and that,
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but in addition, if you got that, then the question would be, what would you ask
for with regard to these missiles? And you’re not allowing your imagination to go
there, and as a result, we’re not getting what the position of the United States would
be in these negotiations. We’re getting the preconditions for them, but not the actual
position. I thought you were indicating that you’d absolutely need some kind of
very, very complete kind of verification. I mean that certainly is what I’ve gotten
so far with regard to these things only being conventional and not being nuclear. Is
there anything else?

Facilitator 2: Someone in the chat just said speaking as a non-expert, what about
something like start and MTCR with robust inspections? I’m not sure if they’re able
to speak with audio.

Facilitator 1: That’s a lot of things that aren’t very specific, I’'m not sure it’s appro-
priate. Anyway I don’t want the team to be told what to do, but I do think you’ve
got to answer the question.

Facilitator 2: I think that with the time constraints we should move to the Key Pa-
cific Allies team, so I’'m gonna pull up your slide, and if your team briefer would
like to brief, we can move on there.

Participant 1: First, I tried to get a consensus on how we saw the scenario and as
you can see on the first bullet my view of the situation was that the United States
and the Chinese were on the brink of a nuclear war.

Facilitator 1: What suggested that? In the scenario.

Participant 1: Not the scenario, but when I saw the slides when you guys were
briefing and I attended all of the pre-briefs and all that, everything that you said
about conventional, I seem to have missed it. So we put this down, that was the
start, which led to an assumption that the Chinese were likely to strike first. With
the caveat that the United States might preempt if they were absolutely sure that
the Chinese were going to attack. So those were the two scene setters that my team
departed with. Now, having said that, some of my team members recognized that
something was off. With this scenario understanding, the following discussions
were made. Number one, that in the case of a launch, we needed to have some sort
of mechanism where the United States was going to notify its allies of its intent,
whether they would react, how they would react and to what they would react. And
for me personally, I was very concerned that in the chaos of an attack that the Unit-
ed States would just forget about its allies and would respond in a way that would
impact countries that live very close to the Chinese—South Korea, Japan and Tai-
wan. NPEC has discussed previously what a South Korean nuclear meltdown might
be, but a lot of these Chinese reactors are close to Korea and Japan as well. So if the
United States were ever going to think about striking a Chinese nuclear plant, we
would need to know that, for nothing else to alert our own citizens of an impending

69



70

Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

situation. We also discussed the importance of making sure any Chinese effort to
prevent intelligence sharing between the United States and Taiwan would be unac-
ceptable. The tyranny of distance must be a factor that needs to be considered when
we are trying to establish some sort of protocol. And especially if we’re talking
about c-ICBMs, allies, especially Korea, Japan and Taiwan, would be requesting to
the United States that if there’s any indications and warnings that the Chinese are
going to initiate some sort of military action that missiles, radars, and ships with
ADM capability would be deployed to defend your allies as well as American units
on our soil. Of course, in this kind of scenario, all of the Asia Pacific partners rec-
ognize that diplomacy was our best option and so we would advocate for continued
adherence to UN charter and would be supportive of Taiwan’s status. Now, for the
last bullet [ want to inject my personal view that the Koreans would be very hesitant
to say this publicly, and I think the Japanese would be also very concerned if you're
following what’s happening right now between the Japanese and the Chinese about
a comment that Takaichi made. The Chinese are basically threatening to lop off her
head and it’s a great real world example of how the Chinese are intimidating their
neighbors. Whatever the Chinese might say about peace and equality and all that
good stuff, we don’t believe you. So I'’ll end it there and invite my team to add on
anything that I’ve missed.

Facilitator 1: Could you keep the slide up?

Participant 7: I have a question for clarification from, I guess both the other teams.
This concept of a security guarantee, obviously from the Chinese perspective, Tai-
wan’s a non-starter, but security guarantee for Korea, Japan, and I believe the Phil-
ippines was the other country, what would that look like? What would that entail?

Participant 1: We already have a security guarantee.

Participant 7: I know you did talk about that yes, so I know that was more the
American team.

Participant 12: Well, I guess to clarify that it needs to be some kind of a written as-
surance that China will respect the self determination of other nations in the region,
particularly US allies.

Participant 7: In that case, the US doesn’t even recognize Taiwan, so would recog-
nizing that there’s only one China and that Taiwan is part of the People’s Republic
of China be a part of that conversation?

Participant 12: No, I think we were pretty specific that the first country that was
mentioned in our comment was Taiwan. [ know I’m saying country and I’'m violat-
ing a lot of diplomatic commandments by doing so, but what we’re looking for is
a formula that keeps things vague diplomatically, but acknowledges that Taiwan is
de facto an independent country.
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Participant 7: Understood, thank you.

Participant 13: I think one of the key elements for our team to remember is you
have multiple sovereign states, each of which is pursuing its own national interests.
None of us considered it to be in our interest for there to be a significant exchange
of hostilities between the United States and the PRC. All of us have substantial
economic relationships in the region. All of us stand to lose in that war despite not
being a party to it. And so we placed it as a highest priority that there has to be the
creation of diplomatic off ramps before there’s an unfortunate and an unrecallable
launch of ICBMs because we think that the likelihood of any launch leading to a
substantial massive and almost immediate escalation is just too great of a danger
for it to be allowed. And so ideally, we want both sides to acknowledge that the use
of force in the pursuit of national objectives is a last resort rather than a first option.
We recognize that Taiwan is not a member of the United Nations, and so it is not
recognized as an independent country. But it also is a semi autonomous region that
is not directly ruled from Beijing. And so that’s why we put such an emphasis on
the maintenance of the status quo, because ultimately it’s in our best interest for
there to be nothing that happens.

Facilitator 1:I like that we’re gonna abide by the UN charter. I like the idea that Chi-
na should recognize the status quo of Taiwan. However, what interests me here is a
point that I’d like to get others to comment on. Any protocol should account for the
tyranny of distance from US to field conventional forces, and therefore restrictions
should be more severe towards the Chinese side. Can anyone volunteer what those
conditions would be other than having them abide by the UN charter or renouncing
the use of force or anything like that? Could we get a little more focused?

Participant 14: I can talk a little bit more on this because I suggested it. We all agree
on the Taiwan status quo question, but the point is the status quo also includes the
balance and deterrence across the region, which means if you allow China to have
c-ICBMs and the US does not... because a Chinese conventional strike against CO-
NUS is much more devastating than a US conventional strike against the Chinese
mainland. Just because of how China’s IADS is set up and their industry is set up,
their air defense is set up in the past fifty years to account for US air strikes. That’s
how they built up their entire industry. The US industry and infrastructure is not set
up in this manner. It is much, much more vulnerable. That’s the fundamental asym-
metry. For the US to project forces to the Pacific requires so much more, right? Like
even now we run war games where we realize even if you exhaust the entire US Air
Force and US Navy inventory, it’s very likely like the ultimate results in the region
with all allied participation could still be a draw. So that conventional balance is
not what we want it to be, especially with the additional c-ICBM. So in order for
this to be fair, you either agree China can have 50, the US has 150 and also will be
allowed to beef up US area defenses to the same level as China has already done
for your own industry and your own political centers cause that’s the thing, right?
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Shield and spear.

Facilitator 1: Does the China team have a position in these negotiations about what
should be each nation’s missile defenses?

Participant 7: I think we’d have to reconvene for that although I have a follow up
question.

Facilitator 1: I’'m not sure if you want or need to have a position, but if you think
that this is critical, you should file that at least in print, by email or something so we
can dial it in. But it’s interesting that it didn’t come up in the conversations.

Participant 7: It didn’t come up but I think we would want to lodge that. The follow-
up would be, because part of what we’re thinking is we really do want to drive some
space between the US and the Pacific nations. And so the question I would have
back to the security guarantee point, you mentioned one of the members of the US
team mentioned that each of these Pacific countries has their own objective, their
own agenda. And I’m curious if security guarantees for the countries in the Pacific
were on the table, would they be willing to commit to being hands off with China
about the Taiwan situation? Like, for each of those individual countries.

Participant 13: I think the Philippines would absolutely take that deal.

Participant 7: Right? And maybe Korea I’d imagine.

Participant 12: Well, maybe general Chun can speak to that, but I suspect it would.
Facilitator 1: Could you repeat that deal one more time so we make sure we get it.

Participant 7: Well, as defined earlier, if China were willing to commit to not inter-
fering in the domestic affairs of the countries in the Indo Pacific in exchange for
the countries in the Indo Pacific not stopping China from reunifying with its rogue
providence in Taiwan, would that be a deal that that those countries would be would
be willing to take, particularly considering the change in the balance of power con-
sidering our conventional ICBMs?

Facilitator 1: I see.

Participant 1: So I can’t speak for the entire Korean people, but the latest poll shows
that 90% of the Korean people do not trust the Chinese. 90%. Whatever the Chinese
say about things like this, I don’t think the Koreans will believe it. Now, there is the
other 10%. And right now that 10% have the reins of the Korean government. So
let’s say we have a progressive government here and the Chinese were to put some-
thing like that on the table, it would cause a significant debate within the country,
but still a significant majority of people would not trust the Chinese and we have
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two other Koreans here, I just would like to see what they would say. Thank you.

Participant 14: I defer to all the Koreans, but I just want to add my understanding
of the Indo-Pacific plan for the Taiwan contingency for the past few decades has
always excluded using bases in Korea to flow in forces or for any others, at least
at the initial stage. I don’t know if that assumption has changed recently, but the
longest assumption has always been that Korea will not be part of this.

Participant 12: I would say that there is growing domestic opposition to Korea
having any part in a conflict between the United States and China that this entire
business of a security for non-aggression guarantee superficially will sound pretty
good to most Koreans and that the devil is in the details when you get down to the
question of Chinese support for North Korea and North Korea’s determination to
reunify Korea on its own terms.

Participant 1: Yeah, no country wants to go to war. Especially if you’re living next
to a big country like China, that’s only natural. But the reality is if the United States
and China go to war, in my view, there’s no way we will not be involved. Now,
just because of the tyranny of distance from Korea to Taiwan, I don’t see us getting
involved that quickly or or directly, not because of politics or anything else, just be-
cause of the distance. Think about it, a US fighter plane leaving from Korea to go to
the Taiwan area, they would need at least two refuelings in midair. Why would you
do that? So, it’s not about politics or anything like that. It’s more like military com-
mon sense that prevents Korea from being a part of this initial situation in Taiwan.

Participant 7: And you mentioned the trust deficit among the Korean population
for China. If China were to specifically commit not to intervene if North Korea
launched some kind of invasion or if there was some kind of conflict, would that be
enough of an excuse for Korea to explicitly state a position recognizing that Taiwan
belongs to China?

Participant 1: For me, I think it’s absolutely sure that there will be a great debate
within my society, but at the end of the day, three thousand years of experience have
taught us that we just can’t trust the Chinese.

Facilitator 1: Well, I think we’re probably not going to rely heavily on the crystal
ball about how these propositions will vote or poll so much as are they plausible
and have to be factored into thinking about what each side proposes and demands as
protection against the possibilities. That’s all. Let’s try to focus back on some of the
points raised here. Now, I guess the question I’d have for the entire group is, what
is it that you are expecting in the way of non-interference and intelligence sharing?
It sounds very good but in operational terms, what are you concerned about? I
mean | can imagine five or six things, but I don’t know what the groups would be
concerned about. [ assume that there’s some desire for there to be no interference
in the deployment of these things. What about the deployment of the strike systems
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that are conventional, that are in the Philippines, Korea, Japan, Australia? Did the
group have any position on that? And do any of the other groups have positions on
that? Other than the Chinese were very clear. They want those to be taken down.

Participant 15: I don’t know that we discussed this question explicitly but certainly
all of the Pacific allies would be very interested in their own territorial defense and
to the extent that they can get extra help, extra assurance, extra weapon systems and
warning systems and so forth from the United States, they certainly wouldn’t want
access to any of those things hindered.

Facilitator 1: Would that be part of this asymmetry that’s discussed here, the tyran-
ny of distance point? And how would either the US or the Chinese team view that
allied position?

Participant 15: I think the tyranny of distance does factor in also resources may be
spread thin if everybody wants ads and patriots and whatever other kinds of inter-
ceptor systems might be available, there are only so many to go around and that
could be challenging. I think every country is going to want to provide for its own
security to the maximum extent possible.

Facilitator 1: This observation that you’re making, which is not that distant from
anyone’s common sense, would that have some impact on what you would demand
or is it just an observation? I mean, would any of the teams insist on something
having to do with preserving the ability to do offense and defense conventionally
from these various allied positions?

Participant 15: We wouldn’t want the US and China bargaining away our security.
So, I think we’d want to maintain that and I think the Chinese position might be that
they see the US and its network of allies as kind of a bundled force stacked against
them but we would probably push back against that because we recognize that we
have our own interests as well.

Facilitator 1: Okay, is the American team at all interested in pointing out the con-
ventional superiority of medium and short range missiles against our allies or is that
not a talking point?

Participant 9: I’ll defer to my friends who know more than I do on the missile side.
One of the objectives we should have is to seek Chinese agreement that the PLA
will no longer pre-deploy disruptive malware on allied infrastructure systems. If we
could get that agreement, the effects would be enormous because right now Japan
in particular, but all US allies, have had their grids penetrated by malware that has
nothing to do with intelligence collection and everything to do with disrupting the
ability of these allies to receive US force’s stadium and move them forward to the
fight. So, in addition to whatever would be done with the missiles, I would say a
difficult to achieve, but very worthwhile goal would be to reach agreement with
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China that we will not and they should not deploy destructive pre-position malware
on critical infrastructure systems.

Participant 13: I threw it in the chat, but I’ll just throw it out here verbally too. The
PRC is gonna counter that the West does the exact same thing to them. And so, it’s
one of those things. Cyber has the advantage that you can turn off the damage in
most cases. And that’s definitely not true with a nuclear strike. So you may not want
to encourage them to shift to the destruction of physical assets instead of cyber at-
tacks. Cyber attacks are almost always inherently reversible.

Facilitator 1: Can we get the thoughts of the China team? I, I think we want to focus
on how each team will talk about the missiles that are deployed in a forward fashion
both in China pointed towards America’s allies, and on friendly soil to America. |
don’t know that we’ve gotten the view of the teams on this. We got it, I think from
the ally team. But the US team and the China team, it might be useful to get more
clarity on that.

Participant 7: From the Chinese perspective, there are weapons in our backyard
pointed at us that are deployed by the United States. We’re not seeking to escalate
anything. We’re seeking to have an equivalent capability to deter the United States
that they have to deter us. And so any suggestion that we should limit our capabili-
ties while the United States wouldn’t, isn’t gonna fly with us. We want parity.

Facilitator 1: What would parity look like? The elimination of China’s weapons
pointed at these countries in exchange for...?

Participant 7: Yeah, drawdown in our backyard. So the capability to strike China
from places like Japan, from the Philippines, from Korea.

Facilitator 1: But conversely, you would be open to having a drawdown on Chinese
conventional missiles?

Participant 7: We would be open to any sort of arrangement that advances parity.

Facilitator 1: That’s interesting. I mean, we had engagement of this sort during INF
with the Soviet Union. What are the views of the American team and the Allied
team to this kind of talk?

Participant 14: I just want to emphasize that parity means the parity of impacts, not
the parity of how many missiles you have aimed. How many tank factories are there
in the US? There’s one. Lima, Ohio. How many tank factories are there in China? I
don’t think there’s an accurate account, but it’s a lot more than one. Same goes for
ship yards, same goes for fighter plants, same goes for a lot of bottleneck. So that
has to be taken into consideration.
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Facilitator 1: So you need an inventory at a minimum to even get in this game. That
wasn’t mentioned by any team yet. Should it have been? I mean the Chinese have
not exactly raised the data skirts on what they’ve got. And you’re saying that’s a
minimum prerequisite to continue talks?

Participant 7: And what’s clear right now without going into inventories is that the
United States doesn’t have missiles pointed at the United States in Cuba, in Mexi-
co, and Canada.

Facilitator 1: Let’s try to stay on an analytic bend for the moment. I’ve got the rhet-
oric. The US team has been noticeably quiet. What are their views on this?

Participant 9: I’'m gonna defer to folks who have this as their area of expertise
and after they do so, I’'m gonna dive in and reveal my profound ignorance of such
things.

Participant 5: I wrote in the comments as well, but basically any suggestion that any
restriction when it comes to arms control that makes it more severe on the Chinese
side, China will find it extremely difficult to accept and this is going to play into the
typical trope of US and China should play by different rules and that’s something
that China cannot accept. One other thing is there’s mention of intelligence sharing
between the US and allies, there’s also discussion about preposition of US assets in
Taiwan or near Taiwan. I’ll just say that at least on the rhetorical front, this will run
against China 2005 Anti-Secession law Article eight.

Facilitator 1: I think where we’re talking past one another is everyone either wants
peace in our time or an end game where people agree, or no agreement. But the fact
of the matter is many arms control negotiations do not conclude in anything, other
than positioning and clarifying position. I think everyone wants to tell us what will
work rather than what they want. Does that make any sense? In other words, we
negotiate sometimes with positions of what we want such that we don’t get any
agreement, which is okay. It may help solidify the position of our allies around us or
not. We may want to have a strategy that does that. What would that look like with
regard to the specific propositions the Chinese are laying down? You say, we would
prefer that you not be hostile, we would prefer that you agree to this, that, and the
other unrelated to these things. Is there not anything that we can be asking that is so
tough that if they said yes, it would be of interest?

Participant 14: I think the biggest elephant in the room is if the Chinese are willing
to renounce using violence against Taiwan, then all of our problems are solved. We
can actually—

Facilitator 1: I’'m sorry. This game is not simply about that. We’ll get to that in the
first move, but the idea that we can’t negotiate anything with the Chinese, when
our president wants to unless we settle the Taiwan issue, strikes me as very off. |
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think we could have talks about something even if we didn’t have that settled, even
though that would be very desirable to settle. Although I’'m not sure the United
States is ready to demand clarity on Taiwan as best I can tell, we’re still very am-
biguous about that. So we need to let that go for a moment. The US team has only
indicated why we can’t negotiate so far. Am I right or did I mischaracterize it?

Participant 16: Clarification, you say impose. Do you actually mean cooperative
negotiation, which are two very different things?

Facilitator 1: No, I don’t want to solve problems for the moment, I want to see what
the most desirable position is on the issue in front of us rather than the collateral
things like, renouncing the use of force, accepting Taiwan, accepting the status quo.
The US is saying, well, we don’t want to negotiate. That doesn’t strike me as the
way real world diplomacy works. You take positions that advantage you and your
allies, even if the Chinese might not agree to it. And I haven’t heard what that is
other than things unrelated to the topic, which is what’s the status of Taiwan? I gotta
believe that if the Chinese said we would like to tell you what our inventories are
of certain things and we would like to talk, we would do it and we would lay out
what we want without mentioning Taiwan. That’s my guess. I’'m not getting this.
What I’'m getting is what we must have first before we talk. Meanwhile, the allies
are making recommendations. I haven’t heard what the Americans think of the
recommendations.

Participant 9: Starting from the US territory perspective, in Guam and CNMI, we’re
gonna run out of EGIS missiles and other defensive missiles long before China runs
out of ballistic missiles to attack Guam and CNMI. I could imagine numbers in
terms of caps on ballistic missiles, theater ballistic missiles, shorter range ballistic
missiles in the case of some US allies, that would work for the United States. We
can quibble about whether or not this would be unfair to China if the United States
had more, but I think that’s a dialogue that would be great to get going. What realis-
tically is in the narrow interest of the United States in terms of constraints on tacti-
cal ballistic missiles conventionally armed, so we can get out of the pickle we’re in
and our ability to defend starting with Guam and then moving on to key US allies
that would be in our interest. There’s a number that we could probably identify.

Facilitator 1: By the way, that’s what I was hoping someone would begin to say. It
isn’t that specific thing, but that’s the kind of thing I’'m looking for from the team,
which is not something that China would accept necessarily, but what would be in
our interest. s there anything else that comes to mind? I’m sure the Chinese team
would not be wild about any of that. Fine, that’s not the point. What are the nego-
tiating positions on this topic is what I’m trying to identify. I think the allied team
gave us more than a hint of what they really care about. This whole question about
tyranny of distance is a rich idea that each team should flesh out. I think the China
team has done a pretty good job of fleshing out their view. You’re beginning to raise
the curtain on what we might be most concerned about. We have five minutes left.
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Facilitator 2, do you want to take over?

Facilitator 2: So you may have noticed that there was part of this move where the
control team was gonna decide what was agreed on. We have decided we will let
you know tomorrow what we have agreed on cause there’s a lot to digest, so we’re
gonna discuss everything that was talked about and get back to you tomorrow af-
ternoon. And another thing that will be sent to you before the start of Move Two is
the slides for the scenario. I can’t promise that early tomorrow, but definitely before
you play. And I would highly suggest you read through the slide deck before we get
together, and my email inbox is open for any questions that you have to clarify. We
tune these things up up until you play, so I’'m open to your questions and to make
anything clearer. But the process of the Wednesday Move will be very similar to
tonight. We’ll meet in the plenary room, we’ll discuss the scenario. If you’re really
excited for war to break out, this is the Move for you. Tonight may have not been
your favorite day, but that will be much more exciting. So we’ll start in the plenary
room, you guys will go back to each of your team rooms to play the game and then
we’ll come back for a hot wash on Wednesday night, but at the same time, same
place. The link should be the same, but I’ll be sending them out. So if you have
any questions, please let me know. This was a great session and I appreciate your
discussion and thank you for hanging in there.
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Move Two

United States Team

Participant 1: Alright, so what are people’s initial thoughts? Facilitator, if you could
pull up the slides on the questions they’re asking?

Facilitator: Sure.

Participant 5: One aggressive approach to de-escalation might be to mine some of
the waters as was discussed earlier, so that at least we know that on the Chinese side
we’re not headed into a conventional invasion.

Participant 1: Let’s take this slide by slide. How far are we gonna implement plans
such as COOP and COG to protect the military command and political leadership?
How far are we willing to go? I’'m not comfortable speaking to this stuff.

Participant 5: I’m not gonna talk about it either.

Participant 1: Alright just write, how are you gonna respond appropriately? Just
leave it at that.

Participant 6: I was thinking, given the security concerns, if we did disperse some
government leadership and move people to more secure locations for 9/11, certain-
ly I think we could at least say we would take similar notching.

Participant 5: Would it be going too far to keep it vague by saying implement appli-
cable operational plans without getting into what those are?

16 Participant 1: Yeah, that’s kind of what I meant when I said we would just re-
spond appropriately.

Participant 5: Is the second bullet going too far?
Participant 1: I guess If Participant 6 is ok with it I’'m ok with it.

Participant 4: I’'m not gonna say a word about federal operations, but I would sug-
gest that you add an additional bullet about governors’ and state emergency oper-
ation centers’ COOP plans should be activated. The president would direct state
level COOP and COG plans to be stood up and send out messages to the owners and
operators of defense critical infrastructure, a specialized category of infrastructure,
to also implement their COOP and COG plans because they all have them. So in the
electric power grid, for example, everybody’s got an emergency operation center.
So you want to staff those up and get ready to operate them.
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Participant 1: I think at this point the question is, are we going to go to war with
China to defend Taiwan? Or more accurately, are we willing to go to war with Chi-
na in order to defend the American Alliance system, with Taiwan being the spark?
I’'m willing to go pretty damn far to protect the American Alliance system, but
that’s a different question than how far you’re willing to go to defend Taiwan. And
in this scenario Taiwan is a partner, it’s not an ally, so we need to make a decision
on how far we’re going to go for Taiwan. I think if we’re gonna go, we need to be
in it to win it, but we can say, we’re not willing to defend Taiwan because we don’t
think this is a fight that can be won. And I think that’s a conversation for us as a
group to have.

Participant 4: I really like that. Starting with knowing that the president has been
re-elected has a big voice on such issues. That’s a great way of starting.

Participant 1: So Facilitator, what I said was, we are willing to defend Taiwan if we
think it’s a fight that we can win. And we’re willing to go pretty darn far in that fight
if we so choose, but that fight is not about Taiwan and its democracy of however
many million people, that fight is about defending the American alliance system
that we have built over the last, in-game, nine decades. And it is that which we will
defend to a very high order of conflict. And Taiwan may simply be the spark. But if
we go high order against China, it’s not really about Taiwan.

Participant 3: Another way to phrase that is, Taiwan may be a vital interest to the
US, but our alliance system is a survival interest.

Participant 2: If I could please call your attention to the rules of engagement. It’s
written that the president is not interested in defending Taiwan because right now
the policy is that Taiwan should defend itself. If we’re going that route, do you
think perhaps we should confer with the state department?

Participant 1: I’'m not sure that the State Department has a lot of say when it comes
to formulation of foreign policy in the current 2024 administration. I don’t know
that they would have a greater degree of say in the formulation of American foreign
policy in an advanced presidency.

Participant 5: If not consulted, they do have a tremendous ability to screw things up
and get in the way of policy.

Participant 2: I would recommend that we consult to assure that we are in line with
the President’s agenda in the international arena.

Participant 1: So again, how far are we willing to go on this? Are we willing to go
to the mat?
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Participant 6: I’'m a little bit confused by the wording. I’'m wondering if we need to
ask a clarification question. When they say, how might we respond with KPP to de-
fend against or respond to China’s attacks? On one level when I first read it earlier
today, I thought, I guess that approves the US getting hit with conventional ICBMs.
But after listening to the discussion, I’'m now thinking, well, maybe that only means
what’s happened so far, and maybe I’m reading too much into it.

Participant 5: But wasn’t there some initial instruction to the effect of, the president
said that the United States was willing to defend Taiwan by giving Taiwan weap-
ons? Or something?

Participant 1: Yeah, that’s correct.

Participant 5: Should we or should we not read that as limiting the amount of direct
US military involvement that the scenario allows?

Participant 1: We could certainly say we’re happy to be a weapons provider to Tai-
wan but Taiwan’s survival is up to the government of Taiwan. I did catch that and
that’s a pretty big get out of jail free card that they gave us.

Participant 4: I think that that’s a fair reading of the instructions that we were given
and the background we were given, but I think it would prevent us from walking
down the path of what if the president were to decide that despite his previous state-
ments, he was willing to go further in the defense of of China? Maybe we could
have a two track approach to our responses. Track one could be consistent with the
president’s previous statements. We’re not gonna offend Taiwan and put America
at risk except by continuing to arm Taiwan, maybe sending an aircraft carrier to be
a sitting duck. Track two would be, if the president directs that we defend Taiwan
actively and take elevated risks of war, then here’s what we would do.

Participant 5: Maybe even to argue against myself a little bit, is that still the scenar-
io if China now involves the United States as a target?

Participant 4: Great point. China gets a vote and in a few minutes [’'m gonna rec-
ommend defensive measures we ought to take no matter what, in addition to COOP
and COG. I’ve got a little list of totally non-provocative defensive measures that
immediately we ought to do, that don’t entail kinetic or any other type of attacks on
China that would destroy things, but that we’d be fools if we didn’t do.

Participant 5: Which kind of comes back to us getting a little bit ahead of ourselves
on Monday where we had a series of options that were ready to roll out. Maybe it’s
time to dig those out again.

Participant 4: I’'m ready to support that whenever you say the time is right, but I
didn’t want to truncate this discussion.

81



82

Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

Participant 1: I’'m happy to talk about options. What we put forward was a bomber
exercise, as well as the missile defense exercise. We can trot those out as well as
things we can do short of kinetic action. And I’m very open to getting more ideas
for prepping the battlefield. I mean, we know that the Chinese have satellite track-
ing stations around the world to assist them in commanding and controlling their
satellite architecture. We can send twelve manned ODA teams to those places and
have them sit outside the fence line or a couple of kilometers away so they can go
in there and blow up those facilities and kill everyone there. We have those ODA
teams on stand-by ready to rock and roll so that we can essentially emasculate the
Chinese satellite constellation from the ground. I'm very open to those types of
preparatory actions we can take.

Participant 5: I continue to believe that economic options focused on vulnerable
regions of China, particularly thinking about the northeast, could force the Chinese
government to divide forces and deploy forces to those other regions in order to
suppress potential unrest in the event of widespread bank failures.

Participant 1: What I propose is for now let’s put aside the question of how hot and
heavy we’re gonna go, but what are the prep actions we wanna take right now so
that if we go high order, we’re ready to execute a number of actions? Let’s go down
the list and say these are the things that we’re gonna do both to set theater, but then
also to set the hometown defense posture. Does that make sense? Okay. Participant
5, why don’t you go first please.

Participant 5: Convene an interagency team to prepare an economic escalation
strategy against vulnerable targets in the Chinese economy. I’'m going to assume
that there are already contingency plans for this sort of thing, maybe not a safe as-
sumption. So let’s say to prepare to execute.

Participant 1: Okay, any others?

Participant 3: Yes, in addition to that, deploy the US naval fleet to be prepared to
establish a blockade of all routes in and out of China including pipelines from Si-
beria and Central Asia.

Participant 1: I mean we can blow up those pipelines pretty easily if we need to.

Participant 3: Yes. And along with that, they should be prepared to mine the ports
and harbors.

Facilitator: Additionally I got a note from the Pacific Allies team. I sent it in the
chat, but they said in the name of the Philippines they express concern over the
situation. Can we please provide them with continued information flow and assets
to protect the Philippines?
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Participant 1: Let’s say yes, we remain committed. Facilitator, can you say the Unit-
ed States remains committed to the defense of the Philippines? We condemn the
hostile actions of the People’s Republic that precipitated the current crisis. We are
taking actions now to defend our allies in the Pacific to include forward deploying
air and maritime assets, additional missile defenses, as well as other capabilities in
other parts of the world. We would welcome the opportunity to have both basing
and overflight rights in your nation to help protect your sovereign territory. If they
give us a thumbs up, then we could put a squadron or a wing of F-35s there. That
would be really helpful. I welcome any edits to that, but I would say we still hope
to de-escalate the crisis diplomatically.

Participant 5: Something in there about regional peace and security, that will appeal
to the mercantilist instincts of the Japanese and the South Koreans.

Participant 1: I agree but the Philippines are really big on the defensive sovereign
territory.

Participant 5: So we remain committed to the defense of the Philippines and to the
preservation of regional peace and security.

Participant 1: Alright, you can send that back to the Pacific team and hopefully
that’1l assuage some of their concerns and then we can go back to the preparatory
actions.

Facilitator: And then there’s one message from China. China has made the decision
to strike Taiping Island, an SCS target under Taiwanese control with only military
and no civilian population using eight MaRV c-ICBMs.

Participant 5: They have artificial islands.

Participant 1: This needs to go back to what are we gonna do and how far are we
gonna fight? So let’s just ignore this from China. Actually, to China let’s say, have
you made the decision to forcibly unite with the island of Taiwan?

Facilitator: Okay, I just sent that. Thank you.
Participant 1: Participant 3, did you have other things you wanted to add?

Participant 3: Certainly active defenses, but I’m not sure we could shut them down.
Right now we would have somewhere around 450 to 600 land based interceptors
along with another perhaps 1500 space based interceptors, and that would gut any
attack that they made. I would just say that we would alert all active defenses and
pre-position US ships with SM-3s on the US coast.
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Participant 4: Can I make a suggestion? I That’s a great recommendation. I would
put Guam and Hawaii right at the top of that list as well as the West coast. Guam
is gonna be inundated with ballistic missiles potentially and they’re gonna run out
of SMRs and Patriots very quickly. So let’s get the shooters out there, let’s get the
tubes out there but also immediately begin resupply operations to get more missiles
to the shooters.

Participant 3: And this goes back to the land forces that are pre-positioned there
in the first island chain that would be equipped with tomahawks and long range
hypersonic weapons as well as the Army’s new MR and IRBMs. We could actually
threaten the Chinese conventional ICBMs as well as other targets. When it gets
right down to it, they can threaten us with roughly one thousand small warheads,
but we can threaten them with well over five thousand large warheads.

Participant 1: I think that’s exactly right. By this point, I would assume we’ve pro-
liferated prism and typhoon launchers along the first island chain.

Participant 3: Yeah, we actually aren’t gonna have that many of those, but we will
have a fair number of MR and IRBMs and the Japanese are gonna be deploying
long range weapons also. We can bring them into the fight.

Participant 1: If we decide to fight then we need to get them all on board, including
Korea as well.

Participant 3: And if in fact, we gave Taiwan the right weapons, it would be ex-
tremely difficult for China to be successful in any kind of an invasion.

Facilitator: China responded and said they are responding in kind to a Taiwanese
attack. Taiwan has made the decision to escalate, no option is off the table.

Participant 1: Alright, so that’s not an answer.

Facilitator: And then the Pacific Allies team just reached out and said, regarding
Taiwan’s position to the US, we request intervention as China unilaterally started
this war attacks on Taiwan facilities originated from China. We have evidence that
China started the war. Can the US share more intelligence on missile strikes? We
will continue to provide the US with air and defense support with our remaining
assets. We are eagerly awaiting responses from the US but our hands will be forced
within a week to launch another strike against targets.

Participant 1: Okay, alright so we can do lots of things. Let’s just keep doing some
preparatory actions then. I guess very quickly execute the pre-position bombers,
they gave us what, 100 B-21s in 2032? So let’s posit we have 140 in 2034. Let’s
say we’re gonna send bomber wings to Finland, Doha, Diego, Darwin, Japan. And,
what do you want to say? A wing a piece?
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Participant 3: Why Finland?
Participant 1: If you overfly Russia you can attack targets in Western China, right?

Participant 3: I’'m not gonna do that. I’'m gonna stick to Diego and what we’ve got
in the Pacific.

Participant 1: That’s okay. I’'m trying to spread them out to make sure we’ve not
got too many in one place though. So let’s just say we sent them out to six bomber
bases.

Participant 3: There’s an awful lot of bases in the Pacific that we can operate from.
There’s several hundred at least.

Facilitator: I also just got an inject from control. I will stop sharing my screen be-
cause there’s a lot to read, so I’ll give you guys time. Cyber attacks targeting indus-
trial control systems ICS and safety controls at natural gas and gasoline pipelines
on the US West Coast disrupt flow operations and automated shutdown protocols.
The attacks cause consumers throughout California and Nevada to panic by gaso-
line. Nevada’s and California’s independent system operator calls for curtailment in
electrical consumption. In California, natural gas likely accounts for 25 to 45% of
peak low generation as of 2025, depending on battery deployment and solar condi-
tions during peak periods. Despite efforts to reduce natural gas consumption, Cali-
fornia’s electrical system still relies heavily on natural gas fired generation in 2034.
In Nevada, natural gas is likely responsible for over 50% of peak load generation,
though the exact share may be gradually decreasing as renewables expand. Social
media explodes with alarmist posts and reactions to the attacks, the stock market
loses 20% of its value. Like the colonial pipeline attack in 2021, federal authorities
are unable to attribute the attacks to any national actor. The immediate suspects all
are believed to be overseas private hacker groups.

Participant 5: Okay, let me suggest something. The president invoked the interna-
tional Emergency Economic Powers Act to say that certain financial institutions
and shipping companies are providing logistical support and financial support for
Chinese aggression against Taiwan. Leak to the press that the president is about to
announce a package of sanctions against shipping companies and ports and Patriot
Act special measures against banks, which may escalate the situation.

Participant 1: Alright, I have no objection to that. The fundamental question is, are
we gonna fight? And if so, to what extent?

Participant 5: I think my instinct is that what China has done is not quite kinetic. It
is economic, and rather than escalate to kinetic, I would suggest a response that is
economic in nature.
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Participant 1: I’'m not talking about this pipeline attack, I’'m talking about China’s
gonna try to grab Taiwan. Are we going to oppose that or not?

Participant 5: What is our consensus on whether the president will allow that? For
the purposes of the game, I don’t think that’s a decision I get to make or any of us
do.

Facilitator: And there’s a note from control that says the effects of an eight MaRV
c-ICBM strike on Taiping Island are essentially certain because the island has no
missile defense systems capable of intercepting ballistic reentry vehicles. Taiping’s
defenses are limited to short range air defense and small unit weapons that cannot
engage c-ICBMs or MaRVs at any phase of flight. As a result, all eight MaRVs
would arrive unopposed against a target set composed almost entirely of soft or
lightly hardened military infrastructure. The concentration of accurate conventional
warheads on a small footprint would reliably destroy the runway, eliminate radar
and communications nodes, ignite or rupture fuel and ammo stores, or collapse or
gut key buildings causing severe casualties among the small Taiwanese garrison.
With no ability to defend against or absorb a strike of this scale, Taiping Island
would be rendered unusable for the remainder of the conflict.

Participant 1: Okay, that’s fine. So what are we gonna do? I mean, I understand
that you can’t make that decision. I’'m ostensibly the president, and I’'m asking for
advice.

Participant 6: We focused on the Taiwan question so far but we may be missing the
other threat that’s still there. The Chinese are evidently preparing and conducting
conventionalized launches. They would have been better off using a much shorter
range missile than what they just did so we really should argue that they have 149
left.. But from our American point of view and our preparations, we should leave
time to be prepared and have the battlefield prepped in the event that they decide
to launch conventional ICBMs against the American mainland which is their best
application of those weapons. There are things we can do to prepare for that and
to at least be able to make the decision, are we gonna launch on warning? Are we
gonna launch on impact? Are we going to preemptively strike? We just don’t know
right now what’s going on.

Participant 3: We certainly are not gonna go nuclear. Absolutely not.

Participant 6: No, I’'m not suggesting that we fire things out of the ICBM fields. But
in our forced posturing, if we are going to strike against sparsely deployed mobile
conventional ICBMs. We’ll have to have the right forces in theater and the right
kind of penetrating forces with adequate tanker support and so forth to get them in
and get them out.
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Participant 3: Well again in terms of precision weapons, we can hurt them with
what we have over there more than they can hurt us.

Participant 1: No, that’s right. And as far as nuclear employment goes, if they car-
ry out and execute a strategic attack on the United States, we reserve the right to
respond with a strategic response at a time and place of our choosing, right? So |
don’t really care if they use a nuclear weapon or if they use a conventional ICBM
or if they’ve got cruise missiles and connexes in the Port of Long Beach that can
pop up. If they carry out an attack on the United States that has strategic effect, we
are within our rights to carry out a nuclear response. I am open to carrying out a
preemptive strike, and by that I do not mean nuclear necessarily, but carrying out
basically a damaged limitation strike on these conventional ICBMs that they have.
My preference would by far be using conventional precision guided munitions,
which we can do using our B-21 force or other assets that we have in theater, or
a combination thereof. I feel fairly confident that we can cripple their ability to
carry out a conventional ICBM force on the American homeland. But I don’t think
they’re gonna do that if we convey to the Chinese team that our policy is we’re
going to help arm the Taiwanese but defending Taiwan is up to the government of
Taiwan. So the question again is, do we go to the defense of Taiwan or do we rein-
force our position in Philippines, Korea, Japan, Australia, and so forth, and say, you
guys may seize Taiwan, but you guys aren’t moving past Taiwan and therefore, I
don’t think they’d hit the American homelands and I think that they would keep the
fight constrained to Taiwan now. I think we’ve got a larger fight down the road, but
I think if we float forces now into our r actual treaty allies within theater in a sig-
nificant fashion to be ready to rock and roll, then basically there’s no war between
China and the United States. I doubt they would hit us in a significant fashion.

Facilitator: Two quick things, I got a push from control for specifically the US to
respond to the inject.

Participant 4: I’ll do that. So on slide six, here’s what I recommend to you. And then
I’m not gonna say anything until some of the other folks who’ve been quiet thus
far dive in, but I will respond to slide six. Here’s what’s going on, with that amount
of loss of natural gas, very quickly, the utilities in California are gonna be unable
to serve their loads. They’re not gonna be able to provide power to their customers
and they’re going to begin rotating blackouts and potentially much more draconi-
an measures for load shutting. They’re gonna cut service to customers on a very
large scale. And our response should be using the Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978.
It gives the president Draconian control over the flow of natural gas. He’s going to
prioritize the flow of natural gas to power generators. Everybody else can freeze in
the dark. He’s gonna prioritize the flow of natural gas for power generation and then
direct the California Independent Service operator to prioritize the flow of all elec-
tric power to the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach Bandonberg Air Force Base
and everything that we’re gonna need to prosecute a conflict against China and
above all conduct a power projection so we can get our assets to the Taiwan Straits.
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Facilitator: Okay.

Participant 7: Going back to our previous conversation, I do agree with what Par-
ticipant 4 was saying. [ did go back and look at the slides and it does appear that
our stance would be more just letting Taiwan figure it out. So focusing on backing
up our other allies might be the best decision if I am following what was being said
correctly.

Participant 1: Thank you. Other thoughts?
Participant 4: Let me just say I completely agree with that. Good on you.

Participant 3: I think the problem we’re gonna run into is, whereas we could suc-
cessfully conduct a conventional precision strike war with China, if they decide
they do in fact want to go nuclear, do we want to go nuclear? And then of course
the question is, to what degree are they gonna go nuclear and what do we do? They
are also developing, as I understand it, accurate low yield nuclear weapons which
are significantly more usable than the current large field weapons. So things start to
get complex very quickly.

Participant 1: If they start using nuclear weapons on Taiwan or within theater, and
we make the decision that we are going to kinetically defend Taiwan, which we
have not yet done, then it becomes a conversation for us. Do we employ some of
our own theater non-strategic nuclear weapons? If they start using nuclear weapons
against the American Homeland, then I think we shift to a damage limitation strat-
egy and we try to take out the totality of their strategic nuclear force, but we aren’t
there yet. So the question we send to the pacific island group, for Japan and Korea
and Australia, we are not certain that Taiwan can be saved. It appears that China
is ready to carry out the forcible invasion and occupation of the island of Taiwan.
We, the United States, and we believe many of our allies within the theater, do
not believe that we have the forces in being to deny this. Despite that, we have an
ironclad commitment to defend the sovereignty of Japan, Korea, Australia, and the
Philippines. We would like to move additional forces, air, land, maritime, missile
defenses to your nations to help defend your sovereign territory. What are your
thoughts? I think we need to talk to the allies and get their views before we decide
to go in because if we’re gonna go in, we need to go in hard.

Participant 2: I would recommend that we reach out to our allies and ask if they
would like to have this defense. Perhaps we can open a channel of communication
instead of just going straightforward to go nuclear and defending everyone.

Participant 1: Yes I totally agree, and that’s why I said let’s get a message out to our
Pacific Allies restating our iron cloud treaty commitment to defend them, offering
to send additional airland, maritime forces and missile defenses to their nations,
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and ask for their reaction.

Participant 2: Before we start offering anything perhaps it would be prudent to ask
what they are doing and where they stand. Because maybe this would help us to
formulate a joint position.

Participant 4: I’ve got a message I propose we send to China. We should tell them
the US does not intend to conduct kinetic attacks against Chinese satellites or other
space assets as long as China does not conduct equivalent attacks against US space
assets.

Participant 1: I don’t know, I mean. That’d be a lie. We can send it but that’d be a
lie.

Participant 4: If they agree and live by it, that would be a great thing for us though,
going back to the discussion we had two days ago.

Participant 1: That’s fine. I mean, they might be dumb and agree to that. I don’t
think they would, but it doesn’t hurt to ask, right?

Facilitator: Also, there is another inject from control that says Japan receives in-
telligence that PLA targeting includes joint US Japanese military facilities. ROK
intelligence confirms PLA Rocket Force Command has referenced Japan’s airbase
coordinates and its targeting packages for its medium range conventional missiles.

Participant 1: I guess control wants us to respond so I think we just say thanks. I
say this, if all the allies agree with our assessment of the situation that Taiwan has
got itself in a sling, it probably cannot be saved, but what we need to do is reinforce
where we can within the first island chain and second island chain. Send the F-35s
and the B21s and all that. Then I think we tell the Chinese that we condemn the
forceful invasion, but we do not plan to become a cobelligerent in this conflict.

Participant 5: Are we backing off too much? We’re taking guidance from the pres-
ident, notwithstanding the fact that politicians say lots of things, but the president
did say that we were going to arm the Taiwanese and notwithstanding China hold-
ing us jointly and severally liable for its own casualties, why wouldn’t we airlift and
sealift a deeper magazine to Taiwan?

Participant 1: Would that help save Taiwan?

Participant 5: Well, I think in February 2022, people wondered if it would help save
Ukraine. I think the answer is yes.

Participant 1: If we think that putting additional capabilities in Taiwan gives us a
fighting chance of defeating the PLA and denying them the landing and integration
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of the island without getting into a nuclear war, then let’s go. Otherwise you have
to think about the decision that Churchill made in June of 1940 when he pulled the
British fighters out of France, and got the British expeditionary force out of France
because he believed that he had to husband those forces to fight on better terrain
because France was a lost cause.

Participant 5: I’'m not saying that the US directly introduce its own forces into a
conflict between Taiwan and China. I’m suggesting that we should provide Taiwan
weapons to, at the very least, raise the cost to Chinese forces in the same sense
that Russia would have great difficulty taking the Baltic states today because of
the beating it’s taken in Ukraine, South Korea is safer if China takes severe losses
in Taiwan. So I don’t think that we have to choose a position that is either letting
Taiwan fall or getting directly involved in that conflict ourselves. I think there is a
middle position that we can aggressively provide material support to the Taiwan-
ese. That is also a deterrent.

Participant 3: There’s also the psychological aspect too, because if the Taiwanese
believe they do in fact have support from the US and its allies they will be willing
to fight. If they don’t think support’s there, then they’ll cave.

Participant 5: I also agree.

Participant 3: But we’re again facing the issue of what’s the effect on our other
alliances? On our entire alliance?

Participant 1: Well, that’s why I wanted to send a note to our Pacific Allies that said,
what are your thoughts? We’re not sure that Taiwan can be saved, but we want to
reinforce you guys in a big way, what are your reactions? So we send the message,
we’re not willing to abandon the American Alliance system.

Participant 5: I’'m now for the first time feeling a little discomfort by beginning to
say that Taiwan can’t be saved and pre-supposing that. Maybe a more diplomatic
way of saying something like that is that the United States will keep its commit-
ment to assist Taiwan in its own defense and will absolutely maintain its treaty
obligations in the region.

Facilitator: I also have a few messages from China. China has no intention to attack
the US’s space assets. Furthermore, China reminds the US that we remain ready to
engage in comprehensive arms control negotiations for de-militarizing space. And
additionally, we implement an enhanced maritime security area in the sea surround-
ing Taiwan to ensure complete control of access to this Chinese territory. Specifi-
cally we require all vessels destined for Taiwanese ports to dock at the Chinese port
first and submit to inspection.

Participant 1: Yeah, we’re not doing that. We’re not gonna engage in comprehen-
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sive arms control for the military space and we’re not gonna send American vessels
to Chinese ports before we go to Taiwan.

Facilitator: Also the red phone call is happening now, so someone from this team
can go to either Control, China or the Pacific allies.

Participant 1: Why don’t we send somebody to talk to the Pacific allies? Participant
47

Participant 4: Yeah, I’ll be happy to help out.

Participant 1: So people want to send some materials to Taiwan, some assistance to
Taiwan. Is that where we’re going? Because it doesn’t sound like anybody’s jump-
ing up and down to go hammer and tongs against the PLA.

Participant 4: Should I convey that to the allied team or keep that just amongst us
chickens?

Participant 1: I would say that we have serious doubts about the ability to defend
Taiwan.

China Representative: I’'m here from the People’s Republic of China. We just want
to reiterate our statement that we retain the capability to respond to any escalation,
but we do not seek any escalation in the Pacific. That’s all.

Participant 1: All right, cool. So team, does anyone want to go and try to kick the
shit out of the PLA in this fight?

Participant 3: I think we can make Taiwan indigestible for them. We could certainly
engage in precision strikes and do more damage to them than they could do to us
until they decide they want to escalate to strategic nuclear strikes.

Participant 1: But that’s going all in, right?
Participant 3: Well, nuclear war itself is changing and little nukes are useful.

Participant 1: I'm with you. If we want to go hammer and tongs in, there are many
many things that we can do. And that’s great. Even if we want to go to a full bore
damage limitation strategy and we irradiate Western China, we can do that in this
game. I’'m fine with that. But are we going to defend Taiwan or not? And what
you’re saying is, if we arm them and then do precision strikes and that escalates to
nuclear, then we can fight a nuclear war. Okay, that sounds like you’re all in. And
that’s fine if that’s what we want to do. I’m just trying to ask the group, what do we
wanna do?
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Participant 5: I see us as constrained by a hypothetical presidential statement when
in reality presidential statements or the statements of candidates very rarely sur-
vived contact with a crisis.

Participant 1: We’re not constrained. We can go and say Taiwan, God bless you.
Good luck. Here’s some more short range air defenses, here’s some things, fight on,
while we send F-35s fives and B-21s and so forth to our allies in the Pacific.

Participant 5: If we’re not constrained, I would be all in favor of surrounding Tai-
wan with standard three missiles and mining the waters where the Chinese are
likely to land. Things that use perinaval forces, not on the island itself, allow us to
choose the manner of our own engagement. [’'m okay with those things.

Participant 1: But then it’s the US versus the PLA. I’'m even willing to use nuclear
weapons on the island of Taiwan once they land the first echelon, and before they
gain lodgements and they’re disembarking onto the beaches, I’'m willing to drop
W76s on them off of our SSBN fleet and cut their guts out on the beaches of Taiwan
if we want to go that far.

Participant 3: I can support that, but our big stick is still our ability to shut off im-
ports and exports. I think that’s the biggest stick.

Participant 1: I’'m with you. What I’m saying is we send national guardsmen on
every single Chinese flagship that’s in our ports, we arrest all the Chinese nationals,
we impound the vessels. We see a Chinese vessel approaching American shores, we
shoot it, we sink them and kill them there. Any inbound commercial flights, we tell
them to turn around and head back. If they enter American Air force, we shoot the
airliners down and kill the airliners. I’'m beyond economic sanctions. I’'m with you
there. If we’re gonna defend the homeland, then baby let’s defend the homeland.

Participant 5: You rolled off a whole lot of things there, some of which I could
support under certain conditions and some of which I don’t really see any legal au-
thority to do. Granted, I’'m a lawyer, so I always tend to look at whether something
is legal within the laws of armed conflict. I heard you say shoot down airliners, I
can’t go for that.

Participant 1: Well, it’s telling them to turn around and they’re not allowed to enter
American airspace. And if they still come into American airspace then...

Participant 5: I guess we’re belligerents, so I guess it’s the way war is now that we
don’t declare war anymore. There are a whole lot of their ships out there, so I guess
this would have to involve a targeted approach. I would think the Coast Guard and
the Navy would be carrying out the searches and not the national guard.

Participant 1: I said that the National Guard for those ships that are in ports, like the
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Port of Long Beach, port of Galveston, and so forth, if they’re Chinese flagged and
they’re in port, then we impound them and we arrest their nationals or detain their
nationals and so forth. If they’re inbound and they get within X number of nautical
miles from the American shoreline, we tell them to turn around. If they cross the
line, then we sink them. Is this the war we wanna fight?

Participant 5: I’'m all for an approach that escalates in levels. I see that as a binary
approach. I see that as going from zero to sixty in two seconds, whereas I’'m driving
a slower car that gets to that speed a lot slower.

Participant 1: I understand that, but my view is that if we try to piecemeal this and
slowly turn up the pressure and incrementalize this, we run a bigger risk of getting
our asses kicked. Cause they’re gonna sneak something in and they’re gonna have
the cool super plan that they’ve been thinking about for twenty years and they’ll
execute and it’ll be crippling in some way like this inject we just got here. But it’s
gonna be far worse. They’1l attack the power grid in the western third of America,
or the Hoover Dam goes down, right? And so now we’ve lost power to southern
California and Arizona and Nevada and it’s gonna get worse and worse and worse.

Participant 5: So inject three happened in the middle of our little debate that we’re
having here and inject three certainly tips the balance much further in an aggres-
sive direction. We’re still not at the point of nukes flying around yet, but this to me
would justify a much more aggressive response and more aggressive defensive
actions against Chinese commerce.

Participant 1: Do we want to fight a war or not in the rest of this game?

Participant 3: I think based on that last inject, I wouldn’t be adverse to executing a
first strike against their conventional ICBMs using stealthy cruise missiles.

Participant 5: I don’t wanna miss a lot of steps in the escalation cycle that we could
also do that might be effective. I’'m not sure that all of them are immediately com-
ing to mind for me right now, but I think that lesser kinetic steps involve things like
mining the waters, holding exercises in the region, and large naval deployment to
the waters near Taiwan.

Participant 6: Do you want to mess with their version of GPS? It’s awfully hard to
fight without the timing signal, it’s awfully hard to fight without precision naviga-
tion.

Participant 1: I’'m willing to smoke the entire Chinese satellite constellation if we
make the decision that we’re gonna go and try to actively be cobelligerents to deny

the invasion of Taiwan.

Participant 3: That also would be China’s first strike against our space constella-
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tions.

Participant 1: Yeah, that’s right. I mean this thing is gonna go high and right imme-
diately, which is which is why I say we send in ODA teams in South America and
the southern count, in Africa and all those places where they’ve got space stations.
We go in there, we blow up the stations, kill the dudes that are there, and we carry
out kinetic operations in a way so that we can emasculate their space constellation.
That’s the opening round.

Participant 3: I would also note that if we went against their conventional ICBMs
that by that point in time SDA is gonna have their satellites up that keep track of all
Russian and Chinese ICBMs. We could be able to target them fairly easily.

Participant 1: And we can do direct assent ASAP strikes against their constellations,
and smoke those things as soon as we can. Let’s just use cruise missiles to destroy
their pipelines and so forth. Alright, let’s do an execution of war slide. Full bore
counterforce strike against their c-ICBM force using a combination of stealth plat-
forms and stealth munitions.

Participant 6: We might want to consider the appropriate time to move the Amer-
ican GPS constellation so that it’s using the secure military codes, and dropping
the accurate civilian location services. We’ll ask if they do get some c-ICBMs up
against us, they don’t use our own PNT system for returning and learning guidance.
And since they’re employing space electromagnetic warfare against us, or at least
we think they are, for some of our missile warning radars, we should probably
start playing with them on that front and using our SEW assets, which by that time
assuming it works, I think it’s called remote modular terminal. We should be pre-
pared to start radiating against them and maybe even doing some radiation to send
a message. Yes, we can do that too.

Participant 3: Facilitator, someone said a message with regards to space operations
should replace the first bullet. It was much better.

Facilitator: Okay. Five minute warning from control to send our last communica-
tion.

Participant 3: And on the last bullet there, add in B-21s to the second island chain.

Participant 1: Yeah, I think we also should talk about taking down their power grid
and their C3 architecture for the Eastern theater command.

Facilitator: Okay, and now we have two minutes to send any last communications
for the night.

Participant 1: We’re still waiting to hear back from Paul, what’s going on with our
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allies, how did that conversation go?
Participant 4: Okay. Can you guys hear me? First of all, I assume I missed out.

Participant 1: This is the target list of what we’re gonna strike conventionally if we
decide to.

Participant 4: Very good. Before I go into my spiel, I want to add a target for use as
appropriate, and that is the headquarters and all of the command control facilities
of the people’s armed police and the equivalent interior ministry forces that keep
the Chinese communist party in power against the potential will of the Chinese
people. Let’s hit them first. That will make Xi Jinping very cranky. That’s the only
thing he cares about, staying in power. So let’s go after his security forces. Now for
a read out on our very nervous partners, I conveyed to them exactly what you said
that we might throw Taiwan overboard because it’s militarily impractical to defend
it. And the first thing I got was from the Korean representative saying, does this
mean you’re gonna throw us overboard too? Which is a fair question. Then I got
the questions about what are you gonna tell China about your position, and what
are you gonna tell Taiwan? So here’s what we mutually agreed. This is the shared
perspective of our partners, and with me saying sure that sounds good and even en-
couraging it. We will tell China that the US will defend its allies in the Asian Pacific
region, including Korea, Australia, the Philippines and Japan. I think that’s the right
list. We’ll come to their military defense, and here’s the key phrase that I proposed
and they accepted, Chinese kinetic attacks against these US allies will be met with
proportional responses by the United States and its partners consistent with the law
of armed conflict. We will message Taiwan in the following way. We will continue
to provide you with arms to the maximum extent possible, and if China conducts at-
tacks against our partners then the United States will strike Chinese targets in ways
that will assist in the defense of Taiwan. That’s the proposed text for all of you to
consider that reflects my interpretation of what we should do but also includes input
from our allies. They all agreed to this.

Participant 1: Did they understand why we can’t militarily defend Taiwan or not?
What was their reaction?

Participant 4: They got it but it made them very nervous about the commitment of
the US to defending their own countries.

Participant 1: Did you talk to them about the fact that we want to put F-35s and
PAK3 batteries and potentially B- 21s in their nations?

Participant 4: I didn’t have time to talk about that.

Participant 1: Alright, so when we brief that out, I can raise that and say this is what
we would want to do.
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Participant 4: Very cool. Any questions for me?

Participant 3: Maybe clarification on that one sentence, rather than defense of our
allies, would it be better to say we will maintain our treaty commitments or some-
thing along those lines?

Participant 4: I like whatever you like.
Participant 3: Okay.

Participant 1: That’s good since we technically don’t have a treaty commitment
with Taiwan.

Participant 4: I also emphasized to them up front that in contrast to our relationship
with Taiwan, maintaining the integrity of our alliance system with those countries
was a core US national security objective. That’s what I started with.

Facilitator: Okay, I think we should finish the slides.

Participant 1: I mean, if it has a strategic effect, we reserve the right to respond with
a nuclear weapon. This is the thing that I don’t understand about this exercise. It
doesn’t matter if it’s a nuclear warhead or a conventional warhead, if it has a stra-
tegic effect, the United States reserves the right to respond however we choose. It’s
up to and including nuclear weapons.

Participant 3: That’s absolutely true.

Participant 1: So the fact that they use an ICBM but it has a conventional warhead
as opposed to a 25 kiloton warhead, that’s fine, but what’s the effect? So the answer
to the question, “Will China’s use of non-nuclear ICBMs necessarily lead to an
American nuclear response?” is maybe it will, maybe it won’t.

Participant 4: And maybe say first use remains an option. We love first use. That’s
how we defend what we really care about, and I think it’s good to restate that. For
the next question “In what ways, diplomatic or military, might the United States,
China, or Key Pacific ALlies try to deescalate the conflict at this point?”, no kinetic
strikes in outer space.

Participant 3: If we forward deployed aircraft, return them to their main operating
basis. But not the land or sea forces.

Participant 6: Will that leave land and sea forces uncovered or do we have enough
in theater that we could still cover these forces?
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Participant 3: Was that a question to me?

Participant 6: Just anybody I suppose. If we return the forward deployed aircraft
with the state of tensions, assuming the Chinese haven’t given us any indication
that they’re going to pull their forces, are we hanging our people out to dry?

Participant 3: Aircraft can be back there in twenty four hours or less.

Participant 1: Alright, why don’t we go on to the next slide? We’re not gonna brief
what we’re gonna do, right?

Facilitator: No, it would just be the responses to the slides, and then we would do
what we’re gonna do first thing tomorrow.

Participant 1: Let’s see the slides that we’re gonna be briefing, please.

Participant 1: Are we gonna say that at this point in the war, we’re going to continue
to give some material assistance to Taiwan, but our plan is to reinforce the actual
allies and we’re not gonna get involved? Am I supposed to say that? But we’re not
gonna enter the war as cobelligerents.

Facilitator: Yeah, that was the idea.

Participant 1: But I mean is what we’re supposed to say what we’re doing in the
scenario? Cause this is all out of scenario stuff.

Facilitator: Let me check with the other Facilitators.

Participant 1: Okay.

Facilitator: They just said at this point we should be answering the brief questions
and explaining our actions. If we wanna tack on what actions we do next, that’s

fine, but we only have five minutes. Does anyone have anything else to add? If not,
we can all head over to the main room. I put the link in the chat. Good work today.
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Pacific Allies Team

Participant 1: First of all, thank you all for joining and contributing to this war
game. Like yesterday, I would first like to get a consensus on how we see the situ-
ation. So the situation is that Taiwanese have basically responded to PRC activities
preemptively, and as a result, the tensions are quite great between not only Taiwan
and the PRC, but the United States and the Chinese. As the leader here, I don’t want
to represent a single country, but I think that in this kind of situation, the Korean
public will probably not be very supportive of this. Because in their eyes, Taiwan
has struck first. So that’s my first impression. Secondly, there’s no real mechanism
for talking between the Pacific allies. Even with the Japanese, probably the United
States would have to facilitate that kind of coordination. That’s my initial thinking.

Participant 8: Does that make sense? Because we have five different countries,
right? Does it make sense for each of our countries first to decide who they want to
talk to and what messages they want to send out? Because I understand our facil-
itators can actually send those emails for us to either the China team or to the US
team and we can send them earlier so they would have time to respond to us within
this round.

Participant 1: Yes, you’re right. So, that is something that should be done and can
be done. But I just wanted to share with you what Korea would be thinking at this
time. Because we have US forces on the Korean peninsula, that would probably
generate a lot of requests for US intelligence and assets to defend our skies. That
would be the third thing that comes to my mind. Then our requests to the United
States would be to de-escalate as much as possible, and to brace ourselves for what
kind of US commitments would be required from us in this scenario. If I was Korea,
I’d be communicating with the United States asking for more intelligence or assets
to defend ourselves, more information, and diplomatic overtures to de-escalate the
situation. Ten wait for what the United States would want us to do. So, that’s just
an example of what Korea might do. I would welcome any of you to present your
views on whatever nation you feel comfortable with. Also Facilitator, could you
please send an email paraphrasing what I just said to the US team? What do you
think Japan would be doing?

Participant 9: I think that like Korea and also the Philippines, Japan will not im-
mediately engage operations for Taiwan. Because of the constitution and the law,
Japan needs to get confirmation from the parliament to join the operations unless
the US spaces in Japan are directly hit by China. In that case, Japan may respond,
but otherwise Japan will not join any operations. Probably like South Korea, we
would like to call for de-escalation and to follow any countries that will follow
international law.

Participant 8: Sorry, is this a message for the US or just a general statement to ev-
erybody?
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Participant 9: A general statement for everybody.
Participant 8: I think we could also talk to China if you’d like.
Participant 9: Oh, I see.

Participant 8: Which country do you want to send messages to? On that note, and
feel free to cut in, but I know at this juncture Taiwan would be contacting Japan
with specific asks. So I want to basically say it now because Taiwan’s first ask of
Japan, obviously if Japan could help in any manner, but the second more concrete
ask is that Taiwan’s naval plan is to basically send all of their ships into Japanese
waters and ask for sanctuary and refueling and rearming as part of their forced pro-
tection plan. So I’'m making that ask and if you could have Japan respond please.

Participant 1: Okay, Facilitator, can you make sure that Japan also communicates
separately with the United States?

Facilitator: Yes. What specifically would you like me to ask?

Participant 1: Well, first Japanese limitations about self defense. Second, de-escala-
tion measures, and probably number three is like Korea, information and whatever
assets are available to increase its defensive capability. That’s probably a good start.
And then, what would Japan say to that kind of request from Taiwan?

Participant 9: It is difficult for Japan to respond yes because we are colleagues with
China also, and I don’t think at this moment Japan will definitively say yes to help
the military operation for Taiwan.

Participant 1: So you would accept the message and request and put through inter-
nal debate is probably what would happen, right?

Participant 8: Sorry, just additional clarification. The Taiwanese would have sailed
their ships into Japanese waters at this point. They would not ask first. So what
would Japan do to these ships?

Participant 9: That’s a good question. I don’t know. Very difficult to answer. [ mean,
their services should be ready to protect US forces but I’'m not sure whether Japan
can protect the Taiwanese ships.

Participant 10: I think basically the question is, would our ships have some sort
of safe haven in your waters as of now? Or would we be chased out of Japanese

waters?

Participant 1: Would these be warships or commercial?
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Participant 8: These would be warships. This is part of their forced protection plan,
to sail all major combatants either south or north into Japanese waters at the very
beginning of the conflict without actually talking to Japan.

Participant 9: US forces are also accompanied with Taiwan?
Participant 8: No, this is just Taiwan.
Participant 9: Then I don’t think Japan would respond.

Participant 8: No, I understand that, but I meant because according to international
law, you should detain these ships. So I’'m asking for a response. I’m not trying to
create a problem, I just know that this is their plan.

Participant 9: I think we would go to the area then and give a warning to leave.

Participant 11: So just for clarification, the idea is that they would sail there and
take themselves off the battlefield? Or sail there after they’ve exhausted their weap-
on system and are looking for a refuel?

Participant 8: So they would sail for Japan because the assumption is at the very be-
ginning of any conflict, they’re sitting ducks, they’re targets for the Chinese. They
are trying to get to Japan, so then the Chinese would have to strike Taiwanese ships
within Japanese waters.

Participant 11: So it potentially takes them out of the game? Or do they intend to
fire from Japanese waters?

Participant 8: So the Taiwanese military’s assumption is that Japan ultimately would
help them rearm and refuel so they can come back and fight. They understand 72
hours is probably not survivable for them, so that’s where they flee. This is similar
to what Ukraine’s Sukhoi-27’s did, right? They flew to NATO space and got de-
tained then a few weeks later, they got sent back.

Participant 9: I think Japan would try to not be involved in any case, so even refu-
eling or rearming means that Japan would be helping Taiwan, and that’s probably
not possible under Japanese law at this moment.

Participant 11: The option of just detaining them in the initial phase can be spun by
Japan as contributing to de-escalating the situation. So I could see a situation where
Japan would detain them and watch the first week play out and make a subsequent
decision when the time is right. Because I think you can have that discussion with
China to say, hey, these major service combatants are off the field. We’ve detained
them. We’re trying to de-escalate the situation. If China doesn’t de-escalate, then



Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

you reassess what is Taiwan’s right for self defense.

Participant 8: So does that mean Japan is communicating with China right now? Is
there an additional message?

Participant 9: That would be a good idea.

Participant 1: Excuse me. Facilitator, can you please send a message to the United
States in the name of the Philippines, expressing concern over the situation, number
one. Number two, asking for continued information flow. Number three, assets to
protect the Philippines. Can you please do that?

Facilitator: Yep.

Participant 1: Thank you. And, please send a message to the Chinese team from Ko-
rea, saying number one, we are deeply concerned about the situation. Number two,
we are against all forms of military action, but if attacked regardless of whether
it’s US bases in Korea, we have no choice but to react in kind. So please send that
message to the Chinese.

Participant 8: So I think we have Australia and Taiwan left, right?

Participant 1: Yeah, what would Australia be saying at this time, and to whom? Can
anybody please chime in?

Participant 11: I’ll give you my best guess. Obviously we have significant intelli-
gence sites and significant communication sites. We’ve got the marine rotational
forces up in Darwin. Presumably by then, we have the Virginia class submarines
at HMS Sterling rotating its software. So there’s obviously a lot of US assets that
are in Australia. We would be seeking to understand the US’s intentions. I think it’s
an interesting situation because the scenario says that the US has been restraining
Taiwan and Taiwan’s gone out ahead of it. Our responses really depend on what
China does next, but I think we’d be sending de-escalatory messages to both China
and the US. I do not think we would do anything like saying that US assets in Aus-
tralia could not be used as the scenario develops. I mean this is part of the game, the
constant tension around what the US assets in Australia are for and full knowledge
and concurrence and everything else. But at the end of the day, I don’t think it’s in
our interest to see China moving on Taiwan. However, it’s unhelpful that Taiwan
actually initiated this.

Participant 5: If [ may jump in, and I certainly defer to Participant 11, but I think
that Australia would be likely to seek consultations with the United States under
the ANZUS treaty recognizing that if an attack on either side in the Pacific occurs,
then it would certainly endanger the security of both. We need to see what should
be done after that, even if it hasn’t quite happened yet at the outset of the scenario.
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I concur with what Participant 11 said about assuming that US assets currently in
Australia would still maintain freedom of action. I would add that Australia prob-
ably wouldn’t allow any US nuclear activities from within its territory or with its
cooperation. That could be part of the de-escalatory message, but I would posit for
the scenario that perhaps Australia may also be willing to employ some of its own
space control capabilities at this point if it felt threatened or believed the US was
threatened, given that China has already done a lot to limit the US use of space in
the area. You know, space domain awareness, ground based jamming, whatever
capabilities Australia might have there of a non-kinetic nature I think would likely
be available in this scenario.

Participant 11: Yeah, I’d agree with that.

Participant 1: Okay, can you put those things into bullets so that our Facilitator can
capture them and they can be presented?

Participant 8: There are also some points in the chat on the Korean position in addi-
tion to the original ones. If ’'m counting correctly, we got every country’s position
except Taiwan, right? If we can do a few points on what Taiwan is communicating
to the US and to China respectively that would be great. Basically Taiwan’s posi-
tion to the US is first of all, asking for intervention and stating that China unilater-
ally started this war. Taiwan would include with this all the evidence uncovered and
confirmed by the military intelligence bureau on how the fifth column that’s doing
loft drone attacks on Taiwan facilities are originating from the people’s liberation
army. So we have evidence that this is Chinese provocation. They started this war.
And the second point is to ask the US to share more intelligence on missile strikes,
stating that we will continue to provide the US with air defense information gath-
ered through Taiwan’s remaining assets. Let them know that we’re eagerly awaiting
responses from US intervention and ally intervention, but our hands will be forced
if within a week, before the Chinese are able to reconstitute that the US decide not
to intervene, then Taiwan would be forced to launch another strike against Chinese
amphibious targets.

Participant 11: Have we seen that in the chat there’s advice that China has made the
decision to strike Taiping Island using c-ICBMs?

Participant 5: Yes, I did see that.

Participant 11: I’m sure others will have views on this, but that feels to me, some-
what calibrated in that they’re avoiding non-military targets.

Participant 1: Facilitator, can you share the slide that you’re making right now?

Facilitator: Yeah.
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Participant 1: Thank you.

Facilitator: We don’t have to start on these slides until 30 minutes prior to returning
to the plenary room.

Participant 8: Oh, right. Are we talking about answering the question slides or are
we talking about the messages for each country’s position that we’re sending to the
US and China?

Participant 1: Well, I was talking about the response that you’re going to have to
give, but I think maybe one of the activities that we’ve conducted was engaging
with the US and by we, I mean Korea, Japan, Philippines, Taiwan. Maybe put in
a sub bullet where some common engagement bullets might be mentioned. Then
also, we’re engaging with China. I’m sure it’s not just gonna be Korea that’s doing
that. I mean Japan and Australia and the Philippines must have some sort of opin-
ion towards the Chinese. So I think bullet number one and bullet number two those
two items, engaging with the US and China, is something that you might want to
include.

Participant 8: Just to clarify, are we sending all the messages to different countries
now and then discussing the slides so we can present them at the end of the game,
right?

Facilitator: Yes.

Participant 1: Exactly. Now we engage with the US and China as well as ourselves,
but I was just saying that when we present at the end, we mentioned that as an ac-
tivity that was conducted.

Participant 8: So I want to confirm. Facilitator, did you already send the messages?

Facilitator: Yes, they’ve been sent.

Participant 8: Okay, so all the communications from all five countries have already
reached the US and China?

Facilitator: Yes.

Participant 1: Any response back?

Facilitator: Yes, I’ll repaste them in the chat. This is from the Chinese. And then the
Control team also just sent an inject. I’'m going to share my screen so you all can

read it.

Participant 11: Well, there’d be a lot of work. I know it says federal authorities are
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not able to attribute, but there’d be a lot of work within the five eyes to try and see
whether anybody has some intelligence that can assist on that.

Participant 5: Okay, I’'m getting ready to post a summary of Australian actions in
the chat. Please let me know what you think before we share.

Participant 8: So, I totally agree. I just checked, the distance from Taiping Island
to China is around a thousand miles, more or less. So, there’s a lot of other ways to
strike and it’s weird, but if that were to happen, I was wondering if we should have
a response? Specifically just because it’s in the middle of SCS and the Philippines
have always been very vocal. I don’t know if individual countries would want to
have any response to that.

Participant 11: It really depends on making an assessment. Given that it’s such an
unlikely thing, what’s the motivation in doing it? Obviously it’s to demonstrate
capability without actually escalating anything in a military sense. I mean that’s not
particularly relevant. From Australia’s perspective | would imagine that we would
continue to urge China to show restraint, not to escalate.

Participant 8: If you’re unclear on what China’s intentions were and they didn’t say,
we could always ask. We could send more messages to China as different countries.

Participant 11: That’s true. Well, I think first of all that we’d have to go out in public
and call on China to show restraint, not to escalate this, and express concern that
bringing Taiping Island into the conflict impacts stability in the SCS.

Participant 8: Facilitator, are you still there? I just want to make sure you got that
message from Participant 3, he’s playing the Philippines, so he wants to send a
message over to I assume both China and the US. Is that the intent?

Participant 3: Well, which message are you referring to? Our protests about hitting
an island that we lay claim to and have sued for possession of in the international
court?

Participant 8: Yes.

Participant 3: We would certainly file a formal protest while recognizing that we
do not have administrative control over Taiping Island. Because the claim is still in
dispute, we consider it a provocation if China has decided to strike it regardless of
the fact that there might not be any casualties. The island itself still maintains value
as an airstrip.

Participant 8: Understood. Okay.

Participant 3: We’re not rising to the level of supporting US strikes against the PRC
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homeland without a much greater provocation.

Participant 10: I have a question. It is my understanding that Russia is part of the
game? It’s being controlled by the control team. Is that the case? Could we message
them?

Facilitator: They’re just copied on all correspondences.
Participant 10: Okay. Thank you.

Participant 11: Are you suggesting we should have a specific ask of Russia in trying
to message China?

Participant 8: Are you suggesting Taiwan message Russia directly? Before direct
US intervention with China?

Participant 10: Yeah.

Participant 8: That works. I agree. So I think the Facilitator will send a message to
our Control team that Taiwan is attempting to message Russia and urging them to
basically hold Beijing back before there’s US direct intervention.

Participant 11: Yeah, I think we would go through the motions of that mood, but
nobody would expect Russia to be in a position to either want to or be capable of
executing.

Participant 8: I’'m sorry, the questions in the chat? Do we want to basically ask the
control team for clarification?

Participant 3: That’s what I would recommend. Because Russia’s been heavily de-
pendent on the PRC for the last several years to keep fighting in Ukraine. If that
war is still considered ongoing in 2034 I can only assume that the Russians are even
more favorably disposed towards the PRC.

Participant 8: So that’s a separate message to control the team.

Participant 5: I think based on the inject that we had with move one about India
offering diplomatic services, we might want to reach out to them also to try to me-
diate the conflict.

Participant 8: Which country would want to do that? Actually, that’s a good way
to look at this. Which countries are talking to each other? So Taiwan is attempting
to basically reach out to every other country to talk, but maybe Japan first. Who is
Japan willing to talk to?
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Participant 5: I’d say Japan and Australia probably with the quad if that’s still a
thing at this point.

Participant 11: I like that.

Participant 8: So I guess my question is, Taiwan obviously is trying to talk to every-
body. What is Japan and Australia’s response? Are they talking to Taiwan?

Participant 11: I suspect we’re not. Well, I suspect we’re being very cautious about
that. We would come at this dispute through our alignment with Japan and with the
US rather than any commitment to Taiwan. We don’t have the same commitment.
We have a commitment to peace and stability in the Pacific and obviously have
interest in the status quo on Taiwan but our communication channels would be pri-
marily the US and secondary Japan, and we would be doing quite a lot of talking to
Indonesia and to India to understand what we’re gonna be including.

Participant 8: Okay fantastic. So I think we have two things to do right now. In the
next 30 minutes we get to talk to either the US team or the China team directly. So,
does any country or any combination of countries want to do that?

Participant 10: I think Taiwan, if there’s no assumption or confirmation about either
Japan, Korea, or the Philippines on any military support nor from the US, I think
Taiwan will try to talk to Russia directly and hint towards conversation being taken
place between Pacific partners and the US on enhancing US assets and deploy-
ments in the area, messaging them directly, sort of muddying up the environment
a little to make decision making a little more complicated on either end and try to
force China’s hand into maybe a preemptive strike on one of the Pacific partners to
force them to respond.

Participant 8: And, also due to the situation, strikes against Taiwan’s oil storage and
electricity power grid, Taiwan is asking all Pacific allies, as well as the US for hu-
manitarian support, for supplies like oils, gas or food that will be required to sustain
the population throughout the duration of the crisis. This will be a message to the
US but also for everybody in the room. Feel free to respond.

Participant 5: I guess we should ask the Chinese team, are they actually trying to
establish a full blockade of Taiwan at this point?

Facilitator: I just put two correspondences from the control team in the chat and
additionally, we’ve received another inject.

Participant 8: Sorry Participant 5, should this be a clarifying question to the control
team or a direct ask from Australia to China?

Participant 5: I think maybe it’s for the control team at this point, but if the answer
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is ambiguous, then we could go with the direct ask.

Participant 11: I was gonna say I think that this is one of the areas where Australian
industry is very unclear as to what they would actually do. I’ve had numerous gas
suppliers here tell me that they would continue to fulfill contracts both with China
and with Taiwan. I’m not sure that the Australian government would allow you to
do so, at least in terms of shipments to China in a situation of open conflict like this.

Participant 8: Yeah, in previous circumstances like the Iranian situation, usually
it’s the country under risk that would be willing to take on the insurance. So in this
case, I think it’s safe to assume as Taiwan was sending out the request, they would
amend this by saying we will provide you with insurance with the money we have
outside of Taiwan.

Participant 5: I think the risk that we would sense is that if running a blockade is
seen as an act of war, then the PRC starts attacking civilian or humanitarian aid or
just ships fulfilling their contracts and then, does that draw more countries into the
fight?

Participant 8: On the humanitarian front since we haven’t got a clarification from
the control team, can we send a message to China requesting clarification, asking
would they do anything to the humanitarian support from other countries to Tai-
wan? And, once we receive a response from China, we will make that public to all
our Pacific allies, the US, and everybody else. This question is multipart. We ask
China if they would stop the shipment because we assume they wanna distance
themselves from saboteurs on the island. I think we have one minute left, so I am
assuming everybody wants to have one on one time with the US team as well as the
China team? We’ll request that.

Facilitator: The call is pushed back to 7:05 so you still have 6 minutes.

Participant 8: Okay, we also have that inject to deal with, right? The Japanese in-
ject. What does our Japanese representation on our team say in response to that?
We’re assuming all countries on our team receive that intelligence though, so every
country is free to talk amongst each other and respond.

Participant 5: In response to the question about the United States lowering tensions
by just abandoning Taiwan, then I think probably the rest of the countries in the re-
gion would also be even less likely to intervene in support of Taiwan at that point.
Not that we were very invested in the first place, but we would probably back out
as well.

Participant 8: So any responses to the POA targeting of Japan and US joint bases?
Which is also confirmed by South Korean intelligence.
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Participant 11: So I think the question would be whether collectively Pacific part-
ners or the US and Pacific allies make that intelligence public and, and very overtly
say we’ve identified planned targeting of US forces in Japan. This is clearly esca-
latory so you go to the UN security council at this stage, you do another round of
public diplomacy to position China very much as the aggressor in this situation. |
don’t think it’s any surprise that they would be targeting packages in place for those
facilities, but it’s just a matter of how public you go with them.

Participant 8: Sorry, in the chat, could you clarify how the US is moving in? Do we
have any update on that?

Participant 10: Yeah, that’s the message that Anna just put in.

Participant 5: I think we would be receptive to defensive aid, anything that might
help to ward off a Chinese attack.

Participant 10: Facilitator, would it be possible for us to send another email to Rus-
sia with that response that I sent you? To see if we can force their hand.

Facilitator: Yes.

Participant 7: I just posted in the chat about the South Korean position on the intel-
ligence we had just received.

Participant 8: Just to clarify, what you’re suggesting is, Australia, South Korea,
Japan, and the Philippines together, basically send a message to both the US and
China making this intelligence public to everybody and basically demanding China
stop and demanding they explain themselves.

Participant 11: I thought it would have been Australia and the US collaborating
with Japan to decide to take this public. I don’t think even Korea would necessarily
be involved in doing that because depending on where the intelligence came from,
the five eyes have identified this. We’re working with Japan to bolster their defens-
es. Japan is not a combatant, it has remained out of this and detained the Taiwanese
ships, and there is no reason for China to be developing targeting packages. China
needs to stand down, something like that.

Participant 8: Okay, do our Korean representatives and the Philippines’ representa-
tives agree to that? This is a message sent only by the five eye countries.

Participant 11: I see the note in the chat and agree whether North Korea plays in at
some stage is always the concern.

Participant 8: I assume 1 if this were to be really happening, South Korea would
know, right?
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Participant 4: I just want to emphasize that South Korea’s most immediate threat
is North Korea, so whatever happens outside of the Korean peninsula, they have
to consider North Korea first. But if something happened, in their land or the US
mainland, it may be different, but until that thing happens, South Korea absolutely
is thinking about North Korea first.

Participant 8: I’'m sorry but Facilitator, regarding this question, I just want to con-
firm that the inject we received is for every country represented here, right?

Facilitator: Yes. Also on that note, it is time for the red phone call so you’re now
able to send one representative to both of the other teams to converse.

Participant 8: I guess one of us will go talk to the China team and the other will go
talk to the US team, right?

Facilitator: Yes.
US Representative: Hello. I’'m joining you from the US team. I’ve got some infor-
mation to convey to you but mostly I’m in listening mode. I’m very interested in

your perspectives on how we ought to proceed.

Participant 8: Sorry, we need to figure out quickly, do we have a volunteer to talk
to the US team or China team?

Participant 3: I was presuming that China would send a representative after the US,
but if we just need to send one of ours, I can go talk to China unless someone else
really wants to.

Participant 10: Not really.

Facilitator: There’s a link to the China team room in the chat.

Participant 3: Alright, I will drop out of this one and see you in a bit.

US Representative: Let me tell you what the US team wants to accomplish in this
call. Can I start?

Participant 8: Please go ahead.

US Representative: First of all, we are very hopeful that the US and our allies can
adopt a common position in terms of next steps. So primarily I’m here to listen and
to get your perspectives to take back to the United States. But I want to give you
the US position in terms of the evolving conflict including threats in Japan based
on the recent inject. And that is, the US is skeptical as to whether the military de-
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fense of Taiwan is practical. That is, no matter much how much we might hope to
do that, although the president is skeptical as you know, militarily, the tyranny of
distance, correlation of forces, and everything else makes the US extremely skep-
tical that even if we were to commit to the military defense of Taiwan, that would
be effective. And once we reach that decision, then, the second thing I want you to
know is that we believe the integrity of our alliance with the US allies represented
in this call, that’s an unbreakable commitment. That’s a core US security interest.
So, to put it bluntly, we’re gonna throw Taiwan overboard militarily. That’s our
perspective, but staying tight with our allies, and forging a common position vis
a vis China and coming to your military defense in ways that you think would be
most useful, that’s what I’'m here to convey to you. Now I’ll listen to your thoughts
on what you think the US should do to assist you against our shared threat. So, I'm
going to shut up now and listen and take notes and then convey your thoughts back
to the US team.

Participant 8: Sorry, just a clarifying question. When you say allies, you mean Aus-
tralia, Japan, South Korea as well as the Philippines, right?

US Representative: Yes, all of our allies represented on this call.
Participant 11: How have you communicated these thoughts to the Chinese?

US Representative: We have not communicated that. We wanted to talk to you first.
We’re serious about presenting a united frontier and taking your perspectives into
account.

Participant 8: An additional question, I’'m assuming the message that you just de-
livered is intentionally not for Taiwanese ears, right? Let’s assume Taiwan did not
get any of that message.

US Representative: Correct. We’re going to leave the situation ambiguous vis a vis
our defense of Taiwan, but I wanted all of you to know that the US believes it’s
militarily impossible to prevail, at least extremely unlikely, and we don’t intend to.

Participant 8: So what’s the US message directly to Taiwan if there is any? Because
we gotta take that into account. Sure, you can tell everybody else it’s hopeless and

that the US won’t intervene, but you don’t necessarily want Taiwan to know that.

US Representative: What do you recommend? What should we tell Taiwan at this
stage now that we’ve made this determination that it’s militarily indefensible?

Participant 8: Well, do what the French did. Just tell them you’re already doing
everything you can.

US Representative: Okay.
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Participant 10: Would you be communicating to China that you wouldn’t mean to
intervene in Taiwan in any way shape or form?

US Representative: The only thing we’ve communicated to China thus far is that if
they hold off on conducting kinetic attacks against our satellite system, we will also
not use kinetic attacks against their satellites. We have not informed them of our
position regarding Taiwan. I’m ready to do that, but [ want to solicit your thoughts
first.

Participant 8: Right. I have an additional question because we did send messages
to the US team in the last hour. Taiwan did include asking the US whether they’re
gonna intervene or not and there’s an alternated component that if the US were not
to intervene within the week, Taiwan would strike Chinese targets.

US Representative: We understand Taiwan will exercise its rights of self defense
and we’re not gonna tell them not to. But the question is if the attack against Japan
goes forward as the inject suggested, what should the United States do militarily?
I’11 tell you the first thing is to separate the US micro grids in Japan that support US
defense installations. Because there’s no hope the Japanese grid is gonna survive
Chinese cyber attacks. So those kinds of things necessary to accept forces into Jap-
anese seaports to move them forward to the fight, that’s what we’ll be doing. The
question is, should we conduct kinetic strikes by the United States against Chinese
targets if the attacks go forward against Japan and other potential allies in the re-
gion? Yes or no? And will Japan and other allies on this screen join us in conducting
kinetic attacks, non nuclear attacks against Chinese targets?

Participant 11: I think the answer to that is very dependent on whether those target-
ing packages are on the Japanese mainland.

US Representative: Okay, that’s very helpful. Everybody concur with that?

Participant 11: I think it would have to be retaliatory as well. You wouldn’t get sup-
port to do preemptive attacks on the basis of the intelligence we have.

Participant 4: But I have a question about the US response. I actually anticipated
this. But how can you make sure of South Korea’s security, if you are not willing
to defend Taiwan? Maybe South Korea will not use their military power for your
grand strategy because self defense is the most important thing.

US Representative: So are you saying South Korea might come to the military de-
fense of Taiwan even if the United States is not?

Participant 4: My question is, if US gave up the Taiwan defense, how can you give
security assurance for South Koreans?
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US Representative: Yes, we would give that insurance to South Korea, just as we
will come to the military defense of Japan. We’ll come to the military defense of
Korea, and we view Korea as a key contributor to military action against China
although that is a sovereign decision of Korea. I’'m gonna go back to my team. I’'m
gonna tell them that we need to come up with something coherent to say to Taiwan,
that we will message China that we are gonna come to the defense of Australia,
Japan, South Korea, and the Philippines, but not gonna have Taiwan on that list.
And that if attacks go forward against those allies by China, kinetic attacks, we’ll
respond in a proportional way under the law of armed conflict. That takes care of
your question. We’ll explicitly tell them that we’ll come to the defense of South
Korea and the other allies on this call.

Participant 11: There’s lots in the chat about what it means for security guarantees
if the US doesn’t come to the defense of Taiwan, but to be honest, looking at the
political appetite within the US population and presuming that the trajectory has
continued because the current president is still in office... You know, we always
thought the most interesting scenario was if China tried to make a move on Taiwan
assiduously avoiding any contact with US assets and making sure there were no
US body bags and how the US would respond in that situation. I think the answer
is, from my perspective,, pretty clear. And I think there’s ways in which we can
differentiate the commitment to Japan, Korea, and Australia from the commitment
to Taiwan legally, but it’s hard to do it morally or ethically, and it does it does fun-
damentally change the dynamic, less so for Japan, Korea, and Australia, but quite a
bit for countries like Indonesia, and Vietnam going forward.

Participant 8: Sorry, Participant 3, you just got back from talking with the Chinese.
I saw your message on China proclaiming it’s a peace loving nation. Do they have
any other messages other than that particular announcement?

Participant 3: No, that was pretty much everything they offered. They did not en-
gage in any form of threatening behavior towards me or towards those of us in this
meeting, but they also really seemed disinterested in any serious dialogue. They
stuck with the party line, claiming we are a peace loving nation and not responsible
for any escalation. This is a purely internal matter and anyone who interferes is the

guilty party.

Participant 8: So I just want to make sure everybody got what the US was trying
to say, right? They have two major positions. The US does not think the military
situation is possible for them to intervene in Taiwan, but they will keep everybody
else safe. That’s their message.

Participant 5: Yes, that’s totally understood.

Participant 8: I don’t think they have a good response when told that their actions
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are not giving us a lot of confidence, but the US doesn’t have any further response
to that except stating that they will uphold the treaty.

Participant 4: And also even if South Korea had a mutual defense treaty, that’s not
an assured measure.

Participant 5: I wonder if one thing that would be helpful for us or Taiwan in partic-
ular to clarify from the United States is, they’ve kind of said, you’re on your own,
but as with Ukraine, even if the United States doesn’t want to become a party to
the conflict, will they still send military aid? If Taiwan has the money to purchase
weapons, will the US still be willing to send those over to Taiwan in the midst of
this conflict?

Participant 8: Yeah, and we also haven’t had any responses from regional countries
on humanitarian aid.

Participant 4: But I think Taiwan thinks it is slightly different because Taiwan,
compared to the Chinese mainland, is smaller than China and they’re very close to
each other. So time is critical. Timing is very critical, but not like the Ukraine war.
Hesitation at the very early stage makes a huge difference.

Participant 8: So do we want to send any more communications to anybody? Since
we only have four minutes left.

Participant 5: Yeah, I think we should seek that clarification from the US. They’ve
said that they won’t interfere with our ability to defend ourselves as Taiwan, but
will they provide any kind of support short of direct military involvement?

Participant 4: If we can rewrite to send a message to both China and the US regard-
ing North Korea, asking are you willing to communicate with North Korea? Be-
cause South Korea definitely wants to know how North Koreans are going to react.

Participant 8: Feel free to say your side of things, but since we’re short on time, I
want to make Taiwan’s last communication to everyone, including regional allies,
China, and the US. The message would say Taiwan understands based on commu-
nication from everybody that everybody’s reluctant to get involved and Taiwan
understands this, but they want to warn that they will be exercising their right to
defend themselves, but if push comes to shove, Taiwan may have no other choices
than to conduct counter value strikes against the Chinese mainland. If it comes to
national survival, that’s one thing that they will declare once they realize they’ve
been thrown to the bus. Now our assumption nobody’s telling Taiwan directly that
they’re throwing them under the bus, but they can probably infer from the fact
that nobody’s talking to them and all the diplomatic languages are soft. That’s the
assumption.
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Participant 10: I think that’s a very good case. I mean, if it comes to the point where
we’re not receiving any sort of confirmation or any sort of intervention, even at the
humanitarian level, it might be forced to do something whether it is for false flag
to sort of push China’s hand who are doing something to strike against any other
Pacific partners or the US directly or maybe even committing a kinetic strike on
civilian infrastructure in China from Japanese waters with our navy.

Participant 5: I don’t think any of the Pacific Allies would appreciate a false flag
attack by Taiwan intended to draw us into the conflict.

Participant 10: It’s sort of that or nothing, really.

Participant 8: No, but I think the nature of a false flag is that you literally do not
want people to understand that’s a false flag, right? At least, until after the fact when
the die has been cast. So I guess that’s where we are, right? We can start actually
doing our slides.

Facilitator: Can you guys see them?

Participant 8: How might the United States and Key Pacific partners respectively
defend against or respond to China’s attack? What do they fear will happen next?
What would the allies ask of the United States? How would the US warn its allies
of the coming escalation and what help if any would Washington request from its
allies?

Participant 10: I think it could be useful if we organize actions by country to differ-
entiate a little.

Participant 8: Let’s do this one question at a time and if it makes sense we’ll seg-
regate it to countries. So, how might the US and key partners defend against or
respond to China’s attack? I guess the response we have so far is basically urging
de escalation and urging everybody to talk. Are there any specific responses for
different countries? This feels like more of a rehash of what we already did.

Participant 11: On the basis of the discussion we just had with the US, we’re also
expecting the US to float forces forward into the region. They would just be nota-
tionally going to Japan, Korea, Australia or the Philippines, not to Taiwan. But the
question for me is, you know, what does that look like to the Chinese? I mean, the
US has said they’re not gonna jump into defense and they’re gonna communicate
with China that they’re gonna stand by their treaty allies and the forces flow in, but
if I was China I would see that as still having some ambiguity attached to it. At the
end of the day there are more US forces in the conflict zone. If I was China I’'m
not sure I would believe the US assurance that they were not coming to Taiwan’s
defense.
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Participant 8: Okay, so for the first question, what’s the Pacific partner’s response
against China’s attack? I think the first response is to ask both the US and China, to
de-escalate, but also to start talking.. And then the second one is to accept US glob-
al forces into allied countries. I don’t know if this is generally where we’re going,
please add anything or just remind us of anything that we discussed that’s not up
here. Does it make sense to respond as allies? Or is a distinction necessary.

Participant 11: On those two I don’t think there is any distinction. Given that there’s
been a lot of Chinese cyber attacks on critical infrastructure in the US at least, Aus-
tralia would be responding in the cyber space I think in cooperation with whatever
the US was doing.

Participant 8: Actually for second one, I wanna check in on this because Participant
4 you mentioned earlier the Philippines’ position was that only if China launches an
attack then the Philippines would allow the US to use bases to station and launch
offensive forces other than ISR. So I want to make sure like that’s, that’s also a
Philippines position.

Participant 4: What I’m thinking is that every country has different levels of re-
sponses. I think Japan and South Korea are mostly strongly against the use of their
mainland to enact an offensive operation. Philippine may hesitate less and also
Australia.

Participant 5: I think something that would be a common denominator between the
allies would be that we would accept US conventional forces for the purpose of our
own defense, at a minimum. Then some countries might be willing to go beyond
that, but only if one of our allies has been attacked or if we have been attacked
directly.

Participant 3: As long as the Philippines is not directly struck, there’s really no
appetite within the Philippines’ government for anything other than defensive op-
erations.

Participant 8: But will they allow the US to flow forces in, even though the US is
not yet launching attacks?

Participant 3: They would allow the US to flow forces in for specific purposes. So
they would allow, for example, tanker basing in the Philippines. They would allow
ISR assets, they would allow defensive counter air activities, but they wouldn’t
allow any strike packages to be launched from Philippines airfields because of the
fear that that would provoke attacks on the Philippines itself. And that’s a fairly
standard position for a lot of states to adopt. It’s not like it’s unique to the Philip-
pines.

Participant 8: Okay, so I think that’s our answer. We can move on to the second
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question. What do they fear will happen next? I think this is a very juicy one. We
can have individual country responses for that. So let’s start, what would Japan’s
concern be?

Participant 11: Presumably they would see additional contestation over the East
China Sea islands. We can say potentially China doesn’t have a truly expansionist
agenda, but if they don’t see a response on Taiwan, you would think that they would
at least try to mop up some of the other contested claims that they have without
actually being expansionary.

Participant 8: I’m also thinking about the inject on the targeting of Japanese spaces.
For the two responses, we have to caveat that those two responses are for the US
allies, and there’s a different response for Taiwan for the first question. So these two
are collective responses of US allies. Taiwan’s response to this is essentially like
what we sent before, the messages we sent to the US. The messages we sent I be-
lieve basically insisted that China is the aggressor and we provided all the evidence
that China is actually using a 5th column to conduct attacks on Taiwan, which is
an unprovoked attack to change status quo. The second response is that Taiwan is
willing to de-escalate, but Taiwan will be forced to conduct additional strikes if
there’s no collective action taken within the week, which means additional strikes
to further disrupt China’s amphibious landing within the week.

Participant 10: Yeah, that’s pretty much it I think.

Participant 8:. What does everybody else think for the first question? Add a sub
point that US allies should offerit to serve as neutral moderators.

Participant 5: Neutral as relating to Taiwan and China but non neutral if an attack
happens on any of us or our allies.

Participant 8: Yeah, that’s correct. I think that we can put a third bullet point under
the US saying that, with the caveat that that was only before targeting on Japan.

Participant 5: I think it’ll be helpful for the presentation to probably break it up into
a slide per question, given the detail of the responses.

Participant 8: Yeah, that makes more sense. Facilitator, please edit that then let’s
move on to the fear and concern questions. So what’s Japan’s concern, and what’s
Australia’s concern, what’s the Philippines’ concern, and what’s Taiwan’s concern?
Let’s just keep it going and we can fill in the blanks.

Participant 7: The biggest concern for South Korea will be being entangled into the
conflict militarily, so we will stick to diplomatic means and will not really enter
into it militarily. The second concern will be North Korea using the situation as
an opportunity. So we will consistently insist on security assurances from the US.
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And the last minor concern will be that there is a blockade of the South China Sea
causing an economic impact.

Participant 8: I think Taiwan’s concern is fairly straightforward. Basically we can
put Taiwan’s concern just as non intervention from the US and allies. They’re con-
cerned about a lack of any humanitarian shipments. The second point is just exis-
tential concerns. Then I think we’re left with Australia, the Philippines, and Japan,
right?

Participant 11: Yeah. I was gonna say two things for Australia. One, having seen
the Japanese targeting, we would be concerned that US facilities or joint facilities
in Australia were also being targeted and that would be causing some angst in the
broader community. And the other thing is we would be very alert to the economic
impact of Taiwan being taken out of the global economy even temporarily. Certain-
ly for us that will be a big economic dislocation, and there would have to be a lot
of thinking about to what extent do we maintain our existing economic relationship
with China as well. You know, through this, are we continuing to export iron ore or
are we continuing to export gas? What’s the new status quo in terms of economic
relations in the region if Taiwan is militarily taken out of the global economy for a
period?

Participant 8: I think we got some answers for Japan’s concern in the chat. So if we
could just directly copy and paste that, I think that that’s a good summation of what
we were talking about earlier.

Participant 3: The Philippines’ concerns are in the chat also if you just wanna cut
and paste.

Facilitator: Got it.

Participant 8: I think we can move on to the next question if that’s alright. What do
all the countries want from the US?

Participant 3: We need more than verbal guarantees that the United States will
remain engaged, that they won’t walk away and leave us holding the bag if things
aren’t going well for them.

Participant 8: That’s fantastic. Let me write that down. What do the allies want from
the US?

Participant 5: I think a lot of it would be what the US has already offered as far as
defensive aid, and then as you said, just paste it in there, additional ironclad assur-
ance that the United States wouldn’t bail on its current treaty allies like it did on
Taiwan back in the seventies.
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Participant 8: There’s what the allies are asking of the US, but there’s also what
Taiwan is asking, right? So I think Taiwan at this point would want to ask the US for
a few things. The first is direct intervention, even though they know that’s not fea-
sible, they will still ask. The second one is basically any sort of assistance, official
or convert or through third parties, that the US could provide in terms of logistics,
in terms of material, because that’s the other thing they want.

Facilitator: Can you just repeat that one more time?

Participant 8: Sorry, actually strike humanitarian support and just put, providing
war material support because that’s what they would really want. Material support
through direct or covert or third party means. The third ask would be a condemna-
tion against China’s unilateral use of force. And for the US to act as Taiwan’s allies
on the international stage, securing the same condemnation from other countries
and US allies.

Participant 5: And as part of that condemnation against China’s unilateral use of
force, since in a way Taiwan did strike first, is also diplomatic support for Taiwan’s
lawful use of the anticipatory self defense.

Participant 8: Well, no, because from Taiwan’s perspective it’s not preemptive.
That’s their entire stick, right? In their first communication to the US they would
say all the attacks by lofted drones on Taiwan by 5th columnists are actually Chi-
nese attacks. So they consider that an act of war, right? They understand other peo-
ple might not see it that way, but that’s their position.

Participant 4: But from what I remember, the scenario says the Chinese attack
caused only military casualties, but Taiwan’s attack on China caused civilian casu-
alties, right?

Participant 8: Yeah, so China’s 5th columnists attack Taiwanese military targets and
Taiwan’s attack against amphibious targets caused 300 civilian casualties.

Participant 4: What I’m thinking is, that’s why South Korea will hesitate to support
Taiwan at the beginning.

Participant 8: That’s a good way to put it but where do we put that note? Do we
have any questions addressing that? Or maybe just putting that up as a caveat, as an
asterisk, or something?

Participant 8: Do we have any other questions down or is that the end?

Facilitator: Those are the questions. But you can feel free to add things when you
brief.
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Participant 3: Can I ask that you put the rest of the Philippines concerns from the
chat on the previous slide?

Participant 5: I think for the two bullets under what the specific partners would ask
for from the US, those are largely saying the same things in different ways, but
maybe one of them could be made more specific about accepting US conventional
defensive military support or something to that effect. The allies would welcome
the United States’ offers to send in forces for the allies defense.

Participant 4: I think for South Korea or Japan, they want to have some more ex-
tended nuclear deterrence as well. Because situationally, China’s conventional
ICBMs are located within their nuclear arsenals as well. So it might escalate to
nuclear conflict if there’s a misunderstanding with North Korea, another nuclear
power.

Participant 5: Right, but still from the US homeland or international waters [ would
assume, right? Not hosting US nuclear assets on our own territories? Or is there any
ally that would feel differently about actually hosting US nuclear weapons?

Participant 8: I thought the US already had extended nuclear deterrents covering
both South Korea and Japan? South Korea has been fighting for years to have the
US move nuclear weapons onto the peninsula, right? That’s their entire stick. They
just want it on the peninsula.

Facilitator: We have two more minutes and we need to respond to these final ques-
tions.

Participant 3: Yes, if China lobs a non nuclear ICBM at the United States, the US
will absolutely respond with nukes. And they will do so before the impact of that
missile.

Participant 4: I agree, that’s why I need a more concrete or more guaranteed way,
not only a diplomatic way, for South Korea and Japanese nuclear deterrents.

Participant 8: I think we can keep both answers yes and no, because, | would say it
depends on what China has done to distinguish the nature of non nuclear ICBMs.
Can we put it under the first question as well?

Participant 10: The thing is, in the scenario that intelligence seems to say that
they’re mixed. There’s no way to identify them.

Participant 11: But isn’t the real issue here that they’ve only used them on Taiping
Island? So the US will just pay no attention to that because they’ll be able to under-
stand the trajectory.
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Participant 5: One thing this question missed from the dialogue was if China lobs a
non-nuclear ICBM at the US or possibly at a US ally, if we know the trajectory is
not going there, then we fire first. That’s if I were in the US, I think.

Participant 8: So for the second question about de-escalation, do we have any an-
swer on that? My understanding based on our conversation so far is that the Pacific
Allies would offer themselves as mediators, right? But this is before the Japan
targeting? Does the position change post revelation of the intelligence that China is
targeting Japan?

Participant 3: If they’re only targeting Japan, that’s not news. They’ve been target-
ing Japan for thousands of years. If they actually launch a strike on Japan, then I
think that changes our perspective. But the idea that our intelligence might reveal
that they have targeted Japan, that shouldn’t come as a surprise to the Japanese or
anyone else.

Participant 11: So the de-escalation step then is for us to to declassify that assess-
ment and get it out to the public and position the Chinese as the aggressors and ask
them to stand down from targeting the Japanese and other Indo Pacific partners that
aren’t engaged in that conflict.

Participant 8: That makes perfect sense. And I don’t think Taiwan has a position in
this.

Facilitator: Do we have a final response to the last question before we need to return
to the plenary room?

Participant 8: The Pacific allies offer themselves as mediators. The second answer
is, post revelation of Japanese intelligence targeting will be revealing this informa-
tion on the international forum and urging China to take part in negotiations. I fully
agree that everybody does targeting all the time. Everybody has war plans all the
time. But we might need to consider if what the control team means was that this
is tactical operational targeting, like they’re starting to basically have additional
considerations and even putting assets in place in preparation for a strike.

Facilitator: I’ll send the slides over.
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China Team

Facilitator: Hey everyone, I just shared the slide with the c-ICBM choices. In the
next 20 minutes we have four more sets of c-ICBMs that we need to pick and tell
Control about. I can pull up and share on the screen something else if we think that
would be more helpful than having the options up.

Participant 2: Would there be a good reason to switch from the current mix that we
have?

Facilitator: Well, we get to keep the 50 that we have, but in addition to those, we
have to deploy a hundred more. We can keep the fours and the eights if we want,
but now that we’re in an active conflict situation, we might want to think about
diversifying the arsenal.

Participant 3: Yeah, since we have more options, it might make sense to consider
having at least one with that single warhead, hardened target capability and poten-
tially a couple of drone swarm payloads just to have more diverse options, but that’s
just my thought on it.

Participant 2: Would the drone option still be timely in the sense that the technology
moves so quickly... don’t we have spies with drones located in the United States
and elsewhere where they can independently launch that when given the signal?
I’'m just curious.

Participant 3: Yes, but my thought on it is that in the primary conflict, to me, the best
case scenario for us as China, is to essentially draw a wall around Taiwan, blockade
them, escalate the conflict, limit it to Taiwan, and Taiwan has a big problem of how
many missiles they have to shoot, and if the US has their current president, they
have this this posture that’s not heavily reinforcing Taiwan. My thinking is that in
the conflict with Taiwan, we really want to exhaust their missile capabilities quick-
ly and those drone swarms just help us in that pursuit.

Participant 2: But do we need them on the c-ICBMs in order to do that?
Participant 3: That is a fair point.

Participant 5: The email earlier today where the Americans were asking, can we use
all these other weapon systems? It’s like, well, then I guess we can play around with
other things too. I think 25 with a single and then just diversify with the multiples.
I’ve been thinking about it all day, what we want to focus on and I could be wrong,
but I’m not sure if the drones would really help us. But I’'m not wed to that.

Participant 3: Yeah, that’s a good point. Maybe the thought would be since we have
more capacity now to think about that hardened target capability, because if we do
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get in an escalatory situation with the US, we’re gonna wanna hit targets further
afield, and that might be hard.

Participant 4: What do we want to hit?

Participant 3: I mean this is where it’s difficult for me cause I think this is actually
a great hand. This scenario is a great hand for the PRC to allow the justification to
invade Taiwan in self defense. To me the answer to that question is we don’t want
to strike the US assets. They clearly don’t want a conflict over here. We shouldn’t
be giving them a reason to get involved.

Participant 2: I completely agree with that. Our first move has to be directed at
avoiding a war with the United States. I mean maybe we can’t, but certainly we
want Taiwan. We also want to weaken the American position, but if we get Taiwan,
we’ve weakened the American position and we can take it from there. So I don’t
see that as an independent objective here. I have a few ideas about how we might
do that, but I’'m sure everybody else does too. But the key point is let’s not draw the
Americans into the war.

Participant 4: Absolutely.

Participant 7: Absolutely. I think I would say in terms of selecting the convention-
al ICBM capabilities, I broadly agree with everyone’s statements about what our
broader objective should be. I think in thinking about these capabilities though, this
is gonna be literally the only string in our bow for conducting conventional home-
land attacks in the United States. And so I would think that in selecting the warhead
capabilities we’d probably want to select capabilities that allow us to reach out and
strike really high value targets in the United States targets that would set the United
States back in the long term competition. It’s not that we want to use these weapons
but we want to give ourselves the option to do so. I think to that end, I agree that go-
ing with some more combinations of the maneuverable reentry vehicles and some
of the unitaries to give us a hardened target capability makes sense. I just think with
the drones, there’s not that many targets that are worthwhile, in terms of using that.

Participant 2: Yeah sounds sensible to me.

Participant 3: I agree with that. The idea is to show the capability to match, to a
certain degree, US escalation, but like I said, my thinking is that we should be
emphasizing yes we have the capability, but we really don’t want any escalation,
we want to to suppress the rebellion that’s just attacked our mainland and we don’t
want any smoke with anybody else.

Participant 5: I think if we can show that we’re keeping it as contained as we can,
I think diplomatically, I would say that reaching out to everybody and just hoping
that no one else will want to get into this fight is the right more.
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Participant 1: The use of the larger payloads though is gonna be closer to the edge
of the triggering point of a first use policy. I find it difficult for drones to get me
to the first use policy. I do find it possible with drones as we’ve seen in Ukraine
to push into emergency response a vast amount of resources in the United States.
So you can boil the ocean an inch deep with drones, whereas you’re gonna be in a
strategically compressed narrative to try and sort through thwarting a nuclear strike
back if you use too many heavy charges.

Participant 7: I disagree. I’d actually push back on that. I think the actual escalatory
nature is the delivery system itself, so anytime we’re thinking about launching an
ICBM at the United States, that’s gonna drive the escalatory response regardless.
They’re not gonna sit there and wait to see what the warhead is, most likely. I
think from my perspective, when you start thinking about launching ICBMs at the
United States. I think that’ll drive the escalatory response regardless of what the
actual payload is. And that’s not to say that I disagree with that approach, I would
think we would want every possible way of delivering drones to the United States
because you’re exactly right, that is the type of target that we would like to attack,
but I think that the delivery system, a 50 plus million dollar missile, to deliver a tiny
drone with a less than one pound warhead or a number of tiny drones with small
warheads. I just don’t think it’s a good combination.

Participant 3: And to me the only way this is a victory, or that it’s advantageous to
us to show a broader ICBM capability, is in how we frame it. It’s really about fram-
ing it as, we do not want to escalate, but we can, right? We can escalate. And so we
want to show capability, but if it comes to the point where we’re actually escalating
everybody’s lost, right? So we’re giving up a good hand.

Facilitator: I do want to note here, we don’t have to do anything as escalatory as
striking the United States but Control has asked us as our first action in this scenario
to strike some target with a c-ICBM, so we do need to be talking about what our
strike plans are and and what we are thinking about striking it. It can be Taiwan, it
doesn’t have to be the United States, but we are tasked with striking a target.

Participant 2: We have non US targets also, right?
Facilitator: Correct.

Participant 1: So if we want no drones, but you want to keep the big bangers, then
there’s a variety of targets available in the Pacific.

Participant 2: I don’t want to go to war with anybody that the United States has a
mutual security agreement with, which is pretty much everybody that is relevant in
this scenario. To throw out an ocean, all of these places have harbors. And if you
throw a conventional ICBM of say a 406 in the middle of a harbor, it makes a really
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huge splash, a flash and a bang, and has everybody’s attention on what your capa-
bilities are. So let’s not rule out the nonlethal warning shot option either.

Participant 3: If we’re forced to shoot one, I think that’s actually how we should do
it. Taiwan is not a UN member state. The US, with the president appears to have
been hands off, and they’ve attacked us first. It will be stupid for us to attack any-
body other than Taiwan with anything right now.

Participant 4: Looking at the cards we hold in our hand, we’ve got a hundred dead
Chinese civilians already, right?

Facilitator: 300 plus.

Participant 4: Right, a hundred of whom are civilians. In the global information
space, and I hate to use that term, but that’s a pretty nice hand for us. We wouldn’t
want to water that down or lose it. So if we’re gonna do a demonstration attack, do
we have Taiwanese targets? Or I should say rebel Chinese targets, that are safely
distant from Taiwan compatriot civilian population centers? I recall that Taiwan has
these deep bunkers with fighter aircraft, and things like that. Why not a fusilade that
goes after that very clear and obviously military target with relatively low proba-
bility of any civilian collateral to preserve the benefit we’ve gotten from losing a
hundred Chinese civilians.

Participant 5: Or could we hit a Taiwanese logistical bay node that the US would
use to resupply them? So that way we’re hitting a military target that’s Taiwanese
but will slow down any American reinforcements?

Participant 6: One target could be Taiping Island, which is one of the biggest disput-
ed islands in the South China sea that’s controlled by Taiwan but claimed by both
Taiwan and China. It is entirely manned by Taiwanese soldiers, so it would be only
military and no civilian deaths. So that gives us the moral upper hand and is a legit-
imate counter attack position. The fact that it’s in the South China sea means that it
probably serves as some kind of refueling or halfway station between Taiwan and
help that may come from the Philippines or Australia. But that of course depends on
what our objective here is. If it’s to send a message that China is strong and we’re
serious about fighting, and we want to show that without any further conflict maybe
that’s the target to hit. Whereas if we think that true full scale war is inevitable, then
maybe longer term strategic value wise, we can also think about other potential tar-
gets. If we’re going to strike at Taiwanese targets in the, how about containing the
conflict? We don’t need to use a conventional ICBM for it, do we? I assume there
will be other...

Participant 3: Since we’re forced to use one though, it seems like a really good
idea to say, hey, attack a target we need to attack anyway in Taiwan, but to use a
c-ICBM to show that we have this capability. And I think the most important part
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of what we can do with this really good plan is how we frame it. I think we should
message directly to the American public that we do not want war with the United
States, that this is not worth your blood and coins, and that we understand the fear
of semiconductor supply chains being interrupted. Our goal is not to destroy any
civilian commercial infrastructure but we are simply suppressing a rebellion that’s
killed our civilians. I think the messaging to the Pacific allies is, we have no in-
terest in conflict with you. We have no interest in changing the status quo of your
duly elected governments. We are putting down a domestic rebellion that has now
reached our mainland. We did not attack Taiwan. Taiwan attacked us.

Facilitator: We have to make a decision as to our targets by 06:25. So that’s in the
next couple of minutes. We need to finalize the target decision and communicate
that with the other teams.

Participant 5: I’'m perfectly good with the island.

Participant 2: Yeah, I think that’s a good first move. Look, we’re gonna take Tai-
wan. That outcome is not in doubt as far as we’re concerned. You know, maybe we
can be stopped, maybe we can’t be stopped, but let’s go.

Facilitator: And what kind of ¢c-ICBM would we use? Do we want to use one of the
single warheads? Maneuverable reentry vehicles? Do we have a preference?

Participant 3: I think one of the lightest ones we have.
Participant 2: Unless you wanted to demonstrate the MIRV capability.

Participant 5: I think that’s good because we can show that and we can hopefully hit
several of the smaller targets at the base.

Participant 3: Is there a value in there being ambiguity as to what capabilities we
have associated with our c-ICBMs? To me, we have the capability to take out any-
thing that we need to take out in the theater that we want to operate in. All we’re
trying to show is some capability that will let the Americans guess about our ca-
pacity to strike the homeland. We want to show that we can strike the American
homeland, but we don’t want any more clarity than we have to give. To me, right?
I mean, maybe we do want some clarity, I don’t know, but it’s a question I think we
should ask.

Participant 2: Well, we were willing to tell them what we had where if they’d asked,
which they didn’t. So maybe where we shoot from, has some meaning in their
thinking about that. Let’s not use multiple locations to do a job if what we’re trying
to show is this conventional capability.

Facilitator: Okay we do have to finalize the decision on the first communication to
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the other teams right now. I have something drafted and my screen is shared. Does
this look good to everyone? Do we want to clarify anything else?

Participant 6: That’s one of our lower end options, right?

Facilitator: These strike the least hardened targets. I am by no means a weapons
expert, so if these are not our least do correct me.

Participant 5: We can hit some fuel and we can hit some stuff. We don’t want to
destroy the whole place with just this one weapon. It’s more of showing that we can
do this, so I’m fine with that.

Participant 6: I like the idea to still keep a level of ambiguity. We’re showing we
can be merciful. We’re starting small here, and by using our ICBMs anyway, we’re
showing our capability, that we have broken through a certain threshold, but we
don’t need to show where our ceiling is right now.

Facilitator: Okay. Great, I’'m sending this out. We also have some communications
from the Pacific Allies team. We have a message from Korea specifically to China
saying they are deeply concerned about the situation and against all forms of mil-
itary action, but that if there are attacks, they have no choice but to react in kind.
And then control asked them whether they mean attacks on Korea, which I assume
they do, but they have not clarified. If they do clarify, I will let you know. For now
I’m going to stop sharing my screen, but if we want to communicate something else
with the other teams or if we receive something else from another team, I can pull
my screen back up and we can work on an email.

Participant 3: The only thing we want to communicate is indignation.

Facilitator: We can put together a public statement to send to the other teams ex-
pressing China’s indignation if we think that would be valuable.

Participant 2: I think we also have to think about what Xi said, cause he’s blamed
the Americans for this. Is that an opportunistic statement? Does he actually believe
it? Is it something that we need to work around if we’re not going all in against the
Americans right away? Would Xi be comfortable with a strategy that says at this
stage we must do everything we possibly can to avoid having to fight the United
States?

Participant 3: That’s a great question. For us, I think the approach is, we can cast
blame on past policies and past US administrations that emboldened Taiwan to
engage in this seditious act of rebellion, right? Now we have an opportunity to
rectify it. America has the opportunity to rectify, and we have the opportunity to
settle this. We want to get back to selling you semiconductors, ASAP, right? But
that yes, the strategic ambiguity of the United States has emboldened Taiwan and
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has cost us 300 of our countrymen and a hundred of our civilians, but we also think
that the president is reasonable and doesn’t want to escalate this and doesn’t want
to continue in a posture that emboldens—

Facilitator: Not to cut you off, but the US team has asked us in response to our first
strike on Taiping Island. Has China made the decision to forcibly unite with the
island of Taiwan? I’ve drafted a response saying we are responding in kind to a
Taiwanese attack. Do we wanna add anything? Does this look good?

Participant 3: I think maybe adding that Taiwan has made the decision to escalate.

Participant 6: Do we want to say something about, no option is off the table when
it comes to fulfilling our great mission of preserving the Chinese nation? Or some-
thing like that?

Participant 3: Maybe, saying no option is off the table and that Taiwan has deemed
it necessary to force our hand. Because we don’t need to be ambiguous anymore,
we’re gonna invade Taiwan. I mean we don’t have to play coy. We now are justi-
fying what we’re about to do. You can push back if you want, I’m just saying what
I’m thinking.

Participant 2: I think I will push back a little bit because forcibly unite is the key
phrase in the American response, because that triggers certain provisions, under the
TRA and all that. So maybe we don’t go that far.

Participant 5: Yeah, maybe say, we were attacked and we’re defending ourselves
and we don’t know what Taiwan is gonna do to us...

Participant 3: Do we have any more information about the attack itself? I skimmed
through and saw the casualty account, but was it simply collateral damage or was

this an indiscriminate sort of irresponsible attack?

Participant 5: It doesn’t really say just that it disrupted the invasion force. It doesn’t
really say what it did.

Participant 3: And these civilians were, ’'m imagining folks that worked at the base
that got hit, is that right?

Participant 5: Yeah, I assume so.
Participant 2: Do we want to reach out to other US allies with any kind of comment?
Participant 5: Do we wanna make a statement like what we just said to the US and

send it to everybody just telling them that we’re not looking at this as any kind of
bigger conflict. It’s us responding to the naked aggression that we got.
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Participant 7: Do you want to say anything about them hosting traditional US forc-
es?

Participant 2: We should definitely impress the point that we don’t know how the
Americans are going to respond to this, but we know how we’d like you to respond
to it.. You know, you, you do not want to join this fight.

Participant 5: Basically make sure they don’t authorize any release of any of the
weapons. Everyone contain this as small as we can.

Participant 3: I think what was made clear in the scenario is that the forced posture
isn’t sufficient to actually stop us from successfully launching our vision or execut-
ing our invasion of Taiwan....

Facilitator: Again, sorry to interrupt you, but we just received an inject from con-
trol, so the situation has changed. The slide is up on the screen and I will read it out
loud to you all. I can paste the text in the chat as well. Cyber attacks targeting in-
dustrial control systems and safety controls at natural gas and gasoline pipelines on
the US West Coast disrupt flow operations and automated shutdown protocols. The
attacks cause consumers throughout California and Nevada to panic buy gasoline.
Nevada’s and California’s independent system operator calls for a curtailment in
electrical consumption. In California natural gas accounts for 25% to 45% of peak
load generation as of 2025. Social media explodes with alarmists post in reaction to
the attacks, the stock market loses 20% of its value. Like the attack on the colonial
pipeline in 2021, federal authorities are unable to attribute the attacks to any na-
tional actor. The immediate suspects are all believed to be overseas private hacker
groups. [’'m going to send the full text of that message in the chat for anyone who’s
interested in the peak load generation information to get a better sense of the scale
of the attack.

Participant 3: Unless we did it and they can attribute it to us, I think we sit tight and
wait to see what the Americans do about it.

Participant 2: Why don’t we blame Taiwan?

Participant 6: Could it be one of the actors that’s not one of the three teams playing.
Could it maybe be Russia?

Participant 1: That was my question. Is it us?
Facilitator: So the last bullet says the immediate suspects are believed to be over-

seas private hacker groups. I don’t think Control is going to definitively say who
conducted it, but it seems like it’s not off the table that it’s a rogue actor.
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Participant 5: Maybe we should offer some assistance to the Americans to help get
their systems back up.

Facilitator: Before we do that, Control has drafted something about the effects of
the 8-MaRYV strike on the Taiwanese island. I just sent that in the chat and [ will read
it out loud to you all as well. The effects of an 8-MaRV c¢-ICBM strike on Taiping
Island are essentially certain because the island has no missile defense systems
capable of intercepting ballistic reentry vehicles. Taiping’s defenses are limited to
short range air defense and small unit weapons that cannot engage c-ICBMs or
MaRVs at any phase of flight. As a result, all 8-MaRVs would arrive unopposed
against this target set composed of almost entirely soft or lightly hardened mili-
tary infrastructure. This concentration of accurate conventional warheads on the
small footprint would reliably destroy the runway, eliminate radar and communica-
tions nodes, ignite or rupture fuel and ammo stores or collapse or gut key buildings
causing severe casualties amongst the small Taiwanese garrison with no ability to
defend or absorb a strike of the scale Taiping Island would be rendered combat in-
effective and unusable for the remainder of the conflict, so it worked.

Participant 3: When we talk about our attack, we should say that if escalation is
something that our adversaries insist on doing, we have the capacity to meet it. But
we also are a responsible actor and made sure that there were no civilian casualties
and only rebel military targets were hit.

Participant 5: They were threatening the sea lanes, they were threatening all the
trade in the area and everything. We’re trying to protect people too.

Participant 3: Including trade that goes to the United States and its allies.

Facilitator: Okay, I drafted something up that kind of shakes our fist in indignation
but also offers the US humanitarian assistance in the gas pipeline crisis. I can read
that out loud and let me know if there’s anything we’d like to change. We would
send this to everyone. China’s recent actions are a response to a naked act of ag-
gression on the part of Taiwan. That being said, we are a responsible actor. Our
strike has not killed any civilians and we do not intend to engage in a broader con-
flict. China strongly discourages any meddling and also condemns Taiwan’s recent
hosting of additional US troops. Nevertheless, China condemns recent rogue actor
attacks on US gas pipelines and offers the US any humanitarian assistance neces-
sary in recovering.

Participant 3: Can we ask Control to confirm that it is not us?
Facilitator: I don’t think Control would clarify that.

Participant 2: I think it was us. And I think we did it with our covert capabilities and
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we don’t, and maybe for the decision makers in this room, it’s a little bit above our
pay grade, we’re just planning the war here.

Participant 4: I was just gonna say, in terms of the verbiage, our strike has not tar-
geted civilians? Would we agree?

Participant 3: The reason I asked for that clarification is mainly because some of
the key players are gonna be those specific allies and we’re really trying to leverage
being a victim here and having some credibility. So if we offer humanitarian assis-
tance and condemn the attack and then it comes out that we did it, that really takes
away any credibility we have that might be useful going forward. But I think you
guys are also right, we wouldn’t know that.

Facilitator: I think based on what the text of the inject said, it seems like attribution
of the attack would be difficult, so it’s possible that Control comes out later and
says that it was discovered that we were likely responsible, but I think the ambigu-
ity is part of the intention.

Participant 2: Yeah, it could also be a kind of Tonkin Gulf moment for the United
States if they chose to run it that way. They could simply claim that we did it and
you know, but hopefully we won’t get to that.

Facilitator: The last question I have before I send this out is in this second para-
graph, do we want to just nebulously condemn the attack or or do we want this
second clause that also directly offers humanitarian assistance?

Participant 2: How about if we condemn rogue terror attacks?
Participant 3: And so we don’t want to offer assistance?

Participant 5: It makes us look like we’re compartmentalizing. That’s a whole dif-
ferent thing. You know, we’re dealing with Taiwan and then terrorists attacked the
US and we’re gonna help them.

Participant 3: It feels like there’s two audiences in the US that really matter here.
We’re trying to appeal to the American president’s isolationist streak, and we’re
trying to appeal to Americans’ focus on the homeland issues and the homeland. I'm
wondering if there’s an opportunity to drive a point home to either of those two
audiences that we’re missing?

Participant 6: I guess two quick thoughts on my end. First is the word act of ag-
gression, do we want to change it to something like act of hostility? Just because
aggression sounds like an activity that happens between two state actors and we
don’t see Taiwan as a state. And number two, on the offering assistance to the US
part, can we offer something to show we care but something that the US actually



Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

doesn’t need? Like we are happy to offer any technical assistance the US may need,
even though US has better technology than us.

Participant 5: And then if, you know, if they’re stupid enough to allow us to do it,
then we got their whole grid.

Participant 3: Hahah.
Participant 2: Can we just condemn rogue terror attacks? And then...

Participant 5: And offer the US any technical assistance necessary in the recovery
of their recent crisis.

Facilitator: Great. Am I good to send this out?
Participant 5: Yes.

Facilitator: All right, that has been sent to everyone. At this point we can think
about what our next steps are in taking back Taiwan.

Participant 3: The biggest one, I think you start a blockade right away. In response,
we’re blockading Taiwan. They’ve done us a huge favor by striking first. We’re
blockading Taiwan and announcing that we are removing the rogue regime from
power in Taiwan.

Participant 4: Absolutely in substance it’s a blockade, but might we describe that
as an enhanced maritime security area, because the rogue regime is threatening the
sea lanes? This is for the safety of all the region, because we are a responsible actor.
We don’t blockade people, we bring stability.

Participant 3: That’s a quarantine, which makes it a law enforcement thing rather
than blockade.

Participant 3: And we’re preventing weapons from being put in. [ mean, don’t say
that, but that’s good.

Participant 5: Do we want to also hit the diplomatic front and go before the United
Nations? Because we were attacked by another nation, you know, we’re going to
pursue action.

Participant 2: Now this is tricky because, in our view, this does not implicate the
international arm conflict law, because it’s not international. If we wanted to say
something in the United Nations, it might be more appropriate to say China has the
resources to resolve this dispute within its territory and we urge all others to refrain
from interfering in our internal affairs.
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Participant 3: Yeah. What sort of condemnations did did Israel try to get on Hamas
in the UN? Did they try to do anything in the UN?

Participant 2: Well the security council, I think was blocked, but the General As-
sembly resolution which had pretty decent voting condemning Hamas with just a
few opposed to the resolution there might have been fifteen or so abstentions if my
memory serves.

Participant 4: Just to put that in context, there’s a 25 or 30 year history of even se-
curity council resolutions against terrorist entities in the Middle East, you have the
anti-Al-Qaeda resolutions plus the entire terrorist listing process at the council. So
it was sort of a natural step to have one of the UN political organs make a statement
about Hamas, whereas to ask the UN to say something about Taiwan’s terrorist at-
tack on China, would be logically similar but also just so totally new.

Participant 3: This is just a thought, but I know that the DPP could be a target be-
cause I know the KMT even in the real world right now has been flirting with a
certain type of engagement with China that’s much more friendly than they have
in the past. Is there a scenario we want to have in our back pocket with the ability
to say we are not forcibly taking Taiwan, we’re getting rid of a rogue government?
Because if the US threatens to escalate, that could be our trump card saying, hey,
we’re not invading Taiwan to retake Taiwan, we’re getting rid of a terrorist group
that’s taking control.

Participant 6: Two things. I can definitely see a scenario where Beijing would say
we are trying to save Taiwan from themselves or from their ruthless rogue govern-
ment that’s been in power leading the Taiwanese down the wrong track. Much like
sometimes we call war policing or peacemaking, or peace-building operations, I
can see China making some statement to that effect. The other thing, my sense is
that China will not want to go to the UN for condemnation against Taiwan mainly
because China generally refrains from anything that would seem like international-
izing the Taiwan issue which for all purposes is a Chinese issue and Chinese issue
only. And one other thing with the comparison with Israel and Palestine is that Isra-
el does have a seat at the UN general assembly, but Taiwan doesn’t.

Facilitator: This is a good discussion. One quick timeline note, in ten minutes we
will have an opportunity to send one team member to one of the other two team
sessions to have an in person discussion with either the US or Pacific Allies team.
We don’t have to do that if we don’t want to, but it is an option that’s on the table
for us. And given that that is going to happen soon, we might want to communicate
to the other teams before that happens that we are implementing a blockade around
Taiwan so that they have that additional context going into the red phone call. But
before we say anything to the other teams, the US has responded to the inject. I’ll
send that in the chat.
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Participant 3: Oh, and to the point made, there is no blockade—

Facilitator: Right, the verbiage is not that of a blockage... The US response to the
inject says using the natural gas natural gas Policy Act, they prioritize gas flow to
things for power projection. So they’re maintaining their forces. I’ve sent the full
text of the message in the chat as well. Here is the message that I’ve drafted for us
to send to the other teams with our next steps. I didn’t catch the exact verbiage of
the not blockade so correct me if it’s wrong.

226 Participant 4: To protect ourselves from Control getting angry at us being over-
ly diplomatic perhaps we could add, “We implement an enhanced maritime security
area in the sea surrounding Taiwan to ensure complete control of access to Chinese
territory.”

Participant 4: I think just to be a little more concrete, maybe we say that we’re
requiring all vessels destined for Taiwanese ports to check into a Chinese port first
and submit to inspections.

Participant 2: Yeah, that’s good.

Participant 3: Any thoughts on whether we engage? Because this is a domestic is-
sue, so there’s one argument that says we don’t need to talk to anybody about it. We
can make a statement, but we don’t need to have a conversation. There’s another
angle that says we should be really making the point in any ways that we can, that
we’re in the right here, we’re defending ourselves, please do not escalate, we don’t
want war with you.

Participant 2: Well, what do you think? I mean, is this the time for a message to the
American president?

Facilitator: If we want, one of us can go talk to the American president in person in
seven minutes, but I do think it would be valuable to send this statement out before
that discussion so that we have the added context of the next step in the conflict
before that discussion happens.

Participant 7: My one last tweak would be broadening it, I would not say Taiwanese
vessels, I would just say all vessels.

Participant 4: In that second paragraph, do we want to go so far as to say explicitly
we are removing the rogue regime, or do we simply want to discourage all other
states from intervening in our internal affairs? We do not want to escalate.

Participant 3: That’s a good point. I think if we say anything, maybe it should be
that we will receive justice from the rogue regime.
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Participant 7: I would maybe issue an ultimatum requiring the Taiwanese to accept
certain conditions, including something similar to Hong Kong probably. I don’t
think we should openly state we’re seeking regime change in Taiwan by force until
we’ve actually conducted our military options. Because otherwise we’re just giving
the US the first move in that, and that’s a losing hand.

Participant 3: And for the sake of planning ahead, the thinking here is that the goal,
I don’t know if it’s realistic, is to enforce some sort of a regime change without a
single boot on the ground. Taiwan’s given us the chance to do that. We’ve justified
a blockade which can put huge pressure on whatever government’s in power there,
so [ agree.

Facilitator: We have received another inject, Japan received intel that our targeting
includes US-Japan military facilities in Japan. I don’t know if that influences our
next steps at all.

Participant 3: What do you guys think about adding a statement in there reinforcing
that we retain the capability to respond to any escalation but we explicitly state that
we do not seek escalation?

Participant 5: Absolutely.

Participant 4: On discouraging other states from meddling in our internal affairs,
would it be timely for us to require some account from the Taiwanese rogue au-
thorities of this atrocity against China killing the hundred civilians and attacking
Xiamen? In other words, try to set up some sort of process, a procedure where
we’re gonna demand not a tribunal but some sort of inquest or investigation. It’s
like getting our claws into Taiwan’s internal government without saying, we want a
Hong Kong for Taiwan, which is close to saying we’re gonna overthrow the rogue
regime. But something in that direction where we’re saying we need an account,
and this means bringing the authorities of Taiwan into the dock of justice.

Participant 3: This goes to the question I had earlier about the KMT. Maybe that’s
our way to approach KMT because they’re the opposition and they have a lot of
reasons to wanna do this.

Participant 6: I was thinking something along the lines of, in pursuing such indis-
criminate act of killing against their fellow Chinese, the DPP regime has lost all
mandate and we call on DPP to resign or step down. That way it shows that we’re
thinking about it but we’re not the one doing it we say you should do it. And if you
don’t do it, I gave you the choice before, maybe now I had to do it for you.

Participant 2: I like that.
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Facilitator: Does this look good for the second paragraph? In pursuing such an
indiscriminate active killing, the DPP has lost all mandate and we call on it to step
down. China discourages all other states from meddling in its internal affairs. While
we retain the capability to respond to any escalation, we want to make clear that we
do not seek escalation.

Participant 2: We could go farther and insist that the perpetrators be brought to
justice.

Participant 4: I do think something like that is a good little addition.

Participant 3: Opposed to calling on it to step down or maybe in addition to encour-
age actors within the rogue province to seek justice for this recent aggression.

Participant 2: Yeah, that’s good.

Facilitator: I have written, we insist that the perpetrators of recent aggression against
China be brought to justice.

Participant 3: But I think there’s a specific hook that they were talking about trying
to encourage actors within Taiwan to hold their own rogue leaders accountable.

Participant 6: In place of being brought to justice, can we make it something more
like, to face the judgment of history and of the Taiwanese people? So again, we’re
highlighting that there’s a different force inside Taiwan other than the DPP angle.
And that way it doesn’t sound immediately like we’re gonna do something.

Facilitator: The US has sent a message saying the US does not intend to conduct
kinetic attacks against Chinese satellites or other space assets as long as China does
not conduct equivalent attacks against the US space assets. What is your position?
What is the US doing?

Participant 5: That sounds fine.

Facilitator: I’'m going to say China has no intention to attack the US’s space assets.

Participant 4: And we reiterate our frequent calls for the United States to join us in
comprehensive space arms control talks.

Facilitator: The Pacific Allies have asked whether China would impede or intercept
any humanitarian shipment headed towards Taiwan, so can I send this statement

with our blockade out now because this answers that question?

Participant 4: Yeah. Send it out.
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Facilitator: I can send out the blockade and then we can workshop this other state-
ment.

Participant 5: Yeah, cause we’re just saying inspection, we’re not saying we would
stop it. We’re just going to inspect anything going in.

Participant 2: It could take a while.

Facilitator: Okay, I'm telling the Pacific Allies to refer to our latest message. Ship-
ments would be subject to inspection.

Participant 4: The enhanced security zone will facilitate humanitarian aid.

Participant 3: I think if they respond, we say we will treat the inspections the same
way we treat inspections coming into any other part of China.

Participant 2: Where were we on that space question?
Facilitator: Yeah, I said China has no intention to target the US’s space assets.

Participant 4: Would it be out of character for us to remind the United States that
China always stands ready to have comprehensive space based weapons negotia-
tions? It’s just, that’s something they always bring up in arms control.

Facilitator: Okay, I sent that out. We have this public statement that we’re work-
shopping. It is also 07:00 p.m., so if we want to send someone to speak in person
with either the United States or the Pacific allies, now would be the time to do that,
but we don’t have to do that.

Participant 6: What would be the purpose of going to other teams’ rooms?

Facilitator: It would be to simulate a back channel negotiation or something. So
if we had the desire to go speak with the American president in person, we could
emulate that by sending somebody to one of the other teams rooms, but again, we
don’t have to.

Participant 3: If anything, the most realistic thing to do would be go in and make a
statement and not engage in a conversation, just make a statement about our view.
But it may be useful to hear their thinking. But from our side, I don’t know if we
gain anything from engaging in a real discussion.

Facilitator: Also before that, is this statement to send to everyone condemning Tai-
wan ready to send out?

Participant 5: I’'m cool with it.
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Facilitator: Okay, sending this out. The red phone call has been pushed back by 5
minutes. So in a couple minutes it will be time to send someone to another room if
that’s what we want. For now we can just keep brainstorming what we’ll do next
since the other teams haven’t responded to our enhanced maritime security zone....
South Korea has sent a message to the PRC. South Korea insists that the PRC
behave responsibly as a major power and permanent member of the UNSC. Any
attack on the territories of regional allies of the US is not acceptable and would be
considered an attack on the host nations, so they’re just saying the same thing that
they said earlier.

Participant 3: If you want, can we just have our statement on copy and paste to
reiterate that we stand ready or we retain the capability to escalate, but we have no
intention of escalating? Just send that right back to them.

Facilitator: So just reply all, China reiterates that while we retain the capability to
respond to any escalation, we want to make clear that we do not seek escalation.
Then in just a minute, we will have the red phone call. Does anybody want to vol-
unteer to go speak with the US team?

Participant 3: Are we looking to even engage or is our statement sufficient?

Participant 6: I guess for the sake of role playing I think we can send one person to
have a very brief exchange essentially stating our position to put a human face to
it and then see if the other side responds. And a question on ground rules as well,
once we send a person to say our statement to the other room, does that person then
come immediately back, or do they get to talk for a little bit?

Facilitator: That’s a good question. That person stays in that room for a maximum
of 5 minutes. If you want to leave earlier, you can. Since it is time for the red phone
call, I sent the link to the US team in the chat. Who would like to go?

Participant 2: How about Participant 3?
Participant 3: Alright, I’ll be a proud warrior for the PRC. See you in a few.

Facilitator: Great, and then we may receive a visitor from another team. We also
may not. I will monitor for that, but in the absence of another visitor, we can just
keep discussing what else we would like to do. The other teams haven’t really been
doing very much in terms of taking action, so it’s not like we have a lot to respond
to, but if we’d like to think about whether there’s anything else we’d like to do to
Taiwan, now would be a good time to do that.

Participant 6: I like the South Korea statement because essentially what it tells me
is that they would rather stay out as much as they can. The operative word for me
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is that any attack on US allies in the region will be considered as, I forgot exact
wording, but the keyword for me is ally. Taiwan is not an official ally. This is good
for us. We want to isolate Taiwan as much as we can.

Participant 2: Remind me, did control say that we could remount the amphibious
assault before the carrier group arrives?

Facilitator: I do not remember, but I will ask.

Participant 5: I think yes.

Participant 2: I think it was, but I’m not sure.

Facilitator: Whether we can remount the assault before the carrier group arrives?
Participant 2: Yes.

Facilitator: We have a guest from the Pacific Allies team.

Pacific Allies Representative: I’m here on behalf of the various Pacific Allies part-
ners and I am specifically representing the Philippines. The affected parties in the
Pacific are concerned about potential escalation, and in particular the idea that the
PRC might choose to launch a strike on the US homeland and plunge the entire
Pacific into a regional war. So we strongly, strongly urge you to maintain discretion
and to not engage in provocative behavior that would force our hand to be part of
any potential conflict.

Participant 2: Thank you very much for this statement. I think it’s very constructive.

Pacific Allies Representative: Do you have any response that you would like me to
take back to our regional partners?

Participant 6: This is a domestic matter of the Chinese people. We are committed to
maintaining peace and stability in the region. We do have the capacity to escalate,
but we do not seek to do so. And we have hope that the other Pacific Allies in the
region see that China is a peace loving nation.

Participant 4: Would it be possible for members of the China team to confer with
one another very briefly and for you to exit and return?

Facilitator: Yes, let me do that.
Participant 4: My thought was, should we invite the Philippines or other selected

regional powers to participate in a stability mission involving the blockade? Or
invite them to do something that would be a real wedge between them and the US.
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Give them assurances we don’t want escalation. Remind them, of course, domestic
Chinese jurisdiction is critical and nobody should interfere in cross-Strait issues.
But then as a third point, invite them actively to participate with us to stabilize and
lower the temperature with joint naval patrols or something. It’s mostly cosmetic
but a little more than that.

Participant 3: The question is the pretext but I think it’s a great idea. I think maybe
something about reducing or eliminating the flow of weapons from outside to our
rogue province. We could do joint patrols ensuring that no weapons get into the
rogue province to ensure that there’s a lower chance for escalation.

Participant 5: Could we frame it as helping protect trade through the sea lanes? That
way, they’re helping but they’re not immediately against Taiwan.

Participant 2: My only concern would be I don’t know how they’re gonna respond.
I’m pretty sure they’re not gonna say yes. What could go wrong? You would have
the Philippines’ naval assets in close proximity to Taiwan, which I don’t think that’s
a good thing for us at the moment.

Participant 6: I quite like the idea of giving third party countries a stake in the game
and making them feel empowered and given an identity as if we are on the same
side.

Participant 5: Well I mean can we push them farther?

Facilitator: I recognize this is an important discussion to have, but we shouldn’t
leave our guest waiting for too long. We did just get a new inject. I’'m going to let
the Pacific Allies Representative in so we can let him know the situation and then
he can go back to his team. Sorry to leave you waiting, I think we have a quick
message to communicate to you before you head back to your team.

Pacific Allies Representative: Sure, by all means.

Facilitator: For the for the sake of time, the China team will follow up via email
with potential next steps for China and the key Pacific Allies to collaborate in light
of the current situation, but for now it’s best if you head back to your team room
and we will follow up via email.

Pacific Allies Representative: Alright, thank you for your time.

Facilitator: Control says we can remount the amphibious assaults before the carrier
group arrives and I will read the inject out to you all. I’'m sending this in the chat
again. In the last ten minutes, the US experienced a major coordinated disruption to
critical infrastructure in several states’ power, pipelines, and water. Security cam-
eras show small commercial drones. No confirmed actor but Chinese nationals ar-
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rested near several facilities.
Participant 4: Should we request extradition?
Participant 5: Do we want to say it was a Taiwanese false flag?

Participant 6: We want all relevant parties to be aware of a potential risk of racial
profiling when it comes to such investigations as well. On the other point earlier
about third party cooperation, we do want to give third parties a stake in the game,
but we maybe don’t want them to be actually part of any quarantine operation just
yet because that’s our military we’re talking about and also it’s a Chinese affair.
What we e can do at least is invite third parties into a dialogue process on how to
better enhance maritime security in terms of communication in this matter. And
dialogue can go on forever. China embarked on a dialogue towards building a total
conduct on the South China sea as early as 2002. No outcome.

Facilitator: What is the exact phrasing of what we would like to invite them to do
with us? I’m sorry.

Participant 3: And wait, didn’t the Philippines have a domestic terror problem?
Maybe we can mention domestic terrorism and and how to cooperate among Pacif-
ic allies to combat domestic unrest and terrorism.

Participant 2: I like that.

Participant 6: There’s one slight issue about the Philippines situation. Because the
terrorism concern is from the Southern Philippines media now and it’s largely Is-
lamist. Islamic countries especially in the Middle East are like China’s rock solid
friends. So maybe we don’t go so hard on that as well.

Participant 3: Maybe just strongly imply, right? So no mention of Islamic terrorism
or anything, but of the Philippines I think terrorism is something that might reso-
nate with them as a pretext to cooperate. Let’s not forget it. China has their western
problems, but with the Uyghurs, China also has what they perceive to be a problem
with domestic Islamic terrorists.

Facilitator: So, following up on our red phone call conversation China invites re-
gional actors to engage in a dialogue on eradicating terror and extremism in the
region.

Participant 3: Do we want to add terror, extremism and what’s another nice word
that would clearly encapsulate how we’re framing Taiwan’s behavior, the instabil-

ity?

Participant 7: Separateism?
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Participant 3: Yes. Perfect.

Participant 2: That would be splitism in the vernacular I believe. Splitism.
Facilitator: Okay, are we good to send this out?

Participant 5: Yes.

Facilitator: And then, I didn’t send the response to the third inject, but I drafted a
message saying China condemns all acts of terrorism as a matter of principle al-
though we’d like all parties to be aware of the potential of racial profiling when it
comes to prosecution of such events. Further China requests extradition of arrested
nationals.

Participant 6: The only thing I’ll say is we replace prosecution with investigation.
Facilitator: Okay. If there are no more comments 1’1l send this out.

Participant 3: Just to be clear guys, I know someone mentioned Taiwan, false flag,
and we’re not gonna engage in any speculation. Because if we are, we can’t rule out
the possibility that this is a false flag operation meant to escalate relations between
the US and China or escalate conflict between the US and China. Actually, let’s say

exacerbate tensions.

Participant 6: Meant to undermine a friendship between America and Chinese peo-
ple.

Facilitator: Okay, I’'m putting this after the extradition sentence.

Participant 3: Do we have extradition arrangements?

Facilitator: I am not sure.

Participant 2: I regard that as highly unlikely. Maybe we should just leave it out.

Participant 6: Yeah, maybe we’ll talk about it only when they actually prosecute.
So maybe not for now.

Facilitator: I will remove that sentence then. Sending that out. The other note that
I have for you all is that if we so desire, we can remount the amphibious assault
before the arrival of the carrier group.

Participant 3: I think a blockade does what we need it to do right now. It seems like
the risk reward isn’t there for an amphibious invasion in the middle of all this.
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Participant 7: To be clear, I think also the closer the carrier strikers gets militarily,
the more advantageous it is. There’s almost no capability on that carrier. I think as
the closer it gets, the faster it’s gonna die. If it does come to a shooting war, so a
carrier doesn’t really bring a whole lot of alarm from a Chinese perspective.

Participant 2: Well, what’s the advantage to delay?

Participant 5: Collapse of the Taiwanese government without us having to shoot
any bullets?

Participant 3: And I’m not sure how detailed this wargame’s gonna be about the ac-
tual logistics of mounting a successful amphibious invasion, but honestly the only
scenario right now that China clearly has the high potential to lose is if we launch a
massive amphibious invasion.

Participant 4: Right, yeah, yeah.
Participant 2: Yeah. But do you want to hit them with something else?

Participant 5: I think we should hit facilities that can be used for the reinforcements.
If we can hit things that would stop the Americans from putting stuff in Taiwan, that
would help us in the long run.

Facilitator: The Pacific Allies have asked us to define the terms terrorism, splitism,
and extremism.

Participant 5: Tell him it’s a dissertation that someone’s working on.

Participant 3: Does anybody know, when we think about naval bases, is there any
military infrastructure that can accept imports? I think we should attack those, and
military air fields. I think we should just take out their military capabilities. Any
clear military infrastructure we should be striking at constantly. We don’t want to
start getting into civilian casualties.

Facilitator: Not to derail the targeting discussion, but in response to the Pacific
allies, do we want to send a message like this. I can loosely define the the three
terms or we can just say this, which is defining each of these terms is a disserta-
tion’s worth of work. China’s intention is to work with regional actors in support of
Indo-Pacific stability.

Participant 5: I like that.

Participant 4: Which includes the territorial integrity of every Pacific state. I mean
splitism is the attack against territorial integrity from within, which is what we are
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suffering because of the DPP.

Facilitator: Okay I’'m going to send this. We have another waiting message. The
Pacific Allies also wants to know how China defines acts of terror, again.

Participant 6: This is precisely why we have a dialogue so we can reach a shared
understanding, isn’t it? So we are inviting them to work with us.

Facilitator: Clarification of this question is precisely why China wants to engage in
dialogue with regional actors. We look forward to your cooperation.

Participant 6: We look forward to learning from each other.

Participant 4: And could you perhaps add clarification of this and other questions?
Cause it’s not the only question, right?

Facilitator: Okay, I’'m sending this. We have two more minutes to communicate
with the other teams if we have any last minute statements we’d like to make in
light of anything that happened this move, now would be the time to do that before
we move to discussing the briefing questions for 30 minutes, but since we haven’t
heard anything much from the other teams, it’s not like we have anything we spe-
cifically need to respond to.

Participant 6: I saw in the briefing on the slide under wargame objectives, he asked
us to decide the most probable first strike targets for us using conventional ICBMs
against US and allies’ military infrastructure. Do you think that’s something that
they will want us to come up with?

Facilitator: Yeah he will want a list of the targets in the US and in allied nations
that China is most likely to first strike. We can and should include a discussion of
our rationale for focusing on targeting Taiwan rather than the United States or allied
nations, but we should also in the next 30 minutes think about where in the US or
allied nations we would be most likely to strike in the event of escalation.

Participant 2: Yeah.

Facilitator: Okay, I’'m going to monitor communication from the other teams, but
for now, I will just pull up the slides and we can talk about that.

Participant 2: Well, one thing that is brewing is the possibility of a US retaliatory
attack on us because of all this terrorism stuff. And so I do think we need to think
about that.

Participant 3: If you were sitting on the US side, say there was attribution for the
cyber attacks that points clearly to us, what would be some things we should be
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thinking about coming from the US side?

Participant 2: Well, do they want to escalate this and turn it into a nuclear war? I’'m
thinking they probably don’t want to do that. So if they find attribution and they
fire a couple things at one of our military bases, that’s not necessarily the end of the
world. I would not advocate for a massive response to that. It’s not gonna spin out
of control.

Participant 3: That makes a lot of sense, and so maybe we should, in addition to the
first strike, second strike, third strike, think about what would be those symbolic
targets that are able to scratch the itch we have, but would not lead to an escalatory
cycle.

Participant 2: Clearly it has to be a military target, and one that would minimize the
potential for civilian collateral damage.

Participant 3: Maybe like Airfields and CNMI?
Participant 2: Or would that look like something related to Taiwan?
Participant 3: Fair.

Participant 2: I actually did play around a little this afternoon with Grok and asked
it what you could do with some of these things, and it said you could actually pop
four missiles into San Francisco Bay, New York Harbor, Boston Harbor, and lake
Michigan 10 kilometers off the coast of Chicago and you can make a big splash and
a big bang and it’s a purely symbolic response. You’d only kill the poor bastards in
the boats.

Participant 3: I like the concept, I would think that maybe we think about Guam,
even Hawaii, but something that’s not continental US because I will say if history
is any lesson, the US public has a super low tolerance for any feeling of vulnerabil-
ity on the continent, right? I think either the tail might wag the dog. The tail of the
public opinion might wag the dog if we do anything that touches the continental
US kinetically. So I like the thinking, but ’'m wondering if somewhere off of Ha-
waii, somewhere off of Guam does the same thing in terms of showing capability.
It shows we can strike you back.

Participant 5: And if it’s not going towards continental US I think there’d also be
less fear that it’s nuclear.

Participant 7: I’d think about bases in allied nations, right? That would stress the
extended nuclear deterrent to the United States, and really raise the question about
credibility. Is the United States actually gonna consider a nuclear strike in response
to an attack on logistics targets or something like that? In Australia, in possibly Ja-
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pan. And then like we said, other things like GUam that people already mentioned
kind of sit in a nice place in the escalatory ladder I think.

Participant 2: Again, the regional implication of Guam is potentially serious in re-
gard to the Taiwan thing.

Participant 4: I think if we’re trying to strike at some kind of non continental US
target. Guam or maybe Alaska will be preferable to Hawaii just because of Pearl
Harbor.

Participant 3: This is why I mentioned CNMI. I think Saipan is the most preferable
because it sends the signal to the right audience, military folks, and most Americans
don’t even know it belongs to the US. And so to me, that’s the right sizing of the
risk reward.

Participant 5: And the US is redoing those air bases there so in ten years it gives us
targets.

Participant 2: Yeah, but again, we want this to be construed as limited and non es-
calatory. We can even let it be known that we’re gonna do it and where we’re gonna
do it.

Participant 3: A la Israel and Iran. I like that.

Facilitator: Do we have any ideas for specific second and third strike targets in an
escalation ladder?

Participant 3: I think about Guam, like actual bases on Guam, the fuel farms. Just
the infrastructure around a few bases. I think Anderson’s a big one. I like them be-
cause again they’re purely military assets. It really strikes at the US’s ability to hit
us in the theater that we’re concerned about. To me, until you get to the next wave
of strikes I don’t like any bases that aren’t in our backyard.

Participant 4: Yeah.

Participant 3: I also think as we think about those strikes, one thing we may want to
consider is only hitting one country because you want to minimize the risk of how
many actors can get involved and get hot headed and escalate. So if we’re gonna
hit bases in the Philippines let’s hit a few in the Philippines, right? That’s that sec-
ond strike. The fear for me is kind of an own goal, right? Like in the end, if the US
doesn’t do a major force repositioning, they cannot defeat us in the theater that we
want to fight. The worst thing we can do is bait them to come in full force.

Participant 7: I guess I would say, I think the allied countries don’t really concern
me in terms of escalation. I mean, Australia’s 70 2F35s can’t even reach China.
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They have literally no capability to strike at anything I care about. The Japanese
maybe more so have some kind of strike capability, the Philippines almost nothing.
So I think that’s where they kind of are the soft target in this, and to your point,
definitely stay away from CONUS. Definitely look at those American airbases that
are in Guam or where it’s a questionable gray zone. But I think the allies fall into
that category as well where they become a liability for the United States. The end
state that we’re targeting with that is the United States no longer has a presence in
our backyard at all, so we pushed them out of the theater. We’ve undermined all
their alliances, and we’ve done it at relatively less escalatory risk than going after
the United States homeland directly.

Participant 2: Yeah, I guess Americans have heard of Guam, but probably not the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands.

Participant 5: Yeah, I think it’d be pretty safe.

Participant 3: I think CNMI sends the right message to the right audience. It sends
a message to policy makers and to people in the military, but it doesn’t risk letting
that public opinion take control of the policymakers.

Facilitator: So should I write CNMI as the second strike target?

Participant 3: Yes. I think the third strike is when you really start talking about us-
ing those ICBMs. You know, fuel, energy infrastructure to the military, power nose
feeding, our missile defense...

Participant 5: I think that if we hit the financials, that would throw things into sham-
bles for a bit, and it also would maybe push our level as the financial leader of the
new world. It’s not taking the infrastructure out, but it is gonna make people not
be able to use their debit cards and all that kind of stuff and cause a little cost for
people to want to get this over with quicker.

Participant 3: Yeah. And I think you also have naval repair yards as an option. Don’t
we have a very small amount of hardened air hangers in the Pacific? So we can
wipe out a lot of the American aircraft capability without a huge personnel loss.

Participant 5: I mean if they’re smart, they’ve already had that stuff dispersed.

Participant 4: Thinking of that whole target set for the third strike and the energy
infrastructure or financial targets, what about data farms and other infrastructure
connected with machine learning or artificial intelligence?

Participant 5: When I was marking earlier today, I had the financial and the data
centers kind of lumped together. That would not be like the power grid where it
would cause a lot of problems, but to me it doesn’t seem as big an escalation, but
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could still really hurt people. And like we were saying, that’s a real true sign that
we’re messing with your money.

Participant 3: I think a lot of this is all about escalating to deescalate. I think the
way you do that is by making it clear that our real target is American policy makers,
to the American public, we do not want any more than you do, to have you putting
your blood and coin at risk for a conflict that nobody wins, right?I think our target-
ing should very clearly help us make that case in a louder and louder way.

Participant 5: We should put in there that we’re doing everything in our power to
signal that we’re not going to go nuclear. | mean, we’re staying away from com-
mand and control. We’re staying from any bases in the continental US that would
have the bombers, ICBMs, that kind of stuff.

Participant 3: We should be shouting louder about the things that we’re not hitting
that would affect civilians. We should be shouting louder about that than about the
things that we are hitting.

Facilitator: So this is a really good discussion, but we have three more questions
to answer and only 16 more minutes. Do these look good? Is there anything that
I have written here that we don’t agree with? Is there anything I should workshop
before we move on?

Participant 5: It looks fine to me.
Participant 3: Yep. The one thing, change target on the bottom line to audience.
Facilitator: Good catch.

Participant 3: Hopefully this can be a short one, why should China use convention-
als instead of other forms? It’s the symbolism to show that we can attack America
somewhere that’s not our backyard, right? We can attack America in its homeland.
It’s really showing capability, not intent. But that’s why we would use those. We
show that we’re capable and deescalate because we can hit you where it hurts.

Participant 7: I think the other part of this that I would note is actual effectiveness.
The probability of arrival on a conventional ICBM is much higher than a general
cruise missile or a drone attack. There’s way fewer defenses. The defense against it
is really costly, and then in terms of cyber attacks, your actual certainty of creating
the effect you want is much higher than cyber. That’s the other part of it, there is an
effectiveness argument to be made. Now it’s very costly and the escalatory risk is
really high. So there’s side effects but it is very effective.

Participant 3: To piggyback on that point, we can change symbolism to show that
we are capable of credibly attacking America in its homeland. Just add in that word
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credibly.

Facilitator: Great. Anything else we have for this one? I think this is good. These
are two good points and it’s kind of a shorter question compared to the last one.
Let’s move on for now. So these are the questions for all teams. Will China’s use
of non nuclear ICBMs necessarily lead to an American response, if not, why not?

Participant 3: No. I think largely because first, America doesn’t want to escalate to
nuclear war any more than we do, and we’re making sure to build a lot of off ramps
into our rhetoric as well as into how we’re using the c-ICBMs.

Participant 4: I presume that in our target selection for the c-ICBMs, we are not
contemplating a sort of fusillade of everything we’ve got all at once, but rather
selective targets and a restrained number of c-ICBMs.

Participant 3: Someone mentioned earlier maybe we should also announce what ex-
actly we’re doing before we do it. You know, not the exact targets but the rationale
behind the next set of targets.

Participant 4: I was thinking of something like that too, but wasn’t quite sure how
to articulate it. Because I don’t know that we’ve really come to grips with that prob-
lem that the whole scenario presents and that is when you see an incoming attack
with a ¢-ICBM, you don’t really know the C part with any confidence. And that’s
the scary thing about them.

Participant 5: Yeah, I think that would be great.

Participant 3: Announce its target type, I think would be what we’d want to do. Be-
cause we don’t want to announce the exact target, but maybe the target type.

Participant 2: So we think we’ve all outgrown launch on warning?

Participant 3: Ooh, I mean I wouldn’t bet World War III on it man, but you know
for the sake of the game. It’s a good point though.

Participant 2: What would I do? I mean, if I see two missiles coming toward the
United States, and I don’t know if they’re nuclear weapons or not, I’'m probably
not going to throw my entire arsenal at that, especially if I know for a fact that my
adversary has a conventional ICBM capability now. So to those who say that the
c-ICBM is inherently escalatory, I don’t know if that is true. That’s not my reading
on it.

Participant 4: If you see two or three of them coming I think the logical inference is
that they’re conventional. But I’'m not sure.
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Participant 5: Yeah. If you’re going to go all in, you’re gonna go all in. And if you
just take out one city, that’s not worth it. Then, if somebody takes out just one city
which is horrible, that is a lot more manageable. So I would feel more comfortable
in sending a few at a time in these attacks.

Participant 3: There was an interesting conversation in Move One that we had about
the value of having that international inspection regime and some sort of a cap on it.
And so there may be two ways we’re getting an advantage by pursuing something
like that. The first one is getting more visibility on the US’s arsenal and where it
is, but also giving visibility as to where exactly our nuclear arsenal is versus our
conventional ICBMs, non nuclear.

Facilitator: Sorry, the point about launch on warning, do I have that backwards? Is
it that launch on warning might make these ICBMs more escalatory?

Participant 2: There was a time when there was a sort of general assumption that
you only had a certain amount of time to take action upon detecting an attack on
you of whatever scale. And therefore, your response in theory, is that you launch
in response, which means that your adversary is deterred from undertaking that
attack because your adversary knows that you will or has to be concerned about an
immediate response.

Participant 3: To that point, the thinking from the Chinese perspective is that it’s
only advantageous to have c-ICBMs to the extent that they know we have the capa-
bility, but actually launching them, the risk reward calculation isn’t really great for
us because like I said, there’s no credible ability or desire of the Chinese to actually
invade and to engage in a war in the United States. So when you think about launch-
ing ICBM s it’s kind of a high risk for a limited reward. The real reward comes from
them just knowing we have the capability to deter the US from launching certain
kinds of attacks before they happen.

Participant 2: To focus back on our role as China. What do we want here? We want
Taiwan. Why that needs to entail a nuclear war with the United States is just not ob-
vious, not only to China, but I think also to the United States. Now, does that mean
the United States could give up on trying to help Taiwan deter a Chinese military
move? No, I don’t think that that follows logically from that, but you may come to
the moment where you face that test, and if Taiwan can’t inflict sufficient damage
and hold out, then, the old question of are you gonna have a nuclear war—

Facilitator: Not to cut you off, this is a valuable discussion, but we have 5 minutes
and one last question to answer, so we should probably shift gears at this point. The
last question is, in what ways diplomatic or military might all involved actors try to
de-escalate the conflict at this point?

Participant 3: I think the answer is different from each of the different party’s per-
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spectives, right? I mean, for the US, the very difficult answer is if the US does not
have a pre positioned force posture that deters a Taiwan Strait conflict, the way for
the US to de-escalate is to stop being ambiguous about Taiwan and to declare it part
of the one China. That is on the US side. From the Chinese perspective, that’s what
would de-escalate. From the Chinese side, I don’t know.

Participant 6: Just so [ understand the question, is it asking what we predict US and
allies specifically will do or what’s our asking price? Namely, what do they have to
do before we’ll de-escalate?

Facilitator: That’s a good question. I’'m not sure. I think brainstorming different
potential strategies is the best way to go here.

Participant 3: So for the Chinese, if the Taiwanese can’t hold China to a stalemate,
and if the Chinese aren’t convinced of that, there really is nothing to stop the Chi-
nese from taking Taiwan except for a credible determent.

Participant 6: The scenario assigns our objective here to take Taiwan essentially,
and so it sounds like from Taiwan we demand capitulation and we might at some
points decide to take half the price if the US makes some other major concessions
over Taiwan or in addition to Taiwan, then maybe we will take a slightly lesser
offer, for example Taiwan declares that to be a military free zone or neutral zone.

Participant 3: What I was thinking as we were going through this, is the Chinese
would accept a Hong Kong scenario, you know, one nation two systems. But if
Taiwan doesn’t surrender, then that’s a huge price that China’s gonna have to pay
to forcibly unify, and so the Chinese would likely say hey the DPP is out, but their
system can remain, they’re just flying under the Chinese flag.

Facilitator: Do we have any examples of major concessions the US might make in
addition to Taiwan?

Participant 6: I think that’s gonna involve something that makes a future US effec-
tive intervention scenario essentially impossible. So that may require something
like Taiwan essentially demilitarizes and maybe the US pulls back a lot of military
assets in areas pretty close to Taiwan, which will make any future possible US as-
sistance to Taiwan ineffective.

Participant 3: The closest thing that I can think of is the Cuban Missile Crisis where
you got this kind of gentleman’s agreement to save face to remove weapons from
the Soviet Union’s proximity right out of Turkey. Remember, the American presi-
dent is in the white house. I do not think that the president would mind if he has a
good enough excuse lowering the US military footprint in South Korea and Japan.
If he’s allowed a way to save face on it.
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Participant 2: The question comes down to who’s gonna police the sealed lines of
communication in Asia. And you know, do we get to do that forever? It would be
okay with me if that was ok with everybody, but if somebody wants to have a big
fight over it, then you gotta recalculate that set of considerations.

Facilitator: Just a quick note that it is 08:00 p.m.. So we should go back to the ple-
nary session. This was a really good discussion and I’ll pass them along for you
guys to present.
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Plenary Discussion
Facilitator 2: Let me pull up your slides really quick. Then, over to you.

Participant 2: Great, thanks. For COOP and COG, we basically are gonna imple-
ment applicable operational plans and we can’t get too much into those for real
world reasons of classification as the folks who actually know this stuff, we didn’t
want to put too much down on paper, but that would include moving government
leadership to secure locations. The governors and state emergency operations cen-
ters could be activated and managers to owners of defense critical infrastructure
could be notified and, we’ll just say Taiwan is a vital interest, but the dilemma that
we face is if we don’t defend Taiwan it threatens our entire line system, but more
of that to follow. That’s really verbiage for another slide. How might we defend?
It comes down to this for us. We’re willing to defend Taiwan if it’s a fight that we
can win, and we’re willing to go pretty darn far in that fight if we so choose, but
if we decide to fight the People’s Republic, it’s not a fight about Taiwan and their
democracy, it’s a fight about defending the American alliances system that we’ve
built over the last nine decades. And so for us, Taiwan is an important interest, but
which is of more interest to us are the American alliances, which are Korea, Japan,
Australia, and the Philippines. And that alliance system is almost an issue of nation-
al survival. So if we got into a fight with China over Taiwan, Taiwan would simply
be the spark, but the fight would be about defending that system. We want to make
that clear at the outset. We’re willing to defend our allies as defined as treaty allies.
Next slide. Will China’s use of non nuclear ICBMs necessarily lead to a nuclear
response? I mean for us it’s demonstrably no. We kind of don’t care what’s under-
neath those nose cones on the ICBMs. If it has a strategic effect, then we reserve
the right to respond in the time and places of our choosing with whatever systems
we so choose up to and including nuclear weapons, but it has to have that effect. So
if it’s a conventional warhead or a 25 kiloton warhead, if it doesn’t have a strategic
effect, that’s one thing. But if it has a strategic effect and it’s not nuclear, we may
respond with nuclear weapons. If it’s a strategic attack on the United States using
cyber or some other capability, we may respond with nuclear weapons. First use
always remains on the table for us, but we kind of don’t care if it’s a conventional
warhead or a nuclear warhead under the nose cone on an ICBM, and just speaking
for myself, if the Chinese decide to put conventional munitions or drones under-
neath the nose cone of an ICBM as opposed to a nuclear warhead, then that’s fewer
ICBMs that are nuclear capable that could be pointed at us and maybe we should
be encouraging that kind of behavior amongst our Chinese friends. How might
we de-escalate the conflict? You know, no kinetic strikes in outer space. If we de-
ployed aircraft before the war and we wanted to de-escalate, we could return them
to our main operating bases. Those are things that we could have within 24 hours
to demonstrate that we’re not gonna try to become co-belligerents and deny a PLA
invasion of Taiwan. That’s it. I open it up to others to weigh in more or I’'m happy
to answer questions as they arise.
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Facilitator 2: All right, so let’s go to the China team next.

Participant 5: Thank you. For the China team, our broad intention is to signal that
we want to limit the scope of conflict as much as possible to follow the logical
wing with no fighting or with as little fighting as possible. To that end, we are
going to focus our early strikes on Taiwan rather than the US or other Pacific part-
ners’ countries. When it comes to Taiwan, again, we’re focusing on military targets
and reframing as much as possible from civilian targets for now. That’s why we
chose to strike at Taiping Island, which is a South China Sea Island that Taiwan
controls, which has only military and no civilians on it and has the effect of dis-
abling Taiwan’s connection to other pacific islands further from itself. Only when
we see signs of further US involvement militarily, will we begin to consider further
escalation towards other potential US targets. We’re still trying to limit it early
on to military targets. So one potential direction is Guam, for example, military
heavy with relatively few civilians. Similarly in the spirit of winning hearts and
minds from Pacific Allies as with members of the American public, we are trying
to keep them out of the conflict as much as possible. So our main audience here is
to change the calculus for American policymakers in part through isolating Taiwan
and isolating the American public and civilians from conflict early on. Maybe next
slide. Why would we use conventional ICBMs instead of nuclearics in our attack?
I think it’s about the symbolism here, that we want to show that China is capable of
credibly attacking America in the American Homeland. Although we’re trying to
not do it early on, hopefully not at all. We want to demonstrate our capability that
we are able to do it, but not signal intent that we want to do it. And even when it
comes to showing our capability, we want to show that we are capable of crossing
certain thresholds, but we don’t want to show our hands just yet in terms of our
ceiling of how high our capability can go. And it’s in that sense that conventional
ICBMs may prove to be effective instruments that may create more desired effects
in showing our capabilities more so than just vanilla cybers attacks. Next slide,
please. Now, will our use of non nuclear ICBMs necessarily lead to an American
nuclear response? I think at this moment, it’s a tentative no because we feel that
there’s no obvious reason why America will want to engage in nuclear warfare with
China any more than we do. And so we are keeping a lot of offramps in place still
at this juncture. In our target selection, like I mentioned earlier, we’re trying to limit
it as much as we can. Our clear objective for China is that we want Taiwan. So any
avoidable nuclear escalation we want to avoid as well as if there’s any avoidable
conventional escalation horizontally to other Pacific allies. When it comes to man-
aging relations with other Pacific ally countries of the US, we want to make them
feel that we are inviting. They can be part of team China broadly defined, not just
team America. That is why even when we’re contemplating quarantine scenarios in
embargoing shipping into Taiwan’s ports, we want to always invite Pacific partners
to have ongoing dialogue processes with China. So they feel like Pacific partners,
they feel like they have a say, and they have other non military ways of engaging
with China and potentially changing our maneuvers. That also gives Pacific part-
ners a way out of escalating themselves as well. We want to keep all those peaceful
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dialogue options open that make them slower in going to military options if they go
that route. That is why we’ll provide some level of transparency about our intention
and our capability when it comes to target types before we get to the actual strike
stage. I think final slide. The scenario decided that we want to take Taiwan so we’ll
roll with that. We want, at this stage, Taiwan’s capitulation, ideally a peaceful one
and if there’s anything that the US and other partners can do that would dissuade us
from China’s outright invasion of Taiwan, that will involve major concessions from
them. For example, we might at some point decide that if Taiwan neutralizes itself
militarily and the US also significantly draws down its military presence in the the-
ater, in Japan, South Korea, and the Philippines especially, maybe Guam, that will
render any future US intervention in any future Taiwan strait conflict scenario to be
very effective. That may be our lowest asking price, it’s hard to imagine the China
team can go any lower than that. So I’ll leave it there and maybe our team members
have something to add.

Facilitator 2: Participant 4?

Participant 4: I’'m sorry, I just want to ask a clarifying question. Earlier in the slides
you were talking about demonstrating conventional ICBM capabilities. Was that
in reference to the strike against Taiping island? Or was that talking about some-
thing else? Because this is in our team’s discussion, we’re a bit confused why the
c-ICBM was leveraged against Taiping Island, which is only about a thousand
miles from mainland China, so it doesn’t really require an ICBM strike. Was that a
demonstration of something? Is that what you’re talking about, like, you just wanna
demonstrate that, we can do this, this is a conventional ICBM. Was that the case?

Participant 5: We want to demonstrate that we crossed that threshold, and that we
do have conventional ICBMs.

Participant 4: Okay, thanks.

Facilitator 2: Are there any other questions or comments for the China team? Nope,
then we will go to the Pacific Allies team next. Let me get your slides up. Over to
you.

Participant 4: Thanks everyone, I’ll go through this as coherently as I can, and if
any of our team members want to chime in, please do so freely. Our approach was
basically segregating everybody into their respective countries to make it very clear
whether each country’s talking to each other and are they talking to Taiwan. We
basically treat Taiwan separately in most of these instances, because a lot of the
discussions are among allies and they do not necessarily want what they discuss
to be known to Taiwan. So the first question, how might the partners respond to
China’s attacks? The US allies, which in this case means Japan, South Korea, the
Philippines and Australia, would offer to ask China and the US to de-escalate and
to start talking and after the inject of a revelation of targeting against Japan, they’ll
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start receiving forces. And we added a little bit of a clarification here. This is a more
detailed nuanced take on what that means from the Philippines. We believe that
basically most others share this perspective as well. Also, a bit of a caveat on the
targeting because we were a little bit unclear on what the inject on targeting means,
whether it’s just ordinary target planning which happens every day, or is it more of
moving assets into place and conducting recons in preparation for an actual strike.
We assumed it was the second. Taiwan’s response is threefold. First of all, they
have to declare very clearly that China is the aggressor, because Taiwan sees all
these lofted drone attacks, all these 5th column attacks as originating from China,
and they’ve also sent messages to the US basically authenticating all of this to be
of Chinese publication. So that’s the first thing they want to establish and that they
are willing to de-escalate. If US direct intervention and ally intervention is in place
to make sure they have the capacity to hit back and to deter further Chinese actions.
But otherwise Taiwan will be forced to conduct additional strikes against China’s
amphibious targets before the week’s out. Next slide please. This one is about the
concerns for all different countries. What are their fears? What are their hopes and
fears, right? Japan’s concern is targeting, causing Japan’s being dragged into the
war, and also the credibility of US security assurances, especially post revelation
that the US was telling us during the direct conversation that they consider Taiwan
to be a lost cause. That heightens Japan’s fear on the credibility of US security as-
surances. Same goes for most of the other countries. The concern is beyond Taiwan,
if China’s expansion does not stop with Taiwan. South Korea has similar concerns
on being dragged into conflict and also the uncertainty over North Korea, whether
North Korea would be using this situation opportunistically to create an advantage
for them. Furthermore, whether China would, after they succeed with the blockade
in Taiwan, would they attempt to further blockade certain parts of the South China
sea? Taiwan’s concern is simple. The concern is all this delay might result in non
intervention from the US and allies, even a lack of any sort of humanitarian ship-
ments to support Taiwan’s long term, long term fighting. And of course this is an
existential concern if the invasion were allowed to resume. Even though that’s not
the message they receive from allies, they could deduce from the lack of any sort of
commitment or diplomatic language they might be left alone. So one of their big-
gest concerns is that they might need to eventually conduct value targeting strikes
against the three gorges dam or leverage that as a last ditch effort. Australia’s con-
cern is its facilities being targeted as part of this conflict, and further concern is the
economic impact of Taiwan, right? You know, basically according to a study con-
ducted by AC there will be $2 trillion lost, and to what extent post-conflict, post-cri-
sis could Australia even engage with China on economic relationships? Philippines’
concern because it’s also closer to China is that if Taiwan were to be absorbed...

Facilitator 2: I’'m sorry I think we’re losing your connection. We’ll give him a mo-
ment to come back... If not, is there anyone else on the team who would like to

speak to the final slide?

Participant 8: I guess I’ll speak up if there are no other takers. So the allies certainly

155



156

Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

want security assurances from the United States. The United States has offered to
flow forces into our countries to assist with our defense. Other than Taiwan, we’re
talking about the US treaty allies in this case, and we would welcome that defensive
aid, but we’re not launching strikes against the PRC from our territories at this point
unless one of us is attacked or the United States itself is attacked directly in a way
that we would determine is a threat to our security and would justify us coming in
as a matter of collective self defense. As stated before, the US conclusion that Tai-
wan is not salvageable and the potential future implications of that definitely raised
some concerns for our security in the future and so we would want additional real
commitments that the United States would not abandon us the way that they did
Taiwan back in the seventies. Taiwan obviously is in a special situation here, they
would like for the US to come and directly intervene on their behalf, but if that’s
not possible then they would certainly want continued military material to flow
in, any sort of economic and humanitarian aid, food, fuel, whatever else might be
needed to sustain Taiwan’s own self defense, even if it is standing alone here. And
then diplomatic support. Condemning China’s use of force against Taiwan, which
was unprovoked. Beginning with the drone incursions and so forth, didn’t start with
Taiwan’s self defensive strikes on the Chinese forces that were preparing to invade.
And then we’d also see if the good offices of the United States and other key Pacif-
ic partners in condemning the PRC in international forum and basically coming to
Taiwan’s support at least diplomatically.

Facilitator 2: And we do have one more slide, so if we could just get through this
very quickly cause we only have a few more minutes left.

Participant 4: Sorry, I don’t know why I lost Wi-Fi. Can you guys hear me alright?
Facilitator 2: We can now, yes.

Participant 4: Okay;, last slide on the question of whether China’s use of non-nuclear
ICBMs would lead to an American nuclear response. The responses were divid-
ed between people who said yes, the US will respond with nuclear weapons, and
there’s others saying it depends on what China has done to distinguish nonnuclear
ICBMs. We got guidance from the control team here who said there isn’t any at-
tempt to do that, but from how the scenario plays out, it’s very obvious that China
has been demonstrating that they are using conventional[CBMs against Taiping
Island. To de-escalate the conflict, there’s basically what we’ve talked about before.
Specifically two things, the pacific allies offered themselves as mediators at the
very beginning of the conflict, to de-escalate the situation between China and Tai-
wan. But after specific targeting, they would reveal this intelligence on the interna-
tional forms such as the United Nations and condemn China and try to force China
to the table on the international stage to talk about this to de-escalate the situation.

Facilitator 2: Okay, Facilitator 1, do you have any questions you’d like to pose to
the teams?
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Facilitator 1: I’d like to pose to everyone a simple question. What is a strategic
effect for each team? We say these things, but can we expand on what examples
might be of what a strategic effect would be? Cause I think it was used at least more
than once.

Participant 2: To answer your question, no. We purposely do not define what is a
strategic attack so that we have ambiguity so that we’re not hemmed in so that if an
adversary goes right up to a threshold and says, we didn’t go across that threshold
of strategic attack, we hit you somewhere else. Currently my understanding of US
policy is we purposely do not define what a strategic attack is, it’s like pornography,
we’ll know it when we see it. So to answer your question, no. I’m the one who said
we will use nuclear weapons if the Chinese team has an increased strategic effect,
but I don’t want to define what that is.

Participant 1: Yeah, flipping it on the other side. I strongly urged that if we’re gonna
conduct kinetic strikes against China in response to Chinese actions, we go right
after the command and control nodes of the people’s armed police and the equiv-
alent interior ministry forces that keep Xi Jinping in power. Let’s go right after it.
Now, that would make him very nervous and potentially unhappy. Is that a strategic
attack because it threatens the thing that most cares about, which is the grip the
Chinese party has in power? Yeah, but I’'m willing to roll that dice, even though it
might be considered a strategic effect. Thank you.

Facilitator 1: Any other comments from the other teams on that question?

Participant 3: We didn’t want to fight the scenario at all, so we said since we have
to use this c-ICBM, the only real strategic outcome that we wanted was to show
the capability that we can attack you in your backyard. But this is almost the best
case scenario for China, right? When we talk about the US not having an aggressive
force posture in the Pacific, Taiwan doing something that could be perceived as at-
tacking first. What we didn’t want to do was anything that would essentially be an
own goal and be a magnet to draw America in. And so for us the only outcome we
wanted with the c-ICBMs was to show that our capability had increased to escalate
if that’s what the US wanted to do. But we wanted to make very clear that our intent
was not to escalate, not just escalating with the United States, but with any of the
other allies in the region outside of Taiwan.

Facilitator 1: I guess it’s a little unfair to ask the allied folks to answer but because
there’s so many different ones, but let’s give it a try.

Participant 4: I wanna offer some food for thought. It’s from another war game.
This is the very definition of a symbolic target. If China would strike and it really
doesn’t matter what they strike it with or how much damage is done, if anything
touches the Yoshino shrine that’s gonna be a strategic attack because it’s just it’s
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too on the nose for Japan-China relations. I welcome any Japanese representation
here to chat about this.

Facilitator 1: I’m just curious, is there anything like that in the United States in the
minds of the American team? Do we have the equivalent of that Japanese shrine?

Participant 3: So our approach from the Chinese team about the US was that we saw
the entire continental US as that because the US doesn’t have aggressive neighbors,
right? So we have a really high sensitivity, the public in the US, has a really high
sensitivity to feelings of vulnerability from foreign folks. And so we were very
careful when we were thinking about targeting, making sure that we don’t let the
tail wag the dog, the tail of public support wag the dog of a president who has an
inclination to isolationism. So that was really a big consideration, and we saw the
whole continental US as that.

Facilitator 1: Anything more from the allied team? And then we’ll close out.

Participant 5: Let me just add one really quick thing on top of what Participant 3
said. Even in choosing non continental US targets for the China team we chose
Guam or perhaps Alaska, but we talked about avoiding Hawaii just because of Pearl
Harbor’s place in the American popular imagination.

Facilitator 1: Okay. We’ll leave it at that. If you have any more thoughts about that
question, it’d be very useful for the after action report to get more fidelity from any
of you. You don’t have to filter it through everyone else but if anyone has thoughts
about that, email them to us. I’d really appreciate that.

Facilitator 2: I know we’re five minutes over, but I just want to remind everyone
that we do have another move tomorrow night, just a little bit more game play. So
get excited for that. I’ll send all the materials out tomorrow, and we’ll see you then.
Thank you very much.
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Move Three

United States Team

Participant 1: So unfortunately, I am your American team leader today, a big step
down from before. And I’'m going to work in a different way. I’'m going to pose
some very specific questions that I think are in logical sequence in order to meet the
objectives of the game. And then I’'m going to listen and rely on all of you to come
up with your recommendations. I’ll compile them and then I’ll offer some thoughts
and then that’ll be the basis for my outbrief and also for communication with our
allies, but also maybe with China. We shall see.

Facilitator: We just got an inject from Control that says, U.S. intelligence has in-
tercepted high-level PLA communications indicating that Chinese leadership is ac-
tively planning a conventional long-range strike on the U.S. homeland, CONUS.
Details are limited, but the intercepted traffic suggests the decision is moving rap-
idly through senior channels.

Participant 1: Okay, great. So based on the questions that we’ve been given, I pro-
pose that we sequentially get your views on four issues. First of all, what do we
need to do to defend against these anticipated conventional long range strikes, and
potentially escalation beyond that point? So what do you do to defend against it?
I’ve got some ideas on that. What do we do to respond to Chinese attacks? Then
next, once we’ve discussed those two questions, defense and response, what are we
going to tell our allies? And what do we expect we might hear from them so we can
continue to march in lockstep? Including U.S. permission for allies to strike. And
then what, if anything, do we tell Xi Jinping? Are there opportunities to find an off
ramp to continue de-escalation and still achieve our goals that we discussed yes-
terday of maintaining the integrity of our alliance system, much less defending the
US home. So the first question is, what do we do to defend against the impending
conventional ICBM strikes? What are the most important things for us to be doing
right now in terms of defending against attacks?

Participant 2: Making sure our active defenses are ready to meet the attack and also
alert the long range strike forces to be prepared to conduct counter attacks against
the Chinese mobile launchers.

Participant 1: Those are both good, I’ll include both. What else?

Participant 3: I can go next. If I'm following correctly, I would say prepare for
a response and a recovery if the attack were to take place, like after actions and

preparations.

Participant 1: I’'m gonna double down on that in a few minutes. Why I think that’s
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so important. Other ideas?
Facilitator: Someone put COOP and COG in the chat.
Participant 1: Participant 4, any thoughts?

Participant 4: Yes, sir. And hello, everybody. Kind of a serial list of things, but I will
do my utmost to be brief. I recommend DEFCON 1 over DEFCON 2. We know
an attack’s coming, but we cannot determine, other than by the result, whether it’s
nuclear or non-nuclear. Now, I’m certainly not about to go into any DEFCON-spe-
cific actions, so this is all open source. We would want to ensure that any remaining
aerial tanker assets, and we’re talking long-range tankers, and the remaining long-
range bombers and strategic airlift are dispersed, that may or may not be taken in
the previous action. But the reason for that is we still have other enemies in the
world. We’re going to need those assets and we can’t strike across the Pacific with-
out those regardless of what we have in theater. If there are things on the list, and I
mention it, [’m just gonna blow by it. I would support destroying as quickly as we
can TRC and satellite lasing and EW assets.

Participant 1: Let me interrupt you there. One of the options we had yesterday was
to basically destroy all PRC satellites. Would you recommend at this stage we go
that far or hold that in reserve?

Participant 4: You know, to be honest, I hold it in reserve. If there are assets that
need to be destroyed. And I think even in this timeframe, we’re not going to be
able to hit anything in NEO or GEO, certainly not in the timeframe we needed, so
we’re going to have to use passive measures. You know, that could be jamming,
that could be lasing, perhaps on orbit assets, if there are such things, we can force
them to move satellites. But I think that’s one to be careful with, which is probably
going to sound a bit odd. What I’ll say about hitting the c-ICBMs, it is a global
commons, so is the earth for that matter, and we’re going to cause ourselves a lot of
problems, particularly once we want to get back to whatever the state of normalcy
would be. I think taking out the lasing and EW assets are important, obviously, with
the communications and for our own missile warning. Although by that time, we’ll
have quite a robust fractionated network in space. Definitely move GPS to secure
codes. That’s going to cause ripples across the global commons. A lot of people in
other countries depend on it. Airliners, bank timing, you can’t buy gas without the
timing signal, et cetera, and the technical specifics are not entirely up to date, but [
know we can do it. And that’s why it’s there. This would be more offensive, but I
look at it as active.

Participant 1: Why don’t you hold the offense? Because we’re going to deal with
that in a minute. Do you mind putting that in your back pocket?

Participant 4: Yep, you got it. Last thing before defensive, if there are wartime
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modes for all of our secure communication systems, particularly the enhanced stra-
tegic satellite, ESS, that network should be operational by this time. It can carry
both strategic and protected tactical satellite communications. We should definitely
ensure that that is in its most secure mode to help resist jamming.

Participant 1: Very good. Participant 5?

Participant 5: I guess I’ll go first because I have the least to contribute, but call on
me again when it comes to counter-offensive. I will have more to say about that. I
will ask, has anyone else had the thought that this is probably the time to submerge
some artificial islands?

Participant 1: Is that defensive or offensive?

Participant 5: Well, it depends on what’s on them. If they contain radars, if they
contain missiles, if they contain aircraft that can strike anything that we’re protect-
ing against. It may be a bit of both.

Participant 1: Let’s put that in the offensive basket. Can you come back to that and
describe it a little bit more in a minute? Because that’s taking out their assets.

Participant 5: Yeah, and others probably know more than I do about what is likely
to be on those islands. Then the only other thing I would just revive is the idea of
mining waters between China and Taiwan or even near certain Chinese ports.

Participant 1: I’ll give you my comments. First, as I said, Participant 3, I love your
emergency management preparedness measures. Here are my defensive measures.
First of all, whatever is left of the smoking ruin of FEMA after the administration’s
gotten rid of it. More concretely, we’re going to transition from Homeland Security
to Homeland Defense. The Department of Defense is now the lead federal agen-
cy for defending the United States against military attack, including all disaster
response. So the National Guard now is responding to the Secretary of Defense’s
direction to save and sustain lives. And all emergency management capabilities are
at the disposal of the Secretary of Defense. Secondly, the FCC, using publicly ac-
knowledged emergency authorities, is going to cut off all Chinese transmissions to
the American people over social media, and simultaneously, we will punch a hole in
the great firewall and begin messaging on an Al enabled basis, individual Chinese
leaders, as well as key public officials at the lower levels on Chinese aggression and
how the United States is responding accordingly. And then third and most import-
ant, the president is going to issue a message to counteract Chinese efforts to incite
societal panic. The IC assesses that’ll be a key goal of China in future conflicts. The
President needs to have something to say, Mr. President, and get it out fast, because
we’ve got contested information. That’s all I have. Any saved rounds on defense? If
not, let’s go to offense and if you had something in your back pocket that you didn’t
roll out yet, now’s the time.
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Participant 4: I would say, we don’t know the size of the attack. We know they’re
coming. They’ve wasted two ICBMs recklessly. I would hit their conventional
ICBMs if we have the intel on it. We could use a variety of assets to do that. We
don’t necessarily need to have B2s over land to do that. They’re soft targets. All
we have to do is sit or get close enough to the erector launcher portion of the tail.
That’ll do the job.

Participant 1: Are you talking about conventional weapons?

Participant 4: Conventional weapons, yes sir. They’re soft targets. We’ve got plenty
of assets in theater. No reason to go nuclear, at least not yet. Depending upon how
we want to take the overall direction of the war, I was kind of thinking, if the war
aims are expanding we should consider hitting the coastal power projection points
from which the invasion of Taiwan would come. Now we’ve said we’re not going
to support Taiwan, but it’s kind of gotten messier now. So I just offer that if we
consider that route. Overnight, as [ was thinking on it, I quite honestly really liked
the idea of hitting the internal police structure, as was discussed last night. That’s
all I have.

Participant 1: These are all great. Who else is ready?

Participant 5: I’ll go ahead and speak up. I continue to believe that along with infor-
mation, economics are a vulnerability for China. If they are attacking us, it’s time
to attack them in a way that sends a message to Xi Jinping saying that the integrity
of his regime is not safe. ’'m going to paste my proposal here into the chat, it is
a combination of blocking sanctions and special measures against banks. This is
tailored to leave us room to escalate to avoid unintended consequences against the
global economy, but essentially to target the ability of the Chinese government to
pay people to move things to and from ports and across the Taiwan Strait.

Participant 1: Let me ask you a specific question and ask everybody else on the line
to answer it. Right now we’re interdicting, let’s call it soft interdiction, boarding
ships, not shooting them yet. Obviously once you start boarding, handguns, small
arms are going to come out shit is going to happen. Should we take the next step
and start shooting at the ships if they don’t accept boarding?

Participant 5: I hate to sound like a lawyer. The answer is it depends. What is the
evidence that the vessel has hostile intent or is involved in aggressive action or is
supporting a belligerent power and what I don’t want to do is, having seen a few
shipping trackers and knowing how crowded those waters are, make more enemies
than friends in the process of trying to build a coalition.

Participant 1: Okay, everybody okay with that? Works for me.
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Participant 2: I think we could certainly deal with all Chinese flagged vessels to
start with.

Participant 5: We could, but many vessels will use flags of convenience. Another
thing you can do is block their maritime insurers out of the financial system. If |
didn’t mention that above, I’ll mention it here.

Facilitator: I’'m sorry to interrupt, we did get a handful of messages from the Pacific
Allies team. I can read them out quickly. Australians relay that we are adamantly
against hostilities that must cease immediately and we will contribute our maritime
assets to facilitate the humanitarian assistance provided to the people of Taiwan.
We also request diplomatic rules of engagement. Koreans relay that we are ada-
mantly against hostilities that must cease immediately and we will contribute our
maritime assets to facilitate the humanitarian assistance provided to the people of
Taiwan. Korean ships doing such missions should not be a target by the Chinese.
Japan is providing peaceful escort missions to American humanitarian assistance to
Taiwan and we will not engage in hostilities unless fired upon first. Taiwan offers to
provide surrogate strikes against Chinese c-ICBM placements.

Participant 1: Okay, so I think our bottom line at this time is we’re not interdicting
ships with violence. We’re not going to shoot at them because of legal constraints
and complications. Let’s leave it at that for now. What else should we be doing of-
fensively? We have a long list from yesterday, including strikes on gas and oil pipe-
lines, cyber attacks against the bulk power system of China. Both of those would
be serious escalatory moves and we could expect retaliation in kind. How do people
feel about rolling that out now versus keeping it in reserve?

Participant 6: Now that you mention it, I would probably support a bag pocket.
Participant 1: So hold it in reserve. Good. How about other thoughts?

Participant 2: We could revisit space. We could certainly do jamming, reversible
jamming of their LEO, MIO, and Geo assets and hold any kinetic type actions in
reserve.

Participant 1: I like that, everybody good with that? Have another card to play later?

Participant 7: Reflecting on comments from our Chinese colleagues yesterday,
because they’re very adamant that the reason why they have done this is just to
demonstrate their capabilities. So reflecting on this, perhaps it would be prudent to
ask them what is driving them? To demonstrate capabilities to the point of bring-
ing the world on the brink of World War II1. And perhaps understanding or at least
hearing from them will help. Maybe try to de-escalate.
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Participant 1: Excellent.

Facilitator: We just got this note from China. China launches a strike on US in-
frastructure supporting military assets in the Western Continental US, specifically
substations supporting these assets, using eight MARV missiles. We believe that
our previous strikes on Guam increase our chances of success. Furthermore, China
targets the airfield in Taiwan with American planes with four MARV c-ICBMs.
China announces that its attack is limited and targeted, but that it will target US
shipbuilding capability and other high-level military infrastructure with conven-
tional weapons if the US continues to escalate, but emphasizes that it does not
desire full-scale or nuclear escalation. Additionally, shipping and maritime activity
in the Pacific will remain as usual.

Participant 1: So that means electricity substations.
Facilitator: I can clarify with them.

Participant 1: If they’re taking down the grid, that’s very interesting and changes
my position about what we should hit in China.

Participant 2: Keep in mind they can’t do that much damage. We’re a huge country
and we’ve got lots of assets and the damage can probably be repaired in days or
weeks at the most.

Participant 1: Unless they destroy large power transformers in a handful of critical
substations that feed all power into California, in which case it’s sad face time.
Those large power transformers, we don’t have a lot of spares. There are some,
we’d gotta move them by special Schnabel rail cars, gotta install them. It’s an ugly
thing. Weeks to months, is more realistic.

Participant 4: This might be a question for control, but based on the wording, have
the Chinese just notified us that they launched? Or have the RVs impacted the tar-
gets? It’s a bit of a nuance, but if they’ve launched, our warning systems picked it
up immediately. We have the signatures. We know what kind of missile it is. It’s a
matter of how much we trust them before we launch a response.

Participant 1: Good question. Have they hit our grid and our missile detection sys-
tems caught everything? Let me propose what ’'m going to say to the allies in a
second. Actually, who would like to talk to the allies, not me? The number one
question is, do we want to authorize them to the extent it’s within our authority to
offer authorization that they can strike whatever they want in China in response to
attacks on them?

Participant 7: Let me please rephrase to assure understanding. Are you asking that
we should ask allies if we do have authority to authorize them to initiate the strike?
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Participant 1: No. Just say to the extent that they need US approval to conduct a
strike in response against China, in response to China hitting them, that the United
States says go for it. That was an initial question that came up early in our discus-
sion today, I think before you came on.

Participant 7: And then most likely they will ask a second question, is the United
States going to back them up if they escalate?

Participant 1: Yes, and you need to brief them on the basic activities that we’ve
agreed we will take offensively. I don’t think they need to know about the defense
stuff. But all of the things that we’ve discussed, we’re going to hit their convention-
al ICBMs; we’re going to strike their counter satellite capabilities; we’re going to
strike their power projection points to invade Taiwan, and we’re going to hit their
internal police forces, their instruments of repression, and then all of Participant
5’s excellent points on aggressive economic sanctions. Do you want me to repeat
those?

Participant 7: No sir, thank you.

Participant 1: Great. If you can start the red phone call, our Facilitator can help you
do that as needed.

Participant 5: I think we need to ask control how effective our defenses were.
Participant 1: That’s a great question.
Facilitator: I can send that to them now.

Participant 1: I have a question for all of you. What if anything should we say to
China to try to de-escalate things or establish escalation dominance?

Participant 4: I’d recommend the second.

Participant 5: The Chinese are very sensitive to the fact that we’re a democracy and
that our policy decisions are functions of how much popular support we have at
home. And I would signal to them that the public is reacting very strongly to their
attacks on our mainland. They were the ones who took that step first. And we have
not seen a public reaction of this kind since 9/11. The danger of escalation reaching
their country on a much greater scale has never been greater.

Participant 1: Do you want to tell them that in a moment, we’re going to rain hellfire
on their conventional ICBM force?

Participant 5: I’ll compose something, a sort of veiled threat.
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Participant 1: If you wouldn’t mind delivering that once we’ve all looked at it to the
Chinese group with the help of our Facilitator, that would be great.

Participant 4: Just as a side note, we’re operating obviously on a more compressed
timeline, but they’d still be looking at 25, 30 minutes from the first state’s ignition.
So they’re speeding us along a little bit as part of the gamesmanship. I don’t know
if we can shoot anything right now or not, because assuredly in real life, we’d be
shooting.

Participant 1: Participant 5, tell them we’re gonna be shooting. I think part of the
message you might convey is let’s figure a way to avoid this being a death spiral.

Participant 4: You’d think they’d be mobile. We’d want to hit them before they fire,
and we don’t want them to move from their last known launch site because our
intelligence cycle may not be able to keep up, let alone do the retargeting to make
the strike effective.

Participant 1: Right on.
Participant 2: Well, the USSDA satellites will be keeping real-time track of them.

Facilitator: And we did get a note from control that I put in the chat that I can read
out now. China’s strike on electrical substations supporting major US military in-
stallations in the Western United States was successful. The targeted substations
soft, above ground structures were temporarily disabled, causing localized power
outages lasting six to eighteen hours around several key bases. Backup power kept
mission essential systems functioning, but radar coverage and intelligence process-
ing were disrupted during the outage period. Civilian impacts were limited and
quickly restored. Operationally, the damage is temporary and not crippling, but the
attack represents the first successful long range strike on the US homeland by a for-
eign power, creating significant political shock and public pressure on US leader-
ship to respond. China’s strike on the Taiwanese airfield known to host US aircrafts
achieved its objectives. The runway was heavily cratered and rendered temporarily
unusable. Fuel storage and several support structures were destroyed. The strike
caused several Taiwanese and three US military casualties. The airfield’s loss limits
immediate sortie options for Taiwan and US forces operating from the island.

Participant 1: Participant 5, you ready to launch? I want you to go into their room
and convey the message. It’ll be interesting to hear what they say. While he’s doing
that, any other offensive measures we should be taking?

Participant 2: We don’t want to do too much more in space right now, other than
the jamming that [ mentioned. We hold our kinetic kill in reserve because they also
have a very substantial space control capability. We’re already attacking their mo-
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bile missiles. We may have our SSNs ping their SSBNs just to let them know that
we’re around.

Participant 1: I like that. Does that create a risk of losing our SSN attack capability
if we ping them? They may take countermeasures against our SSNs.

Participant 2: Potentially, but that depends on where their SSBNs are. There’s cer-
tainly some in the South China Sea. They’re probably all still in the South China
Sea.

Participant 1: So they might have their own assets, other defensive capabilities.
Participant 2: They would have.

Participant 1: It sounds a little risky to me. Facilitator, I’ve got a request for you.
Once we strike the domestic security forces that keep the Chinese Communist Party
in place, tell control that we’re going to ask what are the effects? If the people’s
armed police loses their command and control capabilities.

Participant 5: Especially during a bank failure, that would be bad.
Participant 1: How did your discussion go?

Participant 5: Well, they’re good at this. They said, we’ll get back to you as any
smart diplomat would. But I gave them the comments in the chat.

Participant 1: Good. What else should we be doing? I think we’ve done everything
necessary to prepare for this move.

Facilitator: Just sending notes mainly.

Participant 1: Do you have written down the defensive and offensive measures that
we are going to take?

Facilitator: Not yet, would you be able to read them out one more time?

Participant 1: Yeah. And everybody correct me when I’m wrong. So defensive mea-
sures that are now underway: We have moved to DEFCON one versus two. We
have dispersed all remaining tankers, bombers, and airlift assets. We are jamming
and using all EW capabilities and cyber capabilities against Chinese space assets,
but not yet using kinetic attacks. We’ve moved GPS to military codes and we’ve
gone to secure communications. We’re mining the Taiwan Straits, and waters off-
shore from Chinese points of power projection. We have transitioned the US pos-
ture from Homeland Security to Homeland Defense. All emergency management
capabilities are fully mobilized and under the command and control of the Sec-
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retary of Defense. Now to offensive measures. Implement aggressive economic
sanctions to include the Chinese payment system for maritime commerce, banking
functions, insurance related activities, and other measures to inflict maximum eco-
nomic pain on the PRC. Second, we’re going to hit all conventional ICBM launch
and missile storage sites. We’re going to launch conventional weapons against their
power projection points of departure, points of embarkation. We’re going to strike
their internal police force command and control nodes. We are going to hold off for
now on using force against ships during the boarding process but we will continue
to impose a quarantine and we have authorized our allies to use force in response
to Chinese attacks on them. And then last, I want to ask the team, do we want to go
forward at this stage with comprehensive attacks against Chinese energy systems
or do something more limited at this stage?

Participant 5: More limited. I would add there, to shut down or take out all of their
international space, TTNC and SSN capabilities.

Participant 2: We might also consider a geographically focused attack to cause one
small part of the country to suffer severe economic disruption without going all the
way.

Participant 1: Are you talking about attacks on energy systems?

Participant 2: Yes. I tend to like the idea, whether it’s banking, the economy, energy
or logistics, that you focus it geographically on one certain area to just demonstrate

what we can do and do some real damage in that one area.

Participant 1: I think we need to think exactly what those means and potential tar-
gets would be.

Participant 2: Power plants in Dandong and Huayun.

Participant 1: Facilitator, include attacks against energy systems in Dandong and
Huayun.

Participant 2: They’re in the northeast which has the advantage of being a geo-
graphic distraction.

Participant 1: Why not take out the flow of power to Beijing?
Participant 2: Because it’s a little bit too close to the very power center. Although
I would say now that they’re striking our homeland it’s sort of in the zone. I don’t

know what others think.

Participant 1: I would hold a card in reserve. China has two giant interconnected
grids, north and south. We might be able to create cascading blackouts across broad
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regions of China with carefully targeted strikes. So let’s hold that one in reserve.
Right now they’re taking out power on the West Coast. I like the idea of targeting
stuff that matters to them. I’m not sure that the Northeast has any military effects
on them.

Participant 2: The case against that is that’s an area that’s not going to be heavily
involved in a Taiwan invasion. Maybe if we’re keeping this about Taiwan, maybe
the smarter move is Guangdong.

Participant 1: I think Guangdong makes good sense. Let’s put that. To disrupt the
ability of China to launch and sustain attacks on Taiwan.

Participant 2: Would you also add Hainan island?

Participant 1: Absolutely. And many activities on Hainan Island, including intelli-
gence, are important. I’'m not sure we still need the geographically focused attacks.

Participant 2: I’ll defer to the majority.

Participant 1: I think this latter one gets the job done. The economy is going to grind
to a halt there with no electricity.

Participant 4: I have a question. I don’t know if we need to specify this or if it’s
inherent in our long list of defense and offense, but I’'m assuming our fielded forces
overseas and the AOR, you know, have by ROE, we have the full right of self-de-
fense. I hope those poor naval task forces sitting out there can go after things that
are threatening them and not have to wait to be fired upon.

Participant 1: I’'m good with that. You want to put it into a text for the Facilitator
to send? I have a couple of things that we need for our back pockets. Number one,
carrier task forces are sitting ducks. We’re going to lose the carrier. And there’s
no chance a carrier battle group can survive a ballistic missile attack in this era.
So get ready everybody for the loss of the carrier battle group, which is going to
have huge political effects, not much for military effects, but huge political effects.
Then should we also list communications to allies and China? Is that something we
should be prepared to present in the briefing?

Facilitator: Yes, sure.

Participant 1: Oh, I forgot, on defense, add, the halt of all Chinese communica-
tions to the United States via social media. You can say the FCC halts all Chinese
communications. As well, the United States punches a hole in the Great Wall and
begins targeted messaging to Chinese Communist Party officials on the dangers of
escalation that Xi Jinping has created. But we have no desire for such escalation.
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Participant 5: Here’s a thought with regards to our active defenses, they’re shooting
conventional weapons at us right now. We don’t have that many defenses in place
yet. So do we use any of our defenses to engage their conventional weapons or do
we save them for possible defense against nuclear weapons?

Participant 2: I think the latter.

Participant 5: Then let’s say so.

Facilitator: Okay, where would that go? And then I think we should send this off.
Participant 5: Right after DEF CON.

Facilitator: Okay, do you want me to send this out?

Participant 1: Yes. I sign off.

Facilitator: Okay. Awesome.

Participant 7: If I may please before we send it off, maybe you would like to hear
some questions from our allies and then maybe we can update it?

Participant 1: Let’s send it and then we’ll offer an addendum shortly. So how’d it
go, Participant 7?

Participant 7: It went well. Our allies have areas of consideration from three coun-
tries. Number one, Philippines. What is the position of the United States? What are
we planning to do? Are we going to attack any ship under the Chinese flag or are
we going to defend our lives? What is our position?

Participant 1: What we decided while you were gone is not yet.

Participant 7: So then perhaps if you wouldn’t mind, because this is an area of
concern, maybe we just take notes. And then, I don’t know the protocol, maybe we
send the message after our team discusses. Then another country of consideration
was Japan. And our Japanese allies would also like to know what the United States’
position? Did you guys discuss this also?

Participant 1: Position on what?

Participant 7: If the Chinese will be attacking the Japanese or if any military activ-
ity occurs around Japanese sovereign territory, what is our position?

Participant 1: Japan should strike back.
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Participant 7: Are we going to offer any assistance? Military assistance?
Participant 1: Yes.
Participant 7: To what extent.

Participant 1: The maximum extent of resupply of weapons, and support for air
defense with US assets in Japan, and other military activities as requested by Japan.

Participant 5: And also announce we’re holding discussions for the sale of a large
quantity of intermediate-range ballistic missiles to Japan.

Pacific Allies Representative: Hello, I am here on behalf of Japan and others. I just
wanted to let you know I’'m here. We had some questions for you. I came in the
middle of you talking about striking back. Have you gotten any information that
Japan has been attacked itself yet or are you talking about strike back on behalf of
the United States?

Participant 7: I just had a chance to start briefing my team. You walked in at a good
time, you can ask yourself. Unless our team has nothing to hide from our allies,
we also have to determine our position regarding Taiwan. I know this is what you
might be interested in.

Participant 1: Correct me if I'm wrong, folks. I think that our position is that if
China attacks Japan with conventional weapons, then the United States will support
Japan in taking military responses against China as Japan thinks are appropriate.
The US will offer defensive support as requested by Japan as well.

Pacific Allies Representative: Thank you very much for that. That’s good to know.
Japan certainly appreciates that. We had a request from all of us, but especially
from the Philippines, as to how exactly is the United States trying to enforce the
blockade? Are you trying to stop and inspect all ships going through or only ones
that are PRC flagged? The Philippines notes that its economy is highly dependent
on maritime trade and we would find it harder to support the blockade effort if all
of its ships and trade are also being disrupted.

Facilitator: Participant 5, if you’re on, would you mind taking the lead on that?

Participant 5: I’'m sorry, but I’'m one who thinks as he writes. So I’ll write some-
thing and then I’ll carry it back to the allied group, is that okay?

Pacific Allies Representative: Yes, that’s all right. So we’ll be awaiting your re-
sponse on that. We were also wondering what is the US’s overall strategy? Did
you intend to go big upfront with escalation to try to force the PRC to back down
or is the strategy more trying to prolong the situation with economic pressure and
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avoiding further major clashes.

Participant 1: I’ll take that one and ask other people to fill in. We’re taking pro-
portionate responses under the law of armed conflict. And now that the PRC has
conducted conventional strikes on the West Coast of the United States, we’re very
concerned and have messaged that China is unleashing an escalatory process that
may be very difficult to control.

Pacific Allies Representative: Does the US have any plans for how to control it?
Are you planning to start striking targets conventionally on the PRC East Coast?

Participant 1: Yes. They’ve attacked targets, including energy sector targets, on the
west coast of the United States, and have caused serious disruptions. So the US will
be taking strong economic and military responses in order to discourage further
escalation.

Facilitator: Also, I just wanted to flag that we got two responses from China. Sorry
to interrupt.

Pacific Allies Representative: Are you willing to provide any further insights into
target sets and scale and scope of what you’re trying to do to China? And also relat-
ed to that, what support would you be seeking from the allies in both the military,
diplomatic, and economic sense?

Participant 1: Who’d like to take that? We haven’t really discussed it. What do we
want our allies to do, other than respond with conventional forces if China attacks
them?

Participant 5: Well, isn’t it to our advantage to have a coordinated approach to our
response so that escalation is under the control of a single command. \

Participant 2: Excellent point.

Participant 5: I mean one thing I would not deny an ally the ability to do is take
immediate action to defend its population, territory, interests and vessels. I think
that would be a thing that we would clearly allow them to do. But when it comes to
any kind of preemptive attack or strike against any Chinese target, [ would hope for
some coordination through a common command structure.

Pacific Allies Representative: And does this apply to Taiwan too? Because Taiwan
has offered to conduct strikes against Chinese conventional ICBM launch locations.

Participant 5: Yes, I think it should apply to Taiwan too. Others might disagree, but
I don’t know if we want to deliberate on that in the presence of our allies.
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Pacific Allies Representative: I can return to the allied room and brief them on what
we’ve discussed so far and then let them know that you will be coming back to
follow up with the collective US response. Thank you.

Facilitator: Also, we have to send any communications out in the next couple of
minutes, because communications stop at 7.

Participant 5: Okay. Does everyone like the message on shipping? Can we send
that?

Facilitator: Absolutely.

Participant 5: Realistically, we just don’t have enough vessels in the area to stop
every ship in the Taiwan Strait. And since we’re going to be worrying about things
other than rusty freighters, you know, as in putting up a standard three picket, I
would not want to take on the job of a total blockade.

Participant 2: We wouldn’t blockade them in the Taiwan Strait, we would blockade
them in the Malacca Straits and the others.

Facilitator: We have about five more minutes if we still want to send messages or
we can start working on the questions for the briefing.

Participant 2: I just saw we’ve got a strike control at 4.55 p.m. So just a couple
minutes ago, it’s in the chat. If we discussed it, apologies.

Facilitator: No, we haven’t. I can read it out now for anyone who can’t see it. The
US strikes damaged several suspected conventional Chinese c-ICBM support sites,
but China’s wider missile force, including mobile units and any dual capable bri-
gades, remains largely intact, and Beijing views the attack as a major escalation.
US efforts to mine the Taiwan Strait achieved only partial success. Submarines and
standoff delivered mines seeded limited approaches, but China detected the activ-
ity and began countermeasures immediately. The strait is not fully closed, though
PLAN operations are slowed and riskier.

Participant 5: I’'m sorry, what was I doing for us again? Are we going to message
our allies about coordinating use of force?

Participant 1: Yes.
Participant 5: Indo-Pac? Is that who would be coordinating escalation?
Participant 1: INDOPACOM.

Participant 5: Okay.
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Participant 1: Okay, can we send it?

Facilitator: Yes, I will send it right now. And then we got a response from China in
response to the US strikes. Let me put it in the chat. I’ll read it out, China makes a
public global announcement that it is a shame that the US sees fit to inflict suffering
on not only the people of Asia, but also the American population in furtherance of
an ill-advised and illegal regime change operation. China makes clear that the US is
responsible for halting trade. Pain and suffering on Pacific regional actors is being
inflicted solely by the US. US strikes against China violate sovereignty and should
be of concern for all the people of Asia. Furthermore, the US has struck China with
regional military assets showing that these assets are being used for active offense,
not defense, therefore making these legitimate military targets in the Chinese Civil
War. The US’ position is irresponsible and risks immeasurable escalation. The US
strikes against the Chinese mainland continue. China cannot be held responsible for
what may happen to the United States. The US is playing with fire. Using part of its
remaining c-ICBM arsenal, China engages in conventional area denial strikes on all
Pacific Island chains belonging to the US and all US bases in the Pacific from which
the US has launched offensive assets. China announces to regional Pacific actors
that these strikes are surgical and intend to cap only US aggression.

Participant 5: First of all. Now are we sinking some artificial islands?
Participant 2: Yeah.

Facilitator: That should be the last communication of the night. And now we have
about thirty minutes to work on those slides.

Participant 1: I think we’ve done some of this, haven’t we? You built some slides
that address these questions already? I think what we’ve written is the way to lay
it out.

Participant 4: We were having a chat conversation about why not request security
assistance from NATO. We did on 9/11. So, let’s turn up the global pressure on
China.

Facilitator: Okay, do you want me to add this as a response to this slide?
Participant 4: I’d recommend it.

Participant 5: I’m in favor.

Participant 4: Do we need to specify a second strike or ongoing strikes on those

Chinese ICBMs? I don’t know what the rules of such a game are. Is that considered
a given or do we have to say continue strikes until the objective is achieved?
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Participant 2: I thought initially we struck all of them. But if they’re saying that our
attack was only partially successful, then we need to restrike against the surviving
systems.

Participant 4: Yes, sir.

Participant 2: Although having said that, I thought I heard earlier that the Chinese
had largely expended their force on our Pacific allies. Is that correct or not?

Facilitator: I believe that’s correct. Can anyone else confirm that?
Participant 4: I haven’t been able to find it in the chat.
Participant 2: I thought it was in the Chinese statement.

Facilitator: I think it said, using part of its remaining ICBM arsenal, China engages
in conventional area denial strikes on all Pacific island chains belonging to the US
and all US bases in the Pacific from which the US has launched offensive assets.

Participant 2: Then we continue strikes against the surviving conventional [CBMs
and also their IMR and IRBMs.

Facilitator: Okay. The second question is, in this scenario, the US has no conven-
tional ICBMs. If the scenario was replayed and the US had an equal number of
conventional ICBMs, so 150 in its arsenal, would they choose to use them or not?
If they do, what kinds of missiles would be used against what kind of targets in Chi-
na? What would the objective be of this strike? If not, explain why and what else,
if anything, the American team might do.

Participant 2: I think we’d use them.

Participant 1: I agree we’d use them, but we have a lot of capabilities for conven-
tional strikes apart from conventional ICBMs. We’ve got a lot of capabilities in this
time frame. so I’'m not too concerned about whether or not we have conventional
ICBMs. Other thoughts? Am I off base here?

Participant 2: One of the major targets for them would be defense suppression to
make sure that our other assets weren’t able to penetrate. Another one would be to
take out any of their ground-based ASAT capabilities as well as satellite TTNC and
their SSN capabilities.

Facilitator: Participant 4, did you have something to add?

Participant 4: As just a small point of clarification, in case it comes up in the brief,
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hopefully we would have built our conventional ICBMs and employed them such
that they were clearly distinct from the nuclear ICBM wing fields in the United
States.

Participant 2: Deploy them in Alaska.

Participant 4: I was thinking maybe closer to the coasts. But probably, they’d have
to be in the north because you’d want a short arrival time. Just as long as we didn’t
have something flying out of the Minot missile field, the Warren missile field or
Malmstrom.

Facilitator: The next question is, will China’s use of non-nuclear ICBMs necessar-
ily lead to an American nuclear response? If not, why not?

Participant 2: Because we don’t want to escalate to nuclear war. As we discussed
earlier, whereas Taiwan may in fact be a survival interest for the US, preventing
nuclear war is an even greater survival interest.

Participant 1 I don’t know if it’s a survival interest for us.
Participant 2: Well, that’s what we discussed earlier.

Participant 1: the American president, our president, has already said that he’s not
too interested in Taiwan’s defense. We’ve been forced into a more active posture
by circumstances, but I think we agreed yesterday, if memory serves, that main-
taining the integrity of our alliance with Japan, South Korea, Australia, and the
Philippines, that’s a core U.S. security concern. Taiwan’s gonna go down anyway,
we can’t defend it militarily. So now I think this relates to what I’d say in item two,
reassuring US allies since we’ve essentially abandoned the military defense of Tai-
wan. That’s a core priority for us in move three. As we were briefed earlier, at the
end of the second day of play, US allies are really concerned about the credibility
of our commitments to our defense. I think one of things we’re doing today with
our robust response to Chinese attacks is reassuring our allies and living up to our
defense commitments in a way that is different from Taiwan. That’s how I see it.
Others may differ.

Participant 2: That’s consistent with what we said last night. We’d have to change
that second sentence in the first bullet under number one.

Participant 4: Well, actually we can defend Taiwan, I believe the issue is if China
decides that it is in fact a survival interest for them and they decide to go nuclear, |

think that’s where we draw the line.

Facilitator: Any other comments or questions? Any more additions?
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Participant 1: If not, I think we can break and go back to the plenary. I’d ask each
of you to volunteer to brief a slide. I don’t want to do all the talking. That’s the way
I’ll proceed. Thanks everyone.

177



178

Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

Pacific Allies Team

Participant 1: Facilitator please have a slide generated as we go through this. So
for Korea, the nation itself will brace for war because it would be prudent for the
military and the nation to realize that not only the United States but Japan is now
deeply involved as well. And so our turn is coming very rapidly. We would inter-
nally increase our readiness with the highest level and start close coordination with
the United States. So that would probably be what’s happening internally. To the
US, again, like yesterday, the Koreans would be requesting more information and
more initially defensive assets. Included in that information request what activities
the United States forces Korea would be conducting. Thirdly, perhaps we would
request some sort of trilateral meeting between the United States, Korea, and Japan
to try to coordinate whatever we can. I’'m not too sure if the Koreans would propose
this first. In this kind of situation, I think it would be natural for the United States
or the Japanese to initiate such a trilateral consultation. And finally, a lot of our
interests would be what the United States expects Korea to do at this time. Let me
invite anybody else to input any perspectives that specific nations would have in
this situation. Thank you.

Participant 8: First [ want to draw attention to the chat. I think based on what’s in
the chat we need to seek clarification from the Control team, because from the very
beginning, the control team talked about the US and Japan forming protections to
allow US convoys to go to Taiwan. The question is what role does Japan play in
this? Do they already have shifts in the escort convoys? It’s just a little bit unclear.
I don’t know if everyone agrees with that. Additionally, Taiwan would have a few
things they wanna check in on. And the first thing is they wanna check with Japan
on the status of the navy vessels that were detained by Japan at the very beginning
and ask if they could be returned now that the situation has changed. The second
one is another clarification from the control team because as there is a blockade and
there’s exchanges of fire, Taiwan would be targeting and striking Chinese vessels
around Taiwan with its own weapons. So, the question is, would the US forces on
Taiwan be authorized to assist with that targeting? What’s their order? Are they just
staying in place doing your thing?

Participant 1: So, what are the questions for the control team?

Participant 8: One question to the Japanese team, one question to the control team.
The question for the control team is will the US forces on Taiwan be allowed to help
with Taiwan’s targeting of Chinese ships? The question for the Japanese is to ask

for the return of the ships they detained during move two.

Participant 1: Let’s think about that. But in the chat box, someone says Japan will
not attack Chinese ships even if the Chinese attack Japan directly.

Participant 5: Well, that’s unless China attacks Japan directly.
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Participant 1: Oh, okay. Does everybody agree with that?... So how does that trans-
late to our position? Japan will not use a military response unless attacked directly.

Participant 4: But I have a question about it. If the US tried to launch some missiles
from Japanese territory, how would the Japanese government react?

Participant 8: So I guess my question is, are the Japanese escort vessels just trip
wires? Or for convoys?

Participant 9: For convoys. They’d be behind the US forces and they will probably
support the escorting but they are not allowed to use force unless the parliament
agrees to that.

Participant 8: So would Japan like to let China know that?

Participant 9: Yes, I think we have informed them at the beginning, to both the
Chinese and the Taiwan team. Japan will never use force unless Japan is directly
attacked by China.

Participant 1: If they were fired upon, which is highly likely, they would be shoot-
ing back as self defense, so, call them escorts or whatever, but basically they are a
decoy and a legitimate target in the eyes of the Chinese. That’s a very dangerous
situation.

Participant 3: If the Chinese have already been informed that the Japanese will not
fire first, the Chinese may decide it’s in their own best interest to not engage Japa-
nese ships, to literally bypass those ships because they don’t represent a threat.

Participant 8: That’s why I suggest we really need to let the Chinese team know
because it’s a legitimate tactic. What if China only struck US vessels in the convoy?
Would the Japanese be authorized to use force or would they just stand by?

Participant 1: Those are great questions. In reality, I’ve always worried about Japa-
nese, US, Chinese attending commanders and the commanders who are command-
ing the ships, and the pilots of the airplanes, will they follow orders? Or will they
understand the orders fully or will they understand the intent? That’s one question
that I’ve always had. Another is when a missile is launched, how will it know
from a Japanese escort and its primary target? Anyway, Facilitator, please send a
message to the Chinese saying that Japan is providing peaceful escort missions to
American humanitarian assistance to Taiwan and we will not engage in hostilities
unless fired upon first. How does that sound?

Facilitator: Got it.
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Participant 1: As a matter of fact, I think the Koreans should have a separate mes-
sage to send to the Chinese that we are adamantly against hostilities, and they must
cease immediately, and that we will contribute our maritime assets to facilitate the
humanitarian assistance provided to the people of Taiwan. Korean ships doing such
missions should not be a military target of the Chinese, something like that. And
could you make sure that both messages are shared with our US team?

Facilitator: Yep.
Participant 1: Okay, anything from the Australians?

Participant 11: I was just gonna say the Australians would probably join that mes-
sage that you just laid out from Korea, but I can’t imagine a situation where Japan
and Australia weren’t moving in lockstep with those sorts of rules of engagement
that were just set out.

Participant 1: Rules of engagement, that’s a great word. Facilitator, do not put all
these messages in just one one message. Send this separately so that the Chinese
and the US team remember there are 36 countries in the Indo-Pacific. So that’s a
diplomatic warning to the Chinese, and a reminder to the United States that there
are many nations here with stakes in all of this. Then, can you put up the slides that
we will be using to brief?

Participant 8: I’'m sorry before that, I want to ask one a clarifying question to the
control team on what the US would be shipping to Taiwan. Is it purely humanitarian
assistance or does it include warstock or war materials? And an addendum to that
question is, would the US be allowing Taiwan to draw on the reserve or stock on
Taiwan? Then I think we should send a message from Taiwan to the US, a covert
message, offering to provide a surrogate strike against Chinese conventional ICBM
placements.

Participant 5: Would Taiwan have the range to reach those?

Participant 8: Taiwan has mid range ballistic missiles in very limited numbers.
Facilitator: Could you just repeat that message one more time?

Participant 8: A covert message to the US offering to conduct surrogate strikes
against Chinese conventional c-ICBM placements. Then I think there’s an addition-
al question in the chat, and that should be all.

Participant 1: FYI, the stockpile that you’re talking about is in Japan and in Korea.
And the Koreans from my understanding would be against the stockpiles moving

from here to that area. And it probably would not be a smart thing to do. It’s a long
way over there.



Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

Participant 8: Sorry, did you mean moving stocks from Korea to Taiwan?
Participant 1: Yes.

Participant 8: No, the question is whether Taiwan can use the war reserve stock
that’s already on Taiwan. The US is establishing a war reserve stock on Taiwan.
Everything’s already passed in the process of actually doing that. The first shipment
arrived last year.

Participant 1: Oh okay, thanks.

Participant 5: How about the question I asked earlier? It was about other pacific
nations, particularly those affected by the US-led attempt to enforce this block-
ade. Does anybody have ideas about how Malaysia, Singapore, Indonesia, possibly
others like Brunei would respond to this? I’m thinking they’d object to it but not
interfere, but I’'m open to other thoughts as well.

Participant 3: I think it depends on who the US is stopping. If the US stops all ves-
sels, those countries’ economies are gonna crater and they’re going to go ballistic
over it. If the US is only targeting PRC flagged vessels, those countries will protest
because the PRC has become their largest trading partner, but it’s not quite the same
as it is if everything is being shut down. Of course, if the US announces it’s only
doing PRC flagged vessels, there will be a lot of vessels that suddenly are reflagged.

Participant 8: I think the interesting question to ask is, what would Singapore do?
They could just threaten to cut off seventh fleet logistics. It’s all based in Singapore.

Participant 11: My instincts are you’ll see a lot of assertions of sovereignty and
objections to this activity and not much actually happening on the ground. Their
interest is just making sure that in public they can say to the Chinese, we’re on the
sidelines, but they’ll be quietly facilitating whatever they can underneath the radar.
As this scenario starts to roll out it crystallises a whole lot of issues for the Indone-
sians.

Participant 3: I’'m gonna disagree a little bit because when you consider the timeline
that we’ve been on, I asked control yesterday whether the current administration
was following the current 2024 administration’s tariff policy and I never got an
answer. But if there’s been another ten years of the US imposing heavy tariffs, and
then taking them off and reimposing them again, I’d be willing to bet that these
countries have been driven deeper into the PRC orbit, and that’s gonna make them
a lot less willing to sacrifice their economies on behalf of a trading partner that they
don’t think can necessarily be trusted.

Participant 11: But these countries have been dealing with China as a hegemon for
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thousands of years. They have a very acute sensitivity around it. They’ll be tied
closely in but whether or not they want to actually be in a situation where they’re
bending the knee without any alternative, I think it’ll be very much in their interest
to keep the US in the region regardless of how resistant the US is.

Participant 1: So, going back to the question, nobody would like the situation, so
they would protest, but at the same time sailing into these blockades or quarantine
or whatever you want to call it is a dangerous affair, and I’'m not sure the insur-
ance companies will be insuring ships that go in. So it’s gonna affect shipping for
sure, and affect the world economy for sure. Probably the United Nations and other
world organizations are going to be concerned. I think that any prudent ship owner
would not want his ships to go in there for purely economic reasons.

Participant 8: So, I just want to clarify, when you say the insurance thing, are you
thinking about the China side of the blockade or the US side of the blockade?

Participant 1: Everybody. If you’re an insurance company, I think there are clauses
that you know you’re not gonna insure ships that go into a potential war zone. So
when that happens, ship owners, whether they’re American, Chinese, or Korean,
whatever, they’re not gonna go in because they’re not gonna make money. This is
simple math.

Participant 8: For the US they could just activate the merchant marines to use on
that if they want to. But for Taiwan they would use Taiwan flagships and then the
government would pay for their insurance. The government would act as the insur-
er essentially. That’s for Taiwan. I don’t know what China has in play, but I thought
it might not be too far from that.

Facilitator: So, just to interject, we received a message from the China team.I’'m
gonna share my screen and show the message we received. Can you all see?

Participant 3: So are they saying they’re hitting the electrical grid supporting those
assets? Saying they’re hitting infrastructure doesn’t really tell us much.

Participant 5: They specify main substations supporting US Western CONUS mil-
itary assets.

Participant 3: That’s why I was guessing they might mean electrical generating
substations, but this is just ambiguous enough that I’m not sure if that’s what they
mean.

Participant 11: They’ve done their job then.

Participant 3: Well, it’s gonna be very obvious when the missiles hit, you know?
If they’re trying to send us this message, it would probably be good if we actually
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knew what they meant because targeting the airfield in Taiwan is a very clear ex-
planation of the target. But US infrastructure could be defined as almost anything
on the western coast, according to what they’ve written there.

Participant 4: I think they launched but they’re not sure if it has hit or not.

Participant 3: Right, they don’t know whether it’s been successful until control tells
them, but I’m still uncertain what they’re actually striking. Because depending on
what they’re striking, that may influence what the Philippines’ response is at the
very least and might influence the rest of the allies. Electrical generating capacity is
a dual use system that’s going to have significant effects on civilians, for example.

Participant 5: Yeah, it looks like they’re inviting a proportional US counter strike.

Participant 8: This is a question for the control team. Can we get an adjudication
on the results of the strike against Taiwanese airfields, American targets? And just
keep in mind, 4-MaRYV is not a lot and Taiwan has a lot of reinforced hangars and
an air defense system.

Participant 3: And while we’re waiting can we all agree that using an ICBM to hit
Taiwan from China is absolutely silly. A huge waste of money, that’s for sure.

Participant 4: Yeah, at the beginning it’s kind of a symbolic move, but now they
don’t have to use ICBMs for Taiwanese targets.

Participant 3: Yeah, they have short range missile systems that could do the same
thing with greater precision. And honestly, they have artillery pieces that almost
have the range. I know Facilitator 2 is just gonna accuse me of fighting the scenario
if I bring it up in the plenary room, but, they have other things! If they only have
150 of these missile systems to start with, lobbing four of them across the straits of
Taiwan is not optimal.

Participant 5: It wasn’t clear to me from their communication exactly how many
missiles they used in each strike because they’re the different configurations of
MaRVs and they mentioned 8-MaRV missiles for the US and 4-MaRV for the Tai-
wan airfield, but it wasn’t clear to me how many of each.

Participant 3: I believe it’s four missiles with the MaRV configuration that they’re
allowed and eight missiles with the MaRV configuration that they’re allowed. It’s

one of the three configurations they can use.

Participant 5: Okay, but not specifying how many MaRVs are on the particular
missiles?

Participant 3: I’ll check the materials in a moment, but I think they can essentially
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fire a single warhead larger payload with penetration capacity, a single missile body
with MaRYV, or a single missile with a drone swarm inside of it. But I don’t think
that they specify 2468, I think it’s just a single warhead MaRV or drone. I’ll check
though. I have the materials here.

Participant 8: And there’s also issues because if you’re hitting a target 300 kilome-
ters away, like, would the MaRV even have space to maneuver?

Participant 3: Presumably you’re throwing it on such a ballistic trajectory that
it’s hitting at a minimum suborbital space. So you could definitely sprinkle them
around. It looked to me from their message that they’re trying to essentially wipe
out all of the runway and launch infrastructure more than the hardened targets, but
I might be wrong.

Participant 5: Slide 17 of the read ahead materials does mention that they could arm
their conventional ICBMs with four, six or eight MaRVs.

Participant 3: Correct. So perhaps they only lobbed one missile each way with a
4-MaRV and an 8-MaRV. Facilitator if we can get clarification on that, that would
be very helpful.

Participant 5: If they’re going with that limited of a strike towards CONUS, it
seems like the US might have decent odds of intercepting it.

Participant 3: And even with the 4-MaRYV, they can’t counter hardened targets, so
any revetments or shelters would be fine, but the runway itself could be cratered.

Facilitator: I’'m now sharing a message from the control team.

Participant 3: Heads up Pacific partners. We do have a member of the US delega-
tion in our discussion right now.

US Representative: Good evening. I’'m wondering if you would not mind my pres-
ence or would you like me to step out and come back?

Participant 3: I mainly wanted to make sure that nobody said anything that we
didn’t want the United States to know about, because they may not have realized
you had joined the group.

Participant 5: Well, I think we do have some questions for the US that maybe you
could answer and we’d like to hear what you came to talk about.

US Representative: Certainly. I would be happy to take notes because I’'m not sure
if I’'m fully authorized to answer, but I would be happy to answer wherever I pos-
sibly can.
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Participant 5: Alright, would you like to go first? Was there something that you
wanted to discuss or ask of us?

US Representative: You can go first.

Participant 3: The Philippines would like to know whether the United States intends
to stop all vessels approaching the Straits of Malacca and other choke points or only
vessels flagged to the People’s Republic of China.

US Representative: Okay, this has not yet been discussed. I would be happy to take
the question back.

Participant 8: The other thing I want to confirm is if the US has received a message
from Taiwan, a covert message, asking to conduct surrogate strikes against Chinese
c-ICBM emplacements.

US Representative: Yes. The United States would support any actions US allies
would like to proceed with. We would be happy to back up non-kinetic options,
meaning we would be happy to have sanctions, or target some infrastructure grid.

Participant 9: My question is from Japan. Is there any initiative by the United States
to talk to China directly to de-escalate the situation?

US Representative: We’re working on that.

Participant 5: I think on a related note, we were discussing earlier whether the US
might try to launch any attacks against the PRC from bases in Japan or Japanese
waters and how Japan would respond to that. Is that something that you have any
thoughts on?

US Representative: No, this has not been discussed. I would be happy to take these
all to my team.

Participant 8: Sorry, actually one more question. What is the US message to Taiwan
on its status within the current conflict? Since there’s US planes landing on Taiwan
and there’s US casualties on Taiwan, and the US is transporting goods, what is the
US’s official position toward Taiwan?

Participant 5: Yeah, we received a message, I think right before you came in, from
the PRC saying that maritime activity and shipping in the Pacific would remain as
normal. I was wondering if the US had any reaction to that given the attempt to
enforce a blockade?

US Representative: Oh sir, not at the moment. I have to take it all back to the team.
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Thank you.

Participant 8: The US blockade against China, is it a closed blockade or a distant
blockade?

Participant 5: It seems relatively distant to me like straits of Malacca etc. Not going
right up to the mainland PRC coastline.

Participant 11: It also raises the issue of what’s its purpose? Because the Chinese
are blockading Taiwan and the allied blockade is outside the concentric circle, even
the next concentric circle out. That presumably means nothing gets through be-
cause either the external blockade stops it because it’s China’s efforts or the Chi-
nese blockade stops it because— I mean are we actually sailing through the Chi-
nese blockade as escorts? It’s unclear to me, because it’s clear that the Chinese are
blockading Taiwan.

Participant 8: I think when we were discussing each country’s response, we didn’t
discuss the Philippines’ response. Are there any unique messages there?

Facilitator: Just to interject really quickly, we received a message from China and
also we are now able to send representatives to other teams if you so choose. I'm
sharing the message.

Participant 5: I’d be interested to know how this Chinese messaging is affecting the
American public, if it’s having the effects that China wants or invoking a counter
reaction.

Participant 8: There won’t be people on the street protesting. Taiwan will be under
martial law. You can’t be on the street.

Participant 1: Facilitator, how much time do we have left?
Facilitator: We return for the briefs at 7:30.

Participant 5: I wonder in the alternate scenario where the US comes to any of us
and asks for help with intelligence or other aspects that might help them with tar-
geting the PRC, do we provide that support or refuse in an effort to de-escalate? Or
are we being targeted ourselves?

Participant 1: Korea would absolutely share information and fulfill any requests
that the United States makes as an ally.

China Representative: Knock knock, I’'m a messenger from team China to hear to
relay a quick message. So we want to convey to two key Pacific partners and allied
countries that China is a nation of peace. We stand ready to engage in peaceful
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relations with our Pacific friends and partners. The recent Chinese attack on the
continental USA was not escalatory in intention, it was a proportional warning re-
sponse against America’s military involvement in Taiwan during this ongoing Chi-
nese civil war which was started by Taiwan’s killing of Chinese civilians. Whereas
in recent messaging from the American president to China, the US threatened not
only to provide military retaliation against China, but moreover the US threatened
to target China’s own regime security and try to topple our leadership. This is direct
meddling in China’s domestic politics. It’s the definition of Uncle Sam trying to
play world police again. Any response from the pacific allies team?

Participant 1: Thank you for your time. Please withdraw your military actions im-
mediately. Thank you. Korea.

Participant 8: This message is not directed at Taiwan, right? Only other Pacific Al-
lies will be receiving this?

China Representative: It can be to Taiwan too. So everybody on the team. Any fur-
ther response or should I go back to my team?

Participant 8: It’s obvious Taiwan will respond by accusing China of starting this
war through the fifth column and release all the evidence again and make it very
clear that China is the aggressor here.

China Representative: Thank you for your time. I’ head back to my team’s room.

Participant 8: With regard to intelligence sharing and ISR, I think it’s a safe as-
sumption that the US is already operating from regional bases for at least the pur-
pose of ISR.

Participant 5: That seems a reasonable assumption.

Participant 8: Would it make sense to check with the control team on if there’s any
update on either US and China are going hot, or if a shipment has arrived in Taiwan
or not?

Participant 5: Do we think we might be able to provide a more unified rebuttal to
the last Chinese statements? I think some of us would probably deny their claim
that their attack on the US was not escalatory in effect, if not an intention. I think we
probably want to coordinate with the US on that, but I think we would want to stand
by them more forcefully, even if we still want to de-escalate the situation overall.

Participant 11: Presumably the UN security council would be in session following
a strike on the US Homeland and we’d all be making those sorts of noises there as
well.
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Participant 8: Do we want to send a representative to talk to the US directly and see
if they have anything to say?

Participant 3: Sure. Are you volunteering?

Participant 8: I can go but I am playing Taiwan, which is odd. So somebody else
might be better.

Participant 3: It’s a little weird when any of us go. I do like to throw other people

under the bus when I can.

Participant 5: I’ll go. Any particular messages you’d like me to convey or just what
sort of support would the US be seeking from the Pacific partners at this time in the
aftermath of the Chinese strikes on conus?

Participant 3: If you don’t mind, please press them a little bit on which ships they’re
stopping?

Participant 6: Okay.

Participant 3: The Philippines’ economy is dependent on trade and if the US makes
that problematic, then we’re unlikely to be a particularly enthusiastic partner.

Participant 5: Okay.

Participant 7: And also please ask what their exit strategy is, like will they escalate
to make a fast end of the war or will they only go with economic pressure and pro-
long the situation to let the Chinese stop the game all together?

Participant 5: Any other requests for the US team for me to convey?

Participant 3: Good luck, we’re all counting on you.

Facilitator: I’ll share the last correspondence from Control.

Participant 9: Just tell them Japan continues to escort US vessels, but will not take
any actions unless Japanese vessels are directly hit.

Facilitator: Got it.

Participant 8: That reminds me. It probably doesn’t matter that much but does Japan
have any responses to Taiwan’s request to return its ships?

Participant 9: Sorry I missed that one, I wasn’t there yesterday. I think Japan should
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release those ships to Taiwan.

Participant 8: Okay, so Facilitator, after Taiwan got those ships back— Well, actu-
ally I’'m assuming, Chinese ships haven’t started shooting US ships east of Taiwan.
But since Taiwan got their ships back, they will start shooting Chinese ships as the
convoys were going through. Let’s send that as an action to all the other teams, and
seek adjudication from the control team.

Participant 9: Should I consult with any other pacific allies about what Japan should
do? It has a military implication for all our allies probably.

Participant 7: I think releasing a few Taiwanese ships will not really affect other
partners, so I think it can be your sovereign decision.

Participant 11: I don’t have any particular insight into what the Australian govern-
ment would actually say in this situation. But I think there would be some sentiment
towards Taiwanese self defense and enabling them to use their own resources to
defend themselves, so I’d be inclined to think releasing them would be, if not not
necessarily embraced, would be acceptable.

Participant 8: So, Facilitator an addendum to that message to the US requesting if
the Taiwanese Navy could join the convoy escort.

Participant 9: How about Japan only releases the Taiwanese vessels under the con-
dition that the Taiwanese will not use the ships for actions? Is that possible?

Participant 11: I’'m not sure, but I mean it doesn’t really matter. As soon as you
release them the Taiwanese will do what they want with them..

Participant 4: I think in this situation Japan can release the Taiwanese ships uncon-
ditionally.

Participant 8: This is a decision Japan also has to make, whether Japan is releasing
those ships with a crew, with full weapons and fuel or are they abiding by inter-
national convention where you only give those ships enough fuel to get back to
Taiwan and strip them off all weapons?

Participant 9: Ah, that’s a good idea.

Participant 8: Because that’s usually what they do. That’s what they did with
Ukraine and others as well.

Participant 9: That’s a very good idea. Thank you very much. Japan will follow that
kind advice. Can you send that message to the control team?
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Participant 5: Hello, I’'m back, a little jet lagged after my visit to the US, but I got
some input for you all and they will be following up with some more answers once
they’ve had a chance to deliberate. They wanted to let me know, right off the bat,
that if China does attack Japan with conventional weapons, the United States will
certainly help defend Japan as Japan thinks appropriate, as well as by shipping
missiles and any other defensive capability that might be appropriate there. The US
does intend to respond to China’s attacks on its homeland proportionately under the
law of armed conflict, which does mean attacks on the Chinese mainland from US
forces in order to try to de-escalate the conflict. They’re certainly messaging China
as well that China has unleashed escalation that might be difficult to control, and
the US is gonna be responding in kind with strong economic and military responses
to discourage further escalation. They did want some more time to discuss among
themselves what support the US would be requesting from the allies specifically,
but they did say that they see an advantage in coordinating their military response
as well as any military response by Taiwan or the other Pacific partners with unified
command structure. They say they would not deny any sovereign nation the ability
to take immediate action to defend its own territory, population and vessels, but if
we’re talking about retaliatory strikes on the Chinese mainland, including the ones
that Taiwan offered earlier against the conventional ICBM launch sites, the US
would like to be involved in coordinating those strikes as well. In response to the
questions from the Philippines about the scope of the blockade, someone will be
coming back to our room in a little bit to discuss.

Participant 8: Thanks. Just a little update on, what happened while you were out of
the room. I pressed Japan on the status of the Taiwanese vessels that were detained,
and the final resolution is Japan agreed to release those ships stripped of arms and
only with sufficient fuel to return to Taiwan but allowing escorts to escort those
ships back. And Taiwan’s next step is to launch attacks against Chinese ships east
of Taiwan and also request US permission to join in escorting the convoys.

Facilitator: Jumping in, we received correspondence from both the control team
and the US team, so I’m just sharing those.

Participant 5: Okay, that’s encouraging I think.

Participant 8: Sorry, additional questions about the US conversation, do they un-
derstand what surrogate strikes are? They want to be part of the coordination, but
do they understand the intent is to make it appear that Taiwan attacked these targets
without direction from the US, right?

Participant 5: I can go back and make sure that’s clear to them. They’ve already
attacked some of these sites themselves, so it may have been kind of a deconfliction

to make sure we’re not double tapping them unnecessarily.

Participant 8: There’s a timeframe issue, okay.
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Participant 8: Should we pull up the slides to start typing?

Participant 1: I really enjoyed the communications that all of you had between each
other. I think that’s the real value of these war war games to seek out and explore
issues and ideas that normally are beyond our own personal thoughts. For me, I've
always been pessimistic about war. People will do the opposite of what’s rational
and despite all the good things that mankind will try to do, in the end, we will
choose self destruction. So excuse me if I have not been active in the discussion.
Starting with the specific questions that have been presented to us, I’d like to point
out that there are diverse responses from allies and partners. So please point that
out. And what [ mean by that is that Korea, Japan, and Australia who are treaty al-
lies with the United States have different perspectives and obligations to them. So
our attitude and our responses and our expectations are different from other nations.
I left out the Philippines because I believe they have a treaty, but because of the
capability of the Philippines they might not be as possible as the other three allies
that I mentioned. So what I would point out to the overall audience is that there’s a
wide divergence of opinion or position in the Pacific area. And then we did not talk
about North Korea or Vietnam because it didn’t really come up. But for a country
like Korea and even Japan, any kind of activity by the North Koreans or simple
mobilization would have affected their thinking. So I think that that’s another point
that we should include.

Facilitator: Could you say concisely what we want on the slide?

Participant 1: Number one, there are diverse responses from allies/partners/others.
Number two, what to ask of the United States? Yeah, this is a great question. Are
we gonna ask the United States to restrain themselves? Abandon Taiwan? I think a
lot of Koreans in their hearts of hearts would say, I don’t care about the Taiwanese,
give it to them, to the Chinese. That’s what a lot of Koreans will be thinking. I hope
nobody tries to restrain the Americans, but the real ask for the Americans should
be that we need to put all in to support Taiwan because this is a matter of principle.
But again, that’s just me. I think there will be a diverse request of one, restraint and
two, of full support for Taiwan. The US will have to make a decision on this. It’s not
about Taiwan. It’s about what is right and wrong. And if the Americans don’t react
strongly and swiftly regardless of who’s right and wrong, it just tells me I can’t
rely on the United States any longer. In my lifetime alone, I’ve seen Saigon, Paul,
and recently I saw what happened in Kabul. All of the initial responses to Ukraine
were not very reassuring. So that shows the limits of this alliance, and in this situa-
tion, without a strong response from the United States, that would probably be the
last straw. So there’s a conflicting perspective in Korea. One is we need a strong
response to ensure our own safety, and yet we don’t want to get involved in a war.
Those are my initial thoughts and I welcome any of you to share your thoughts.

Participant 3: I don’t like having the slides say we’re asking the US to go all in. Not
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trying to restrain the US is not the same thing as asking for full military capability.
I would much prefer that the slides say that we are not attempting to restrain the
United States in any way rather than pushing them for an escalation of contract.

Participant 1: Yes, I concur. I have limited vision of the slides right now, but as you
said, it would be suffice to say that there are diverse responses from allies.

Participant 4: I think Korea’s asks will really depend on their political leadership.
It’s hard to say but depending on the political leadership in Japan and South Korea
and Australia, it will be very varied.

Participant 8: Does it make sense to segregate this a little bit by country? South Ko-
rea will have a response, and Japan obviously would have a different one because
they’re part of the escort convoy, and then the Philippines and Australia might have
different ones, and Taiwan certainly would have a different one. So does it make
sense to do a round robin of all countries?

Participant 1: It does.

Participant 5: I think one common denominator might be that we would all continue
to want the support of the United States for our mutual self defense, both now and
in the future.

Participant 1: Can you put that on the slide, Facilitator?

Participant 8: This brings in the question of what’s Japan’s position on this? Be-
cause Japan is an active participant in US operations right now, right?

Participant 9: Japan has already joined in to escort the US forces so Japan’s position
is to support the US operations but Japan itself will not be involved in major actions
and it will not take any first strike against China.

Participant 4: But thinking about the Japanese’s historical changes regarding their
stance on international conflict, maybe they can take this crisis as an opportunity
to rearm?

Participant 9: It is possible but I still think Japan does not want to be involved in
military action and still has a constitution not to attack first against the enemies.
That has to be clearly stated.

Participant 4: They will still move to absolute defense from relative defense right
now. Maybe they can do more, not offensive, but maybe more active military oper-

ations with the United States.

Participant 9: I think Japan is ready more than before to counter attack if they are
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being attacked by enemies but not to take any first actions to attack. That’s in the
constitution still.

Participant 8: My understanding of the US-Japan mutual defense treaty is limited.
Would Japan be obligated to come to the defense of US forces if the US forces were
hit? Because that’s what’s happening right now. US forces were hit by China and
US military personnel have died. What’s the Japanese response if the US were to
ask for help?

Participant 9: That’s a difficult question. Some have said that Japan could respond
militarily even if Japan is not attacked, if they believe it is a so-called imminent
threat. This is my personal opinion, but even if the US army’s casualty is confirmed,
Japan still could say that this is not an imminent threat to Japan unless their vessels
or bases have been directly attacked by the r enemies.

Participant 1: The mutual defense treaty language is very vague. It says we’ll re-
spond, that’s almost it. Well, what does respond really mean? So for eight decades,
Koreans have considered that to mean we will immediately go to war for the United
States and vice versa. Well, the ones that have studied or read the defense treaty
now realize that that’s not what it means. So, there are no obligations for anything.
They kept it that way. The important thing was to say that there was a mutual de-
fense treaty. So do we have to do something? Actually, no. All we need to say is we
support the United States. That’s about the minimum of what needs to be said. And
it’s a really scary proposition for Korea.

Participant 9: That’s exactly true. The three new policies issued two years ago could
allow Japan to meet their actions accordingly even if Japan is not directly attacked
but if the United States is attacked by other enemies. Japan could consider them-
selves under imminent threat. But I don’t think that is true in this case.

Participant 8: This sounds a lot like the second question we have on screen right
now, what do the Pacific Alleys fear next? Is it fair to say this is a shared fear of
both South Korea and Japan? But due to the vagueness of mutual defense treaties,
there’s a fear that responses to Chinese aggression toward the US would be in
doubt, essentially.

Participant 1: I’'m not sure if that is what we need to share in this scenario. In this
scenario I think allies, partners and others would all be at least commonly con-
cerned about going to full scale war, to nuclear exchange. I think that’s something
that I would like to answer, but I would welcome you mentioning the fact that the
mutual defense treaty is not as rock solid as most people believe it to be. And that’s
why the response to Taiwan is so critical because what happens to the Taiwanese is
going to be a direct example of what’s gonna happen to Korea and to Japan and to
other American allies. If the Americans are not able to or willing to defend Taiwan,
then what are they willing to defend?
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Participant 4: Yesterday, the United States team tried to convince us that we are in
a different situation from Taiwan because we have mature defense treaties and are
a member state, but still I agree with you. We need more of a guarantee. I asked
yesterday for more concrete extended nuclear deterrence from the United States.

Participant 8: Should we ask for the same measure as yesterday for extended de-
terrence?

Participant 1: Yeah, deploying nuclear weapons is not a good idea. It just serves
another reason for the Chinese to attack a small country like Korea. We need strong
unambiguous language from the United States, really savage language. That’s the
only kind of language that the Chinese, Russians, North Koreans will understand.
Hamas, Hezbollah, all these guys. Any ambiguity in the messaging, they’ll take as
weakness.

Participant 8: So I guess you could put down one of the requests from allies to the
US would be to have very strong and clear language on protecting allies against
Chinese aggression. It also makes sense to have a separate one for Taiwan because
Taiwan’s ask would be different. Taiwan’s fear would be basically time running
out, now. Taiwan’s fear would be that deliberation and talks between allies would
drag on as a Chinese amphibious invasion takes place. So there’s every incentive
for them to force the issue onto everybody else.

Facilitator: Just to note, we have four minutes left and there are still two remaining
questions.

Participant 7: I think the outcome of the game is that the US is not necessarily using
nuclear weapons but I think it is wise for the US to communicate to the Chinese that
they will use nuclear weapons to deter any other conventional or nuclear ICBMS
headed to the mainland US mainland.

Participant 8: I think we might not be in as good a position as the US team to answer
this, but we would certainly be very worried that it would escalate to nuclear.

Participant 8: I think we can put down something along the lines of the Pacific
allies worry that this might be the case. For the second one, I'm gonna explain
Taiwan’s position and then everyone else can go. Taiwan’s position is very simple.
They will not try to de-escalate this situation.

Participant 5: I think for others, we would definitely be providing diplomatic sup-
port to the US claim in the security council that they’ve been the victim of an armed
attack and warning about the risk of further escalation. It may be a formality that
obviously China would veto, but still something that’s proper to do to try to build
support among the rest of the world even if you have to fall back to the general
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assembly or other multilateral relations, whether it’s enforcing a blockade or other
matters it’s something that should be done.

Participant 8: Does the position that the allies hold to offer Pacific countries as
moderators still stand?

Facilitator: Just to note, we have one minute left before the slides have to be sent
Participant 3: Yes, I think we would still offer to be moderators to negotiate.
Participant 5: I think no one wants to be involved directly in attacks on China but
we would provide various levels of support to the US without trying to get involved
ourselves.

Participant 4: I’d like to say to the United States, we are going to support defensive
military operations, but also warn China if you are not stopping at this point, we are

willing to support even US offensive operations as well.

Participant 3: The Pacific partners renew their offer to serve as neutral mediators to
bring an end to the conflict.

Facilitator: Is there anything else we would like to add before I send this over?
Participant 1: It looks all good. Thank you very much.

Facilitator: Great, then I'll see you all in the plenary session.
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China Team
Participant 3: Do we have a new team member this round?

Guest: No. This is all new to me. Facilitator 2 asked if I could stop by today and I
might jump between some of the other rooms to see what’s going on. If I can con-
tribute in any way, please let me know.

Participant 3: I’m just happy that Facilitator 2 called in the big guns. Welcome.

Facilitator: Okay, welcome back everyone. Like yesterday we have about 20 min-
utes to discuss what we would like to do with our c-ICBMs given our updated
situation, and think about how our targets have changed, where we would want to
target in the US allied countries, or if we still want to keep focusing on Taiwan.
That is also an option, whatever we think is most beneficial, we can do, and I will
communicate to Control whatever we end up deciding to do.

Participant 2: I take it that if we decided not to hit the United States Xi would purge
us at once. Is that kind of the run of play here?

Facilitator: That does seem like how the situation has evolved.

Participant 3: Any initial framing thoughts for us? Do we change our posture? My
first thought is that a lot of the US change in positioning is largely symbolic, it
doesn’t sound like they can actually beat us in our backyard, and we should prob-
ably try to not provoke the US to further engage. I would imagine they still are not
gonna want to escalate, but I don’t know. That’s just my first thought without hav-
ing fully digested the change in scenario.

Participant 2: Well, I mean just in addition to the complexity we already have,
which is that we have to hit CONUS, we’re actually asking whether the United
States policy of extended deterrence and nuclear deterrence works. Striking CO-
NUS, that used to be a pretty big bad move, and now I think that we should be
asking, can we frame it slightly more casually even that?

Participant 3: Yesterday I think we mentioned in the targeting conversation that a
potential option if we were to strike the mainland would be striking infrastructure
assets that could support military bases on the west coast that would be reinforcing
an invasion or a shift in posture in the Pacific. ’'m wondering if we stick with that,
that we’re striking power infrastructure and things tied to military bases and what
I mean. Not anything that is a civilian or even a symbolic target and announcing
what we’re doing. I think announcing what we’re doing is really important to say
that the US has escalated. We are just trying to undermine the ability for the US to
put a blockade on our territory.
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Participant 5: Yeah, I think one of the first things we need to do is put out an an-
nouncement to everybody to say we’re not gonna go nuclear unless we’re attacked.
Any attack we do will be conventional. Just hit everyone over the head that we will
not be participating in first strike. And I agree, I think hitting stuff on the west coast,
infrastructure related, maybe even some of the dry docs or repair yards, but staying
far away from anything east of the Mississippi River is important. We’re not doing
anything big scale.

Participant 3: Maybe this is our chance to drive a wedge for the Pacific Allies es-
sentially. Say to them, we had a horrible attack that killed a hundred of our civilians
from a rogue province, and then the United States decided to become complicit
with this rogue attack. We must now undermine the US’s capability of supporting
a rebellion in our country, but we encourage the pacific countries, do not be com-
plicit with the United States. We don’t want to bring you into this. We don’t want to
have to strike US assets in your countries, but the US needs to know that it cannot
meddle with our internal affairs the way it is.

Participant 2: So it sounds like we’re talking about a minimally invasive strike.

Participant 3: I think so. Tell me if I’'m wrong, but when we talk about the US,
we’re still in a position where the only way we can actually tactically lose this bat-
tle in the Pacific is if we strike the US in such a way that they escalate majorly and
they launch nuclear assets at us. Right now we’re being baited to try and get into an
escalatory cycle that doesn’t help us.

Participant 2: I think that’s right. I just want to throw this out here, I’ve mentioned
it before. I think if I actually propose this in the context, I would probably get
purged, but a purely symbolic strike, the ability to demonstrate that you can hit, and
that would be the San Francisco Bay, New York Harbor, Boston Harbor and, Lake
Michigan attack. Now we ruled that out last time because we thought that any actu-
al attack on the CONUS would be extremely provocative and rile up the American
people. That may be true, but now we’ve been ordered to do it. So that would be
one way of doing it.

Participant 3: In the spirit of the game too, to your point, we’re trying to avoid get-
ting purged. It sounds like we have two audiences we’re playing to. The first one
is making sure that Xi Jinping feels like we’ve adequately given him his red meat.
Is that right?

Participant 6: Well, just a quick observation. I think in the first round, the scenario
made China feel like a democracy. As in, there was a leader and bureaucrats trying

to contain damage. I wouldn’t have made that choice.

Participant 2: It’s the deep state.
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Participant 3: I think the Americans made clear what their thinking is. We know that
there’s a high sensitivity of the US population. We don’t want to get that US popu-
lation riled up. We confirmed that the US doesn’t wanna fight a battle they cannot
win. They still cannot win this in the Pacific. So the only reason that they would get
involved in any more deeply or escalate is if we do something that provokes them
directly into doing it. We still have a good hand tactically. We shouldn’t give it up.
But we gotta make fusion Ping feel like he got his red meat. So we have to manage
to make him happy and, and toe that line without actually forcing the US’s hand.

Facilitator: Just a quick note, we have four minutes to conduct our conventional
strike.

Participant 3: Okay. Well, I did the strategic part. You guys help me with the hard
part. I gave you the easy part. How do we do that?

Participant 2: Just a couple side points. Should we hit the airfield in Taiwan with
one of our c-ICBMs where the American planes are?

Participant 3: I would think so. My sense is that in this zone east of Taiwan, maybe
that’s our red meat to Jinping. We don’t have to do our escalatory attack on on the
continental US. Maybe the most aggressive that we are is toward the US assets in
that quarantine zone in the east of Taiwan. And I don’t know if we attack it directly,
but just that’s where we’re really drawing the line. We’re saying, we’re gonna run
this quarantine.

Participant 2: I presume we’ll order merchant shipping not to stop.
Participant 5: Right.

Participant 3: And we should put the onus on the US to escalate this thing. They
don’t want to.

Participant 2: Yeah I guess we were asked for target packages. Do we think we can
get away with something that says east of Taiwan? I mean, Xi is in effect in the
room, and our esteemed leader.

Participant 3: I think our line is we have to frame what we’re doing, our confron-
tation in the Pacific, as showing the Americans that they cannot bully us in our
backyard, that we are gonna stand for our sovereignty blah blah blah. And then our
actual strike to the continental US is pretty tame. I think we need to frame what
we’re doing in the Pacific as being very aggressive and assertive.

Participant 5: Do we want to hit Guam again?

Participant 3: What do you guys call it? The area denial...”
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Participant 5: I’'m just wondering. I don’t know if ICBMs would be the weapons
we want to use to target the US naval assets. I’'m not really sure if even one of those
conventional warheads would do much. I mean, they do some damage, but I don’t
know if we have the accuracy in that kind of stuff for hitting naval targets.

Participant 3: What we’re forced to do right now is to determine where in the con-
tinental US we’re striking, we’re not forced to make any other military strike deci-
sions, right?

Facilitator: Correct.

Participant 5: Could we say China launches carrier killer or other attacks against
the US assets in the quarantine area, and then we target either the infrastructure or
whatever in the US like we said with the ICBMs?

Participant 3: I think we target the infrastructure, but I think we continue business
as usual in the Pacific. We assertively continue business as usual in the Pacific. The
US is the one we need to put the onus on escalating to, right? We’ve been forced to
strike the continental US, so we should do it in the most non escalatory way pos-
sible. And we should put the onus on escalation in the Pacific to the US who has a
bad hand. The last thing we want to do is start knocking down aircraft carriers that
can’t actually tactically stop our envision of Taiwan anyway.

Participant 1: If you’d like to raise the attention and hit the military’s parts, then
go after the main substations that feed a handful of western state military facilities.
These are all known facilities. I mean, there’s a target list in China, we have it
and we got that from Annex G in 2009 where the Department of Defense actually
figured out what were the most important substations. A lot of work’s been done
to protect them, but that’s against cyber attack mostly, not physical attack from
c-ICBMs.

Participant 3: And that sounds like a very low casualty kind of attack, right.

Participant 1: It is very low casually because they’re in the middle of East Jesus,
they’re not in high population areas.

Participant 5: And they would be hard to repair quickly. I mean if we hit some run-
ways, they can repair those.

Participant 1: No, you hit the transmission level ones, those out there would be 500
KV and if you get lucky and hit one of the DC ones at a million volts, those systems
take a good long six months minimum, but really a year to two years to replace just
the transformers.
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Participant 3: You got my vote.

Guest: If I could offer just a little bit of input. I echo a lot of what’s already been
said that from Beijing’s perspective, you probably want to create a sense of vulner-
ability, but not so much vulnerability that the Americans get so scared that the back-
lash is severe, right? Much has been said about US ship building capacity or lack of
ship building capacity, and there are four major US Navy ship yards. One is in Pearl
Harbor, the other is in Puget Sound, Washington, and the other two are Norfolk and
Portsmouth naval ship yard. So if you wanted to pick off Puget Sound naval ship
yard and do some damage there, you’re sinking ships and you’re doing damage in
the Pacific. And if you’re saying, we can take out your ship yards, we can take out
your critical infrastructure, but those ships are not gonna get repaired anytime soon.
And we are going to reset the balance of power in the Pacific and you’re not coming
back anytime soon. Those ship yards could be a good strategic target.

Participant 1:So would you hit the ship or would you hit the infrastructure at the
ship yard?

Guest: [ would hit the infrastructure that repairs the ships at the ship yard.
Participant 1: Okay.

Guest: Understanding that there’s this whole thing going on in the Pacific where
China’s Navy is taking action against the intervening US forces and they’re going to
inflict their own damage separate and apart from these conventional missile strikes.

Participant 3: Yeah, a couple questions to follow up on that. I like the thinking of
it although I think I like it more for a second strike if the US decides to escalate.
But two questions. First, is that a low casualty strike? Or are we gonna get some
significant casualties if we hit a ship yard?

Guest: I think if we time it during the third shift when nobody’s there it will be
pretty low casualty, you know, a Sunday night.

Participant 3: And then the other question would be, if we were to announce that if
the US continues to escalate and to provoke us in the pacific, we will strike these
shipyards, would that make them harder to strike if we then decided to do so? Like,
would a warning make it harder for us to strike those shipyards?

Guest: I’m just parachuting into this thing, but as I recall from the briefing stuff that
I’ve read, the US has a limited number of interceptors. Is control gonna come back
and say, oh, your conventional missiles got shot down by the US interceptors? So
now do you have to double down and prove that you can do it?

Participant 3: So maybe we should vaguely threaten a higher level of targeting of
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US military infrastructure if they continue to escalate. This is just my vote, I like
the minimal targets on US infrastructure supporting military assets and then if the
US continues to escalate, if they are gonna launch a full scale response and really
bite us in earnest in the Pacific with their naval assets, at that point, we will take
more serious action.

Guest: I understand the conundrum you’re in because you want to please the great
leader Xi Jinping, but do you launch a volley in such a way that it makes it easy for
the US to shoot them down? Which is to say, hey, we’re demonstrating the capabil-
ity and we’re sucking up your interceptors that you only have a limited number of,
but we’re gonna let you do this because we really don’t want to strike the mainland.
But we’re demonstrating the capacity to do that in hopes that you will get the mes-
sage that you can’t strike our mainland without there being consequences.

Participant 1: You will have a much higher hit rate going after ship yards which are
protected in terms of interceptors--

Facilitator: Okay, we have to send out our first strike. I’ve drafted an email based on
some of the discussion that we’ve had so far, but I don’t know if we’ve quite reached
a consensus yet. The email that’s on the screen right now launches a strike on the
main substations supporting western continental US troops or military assets, not
just troops, using 8-MaRV C-ICBMs. And also targets the American claims on the
Taiwan airfield with 4-MaRV c-ICBMs and announces that China will target ship
building capacity and other high level military infrastructure if the US continues to
escalate but that China does not desire full scale escalation. Is that in line with what
we desire for a first strike or would we like to tweak that before I send it out in the
next minute?

Participant 5: Do you think it’s clear enough that we’re reminding everyone that
we’re not gonna go nuclear right now?

Participant 3: We should definitely be really explicit and shout it twice if we have
to, right? That this is not nuclear, this is a limited strike, a targeted strike on specific
infrastructure supporting military assets. [ also think that we should be explicit that
we will continue our shipping and maritime activity in the Pacific as usual. We are
not going to adhere to any quarantine or whatever.

Participant 6: My two cents here, if we’re gonna launch a strike, we want to show
confidence. That’s good for not only our messaging, our prosecretability, but good
for our Chinese domestic morale and faith in the leadership as well. So either we
don’t do it or we do it right. So in that sense I think if we’re gonna strike CONUS,
which we’re instructed to do, then I’d prefer it not be intercepted by the US.

Participant 2: So you wanted to double up on the package, or triple up?
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Participant 6: With the package we’re carrying a half, do we have sufficient confi-
dence that you will probably hit?

Participant 5: I mean we took out the radar in Guam, so that will help us some.

Facilitator: I can change the missiles if we want, but we do have to send this out
now.

Participant 3: If we think that striking Guam helps our chances, we should put it
to dissuade control from shooting all of our missiles down. We should say that
we decided because our strikes on Guam increased the chances of success, we are
striking this thing. We don’t want control to be biased and shoot all of our missiles
down.

Participant 6: I definitely agree with a lot of the discussion earlier that we want to
place the onus for starting war on the US side. If you look at even the instructions
that we’re given for the scenario, even that explicitly mentioned that the US at this
point still wants to avoid a direct clash with the POA. That’s also why I think we’re
seeing US military operations, including air control and ISR or whatever, still re-
main only to the east of Taiwan. Which is important but what we care about most
is what is happening to the west, and maybe north of Taiwan because that’s how
our Chinese military is going to go into Taiwan. So the fact that the US has control
of the east is very inconvenient but it’s not an existential concern. It won’t stop us.

Facilitator: Not to cut you all off, but we are three minutes past our deadline for the
first strike. Can I send this email out or do we want to change anything?

Participant 3: One last question team. The US mentioned sensitivity to looking like
they’re not standing up for their alliances, is there any messaging we want to put in
here to the Pacific Allies to let them know that we are no threat to them?

Participant 2: Yes, but let’s just send this one first.

Facilitator: Okay, I’'m sending that and then we can draft another statement to the
Pacific allies.

Participant 2: I wanted to say should we advise that the amphibious assault is full
speed ahead?

Participant 3: The thinking for me is that this scenario is heavily tilted in our favor
of getting Taiwan one of three ways, right? The slow pressure regime change, or if
we really want to, the amphibious assault, but the amphibious assault is massively
costly to us in every way and it’s also really provocative from an optics standpoint.
Our real win here is keeping the US out. It seems to me if the US stays out, we’re
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gonna get Taiwan in one way or the other. When we talk about that amphibious
invasion, I don’t know if maybe we just shouldn’t mention it unless we’re forced
to. Maybe we decide we want to launch it. But the question is, do we gain anything
by announcing that we’re full steam ahead on our amphibious assault? That’s all.

Participant 2: I guess there’s a little bit of me that thinks if you’re gonna take Vi-
enna, take Vienna. We need some of our boots on Taiwan. Is it expensive? Is it
dangerous? Yeah. But it creates facts on the ground, literally.

Facilitator: Not to cut off this discussion, but we have a few messages from the
Pacific Allies team that have been sitting for a little bit. First, the Australians relay
that they are adamantly against hostilities and that they must cease immediately and
that they will contribute their maritime assets to facilitate humanitarian assistance
provided to the people of Taiwan. They request the diplomatic rules of engagement.
The Pacific Allies team adds that Korean ships doing such missions must not be
a target by the Chinese, and then Japan is providing peaceful escort missions to
American humanitarian assistance to Taiwan and they will not engage in hostilities
unless fired upon first. So I don’t know that that’s anything we have to respond to,
but just to give you all context on what the Pacific allies are doing.

Participant 3: Any thoughts?

Participant 6: This sounds like hot air to me because they’re talking about providing
humanitarian assistance to Taiwan and yet there’s been no real damage on Taiwan
just yet. So they don’t require humanitarian assistance. It sounds like they’re pro-
viding some kind of talking point they may be able to use later on when they want
to provide other kinds of assistance. But given that they’re not doing anything yet,
we don’t want to be the one that’s perceived as overreacting and spoiling the mood
because we still want to drive a wedge between the allies and the US. So we’ll let
it go.

Participant 3: I like that.

Participant 6: One question when Australia said that they request rules of engage-
ment, what does that actually mean?

Participant 2: I think they want us to specify some sort of permissions that they can
have in order to proceed with what they want to do. We’ve told everybody what the
deal is. I don’t think we need to modify that because of their request here.
Facilitator: Would we like to clarify anything or can I just say yes?

Participant 2: Say yes.

Facilitator: And then, did we want to engage in any further action that we would
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have to communicate to control or the other teams or do we want to sit and wait to
see the results of the conventional strike?

Participant 3: Do you want to make an announcement on the amphibious invasion
or do we wanna leave it as is?

Participant 2: Let’s just move to the advanced preparation stages. In other words,
let’s have it look like we’re gonna launch an amphibious assault. We can decide
later maybe whether to pull the trigger or not.

Facilitator: And then that’s something we would communicate to all teams.
Participant 2: Yeah.

Facilitator: Additionally, a question from Control, is this a launch announcement or
has China impacted targets and have our missile detection systems caught every-
thing? I’ll respond. Do you want to clarify anything else for the advanced prepara-
tion statement or can I just send it out as is?

Participant 3: I think we’ve already done this earlier on. I believe they mentioned
that we had already launched our regime change and activated all of our cells in
Taiwan. I think we should be saying we’re doing that as well. Because, if I’'m not
mistaken, the most likely plan would be they’re gonna try to do what Russia tried
to do in Ukraine, right? They want to take out leadership first.

Facilitator: Does that sound good? China also leverages its cells in Taiwan to fo-
ment public descent and target Taiwanese leadership.

Participant 5: Do we wanna launch any kind of information warfare campaign
against the US to try to further divide the American people?

Participant 3: If we can activate TikTok and play videos of the civilian casualties in
China from the shameful Taiwanese attack that would be great.

Participant 5: If we can get the American president’s base to be more divided, may-
be they won’t want to do anything. And we could even make up some more attacks
against Chinese people by Taiwanese. I don’t know.

Participant 3: I’m not sure if this is the point, but it may be worth considering mak-
ing some sort of a statement on protecting semiconductor assets and hoping to open
up trade lines as soon as possible.

Facilitator: Alright, we’ve got a result for our strikes and then we can take these
further actions. I sent the results in the chat and I'll read them out loud for you
all. China’s 8-MaRV strike on electrical substations supporting major US military
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installations in the western United States was successful. The targeted substations’
soft above ground infrastructure were temporarily disabled causing localized pow-
er outages lasting six to eighteen hours around several key bases, backup power
capture mission essential systems functioning but sortie generation, radar coverage
and intelligence processing were disrupted during the outage period. Civilian im-
pacts were limited and quickly restored. Operationally, the damage is temporary
and not crippling, but the attack represents the first successful long range strike on
the US homeland by a foreign power creating significant political shock and public
pressure on the US leadership to respond. China’s 4-MaRYV strike on Taiwanese air-
field known to support US aircraft achieved its objectives. The runway was heavily
created and rendered temporarily unusable fuel storage and several support struc-
tures were destroyed, the strike caused several Taiwanese and three US military ca-
sualties. The airfields loss limits immediate sortie options for both Taiwan and US
forces operating from the island. Given that we just received these results, do we
want to immediately apply further pressure by launching the amphibious assault,
leveraging our cells, and doing the social media attack? I can send this out right
now if we’re all comfortable with these three action items.

Participant 3: I believe so. Is there any other messaging we want to put out? I really
love the guns versus butter thing, we really should be appealing to the US in some
way, to the US public directly. We want to say this is not your fight, this is not the
American people’s fight. I'm not sure how to message that, but is that something
that we should be thinking about right now?

Participant 2: And yet there are neocon warmongers who are trying to wedge their
way back into our debate and get us into another forever war that could end up
destroying the world.

Participant 3: Yeah.
Facilitator: So is there anything we wanted me to add here?

Participant 3: T would say something like direct messaging to the American public
that essentially makes the case to resist another neocon-driven forever war, and
that the People’s Republic of China is looking forward to opening up trade.... This
is where I think we should put that thing about not wanting to disrupt global trade
flows, that we are not going to target commercial infrastructure in Taiwan and we
look forward to restoring normal trade relations as soon as the American govern-
ment allows us to do so.

Participant 2: Yeah, don’t say restoring normal trade relations. We look forward
to a renewed Chinese investment in the United States once we have cleared these
hurdles.

Participant 6: Chinese military actions in the Taiwanese Strait so far are only aimed
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at pacifying regional order and helping restore stability to global commerce and
unnecessary unhelpful US engagement will only prolong... or will only delay the
resumption, can you help me finish? Will divert necessary attention and resources
that should be spent on American well-being?

Facilitator: Does this look good?

Participant 6: Also, we want to not only disseminate videos about our Chinese civil-
ians suffering from the Taiwanese attack, but also try to promote videos of Taiwan-
ese citizens on the street telling uncle San to get out of Chinese people’s business.

Participant 3: Any Taiwanese politician that we’ve cultivated, this will be the time
to have them on video making statements about the DPP’s escalatory behavior and
saying they want to hold the Taiwanese rogue leadership to account and that they
want to de-escalate.

US Representative: All right. I’'m here from America and I’'m angry. I have a mes-
sage to deliver. Your strikes against our mainland are a grave escalation that have
enraged the American people more than any event since 9/11. No American pres-
ident can fail to respond against the Chinese mainland. The only question is how
far that escalation goes next. Your gamble is back firing. We will target your infra-
structure, your economy, and the internal stability of your regime. Billions of lives
are at stake. Consider your next move carefully. Love, the president. Do you have
a response?

Participant 2: Well, we’ll get back to you.

Participant 3: So I think our message is timely.

Facilitator: I added the language about DPP officials stating that they want to hold
the rogue county’s leadership accountable. I said if necessary these videos will be
deep faked, can I send this?

Participant 5: Yes.

Facilitator: Okay. And do we want to do anything in regards to the US’s message
or no?

Participant 2: What exactly was that message?
Facilitator: I think they were just chastising us.

Participant 3: Saying to be careful.
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Participant 6: One thing they said to us that we have not said to them is that they
would target our regime’s security. This is a direct threat to meddle in our domestic
affairs. That’s our red line here. We have tried to appeal to American people but we
never directly say anything about their leadership. So maybe there’s something we
can construct about that point.

Participant 3: I think maybe we put out a statement about it, but again, we gain
nothing until the Americans actually launch an attack or do something other than
run their mouths, we don’t gain anything by trying to target their leadership. Either
we piss off the American president and make him really wanna strike us or we take
him out and someone more angry and less isolationist comes into power.

Participant 2: Yeah, I mean we don’t really have an action item here, do we?
Participant 5: No.

Participant 5: We have a plan but we are not gonna carry it out so I guess it doesn’t
really matter.

Participant 3: Look, we already attacked the mainland, right? And they basically
said watch out what you do next, meaning that—

Facilitator: Our attack did have quite limited strategic effects and casualties.

Participant 3: You’d think there was an actual line crossed when we struck the con-
tinental US, but apparently we got away with.

Participant 2: Apparently. I wonder how the European allies feel.

Facilitator: We’ll never know. Okayi, it is time for the red phone call. We can con-
verse with one or both of the other teams verbally if we’d like, so we can ask any
questions we have that haven’t been answered via email. I don’t know that we have
any of those, but that is an option if we should choose to take it.

Participant 3: I wonder if we just let them come to us. I mean, we’re in a pretty
strong position here.

Participant 5: Yeah, I think the only people I would want to talk to are the allies,
to remind them that the Americans have done nothing. We attacked them, they’ve
done nothing. We keep saying this is an internal thing, so we’re not going to mess
with any of them and just remind them, America’s not protecting anyone and we’re
not after you.

Participant 3: Yeah, right. America attacked us in our territory, and we responded
very responsibly, with a lot of restraint. We have no intent of getting involved in
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any kind of conflict with them unless they want to get involved with the US’s ill-ad-
vised meddling.

Facilitator: Do we want to send someone to do that? Now would be the time to do
that.

Participant 3: I don’t know, what do you guys think? I think we’re in a position
where we’ve been pretty clear about everything we’ve done so far. Our actions
have been clear.

Participant 2: Here’s a question. So that love note was from the president of the
United States. Do we need to answer it directly? I think maybe we do. What do you
think?

Participant 3: In some ways it may be worth waiting to see if he puts any action
behind it. I mean he kind of threw a tantrum in that message. And if that’s all they
can do honestly I admire the restraint.

Participant 6: If we’re going to send a message to the third party allies, maybe
something to explain why we attacked CONUS and something about what the US
just threatened us with. So number one, China’s attack on CONUS is not escalatory,
it’s a proportional warning response against US military involvement in Taiwan in
this ongoing Chinese civil war, which was started by Taiwan’s killing of Chinese ci-
vilians. China’s shown a great deal of restraint, whereas the US president is directly
targeting China’s regime security and threatened to stabilize our leadership. It’s
meddling in our domestic politics and is a definition of uncle Sam playing world
police. I’'m sure many countries in the Pacific would not like to see that, that kind
of bad new order that the American president is threatening.

Participant 3: I think something to that effect feels perfect, maybe you’re the guy to
deliver that to the Pacific. That’s a really good message.

Facilitator: If you’d like to go speak with the Pacific Allies in person, the link for
that is in the chat. If you could come back in five minutes, by 6:40 eastern time, that
would be great.

Participant 3: And for clarity, that message from the American president, that’s just
a back channel thing that is not a public statement, so he didn’t say that publicly to
Xi Jinping.

Facilitator: I suppose. That was only to military officials. I mean control ostensibly
does not even know about that.

Participant 6: If we relay that to a third party, would that be some kind of diplomatic
faux pas?
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Participant 3: I think it just influences our response, if it was public, we would have
to make a public response in a certain way, but being back channel, we really don’t
have to respond to it.

Facilitator: You can certainly leak it to the Pacific Allies. That would be well within
the purview of what you’re allowed to do.

Participant 6: Okay, then I’ll head over to them.
Participant 5: Good luck.

Facilitator: Nobody’s really doing very much.
Participant 2: I think we’re gonna get hit.
Participant 5: Yeah.

Participant 2: But what kind of hit? I mean, is this the Iranian strike on the Ameri-
can base? I don’t know.

Participant 3: We’ll see what appetite the US has for a war. Again I think as long as
we restrict everything to this theater, unless they really want nuclear war, this is not
a tactical battle that they’re gonna do well in in the Pacific.

Facilitator: Yeah, I’'m curious to see what their response will be. They’ve got anoth-
er twenty minutes to put something together.

Participant 2: Right.

Participant 3: And another question that we gotta think about I guess, is the dees-
calation? So at some point we wanna have some off ramps and so much of it is
about letting folks save face. And so I think about, how do we allow the Americans
to save face in a war where that tail might wag the dog, right? They may feel like
they have no choice but to escalate, and we need to give them a choice other than
escalation at some point.

Participant 2: Yeah, that’s very good. What is that?

Participant 3: I think a lot of it depends on their appetite as evidenced by this next
move. That solution we talked about in the very first move about some sort of arms
control regime could help. There are things we can offer that may cool the tempera-
ture a little bit and give them the ability to say look what we got from China, we
got some new agreement or we got something we could cooperate on out of this.
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Participant 5: And I mean, if the current administration is a continuation of the 2024
administration, maybe we can do some economic deals. We could offer some form
of investment in. Because that seems to be what buys them off if you can make
some kind of financial deal.

Participant 3: The other thing about Taiwan and why we don’t necessarily wanna
rush to get fully embroiled in an amphibious operation is because one country, two
systems actually works really well for us. If we say we’ll back off of an amphibious
invasion of Taiwan if you allow the DPP to be removed from power and us to put
the KMT in power under a one country, two systems sort of deal, I think we like
that. Because we can always go and take Taiwan later. If you’re Chinese you’re
thinking really long term.

Participant 2: That’s definitely true, but I think Xi might be getting a little impatient.
He’s getting old, and he wants to be the guy who delivered. But yeah, let’s offer a
hundred billion dollars in investments and opening talks on whatever subjects the
Americans would like to discuss with us, arms control and otherwise.

Participant 5: Yeah. I mean we can just make up those numbers cause everyone
seems to in their agreements. We can offer all kinds of economic deals and what-
ever.

Participant 2: Welcome back.

Participant 6: Hello. I delivered our message, they asked me if the message was just
for allied pacific countries or was it for Taiwan as well? I felt like Taiwan needed to
hear it too. The Korea team simply said withdraw your military actions and Taiwan
obviously accused China of being the one starting the problem, the aggressive one.
Participant 5: Maybe we should cut them into the economic deal also.

Participant 3: Yeah.

Participant 2: We were just talking about if we can come up with an offer to the
United States that would amount to an off ramp, so we’ll give you a hundred zillion
dollars in investments and we’ll open up talks on whatever it is that you wanna talk
about and etc.

Participant 3: I wish we could put a hundred zillion as the amount.

Participant 6: So is the objective trying to buy off the American president or is the
objective trying to tell the American people the only problem is your rogue leader-

ship?

Participant 3: The real key is to allow the US to save face. Again, right now it may
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feel like they don’t have a choice but to escalate, and we wanna give them a choice
other than that. And not yet, we want to see what they do first, right? So we may not
send this message. Because they may not have an appetite for escalation. I suspect
that they do and they have to show that they’re not gonna let it stand that we attack
the mainland, but we need to stop the cycle at some point. And so we wanna give
some symbolic offer that allows them to save face.

Guest: I’ll just interject. For this whole thing about the quarantine/blockade that’s
been directed at China, I see an opportunity to turn every country in the region
against the United States. China’s the largest trading partner of every single coun-
try in Asia, including the US allies. Here again, the rogue leadership in the Unit-
ed States is cutting off your economic lifeline, Southeast Asian and East Asian
neighbors. We’re exporting rare earth minerals critical to manufacturing around
the globe, we’re manufacturing all these electric vehicles that the world wants to
consume. We’re exporting clean energy, technology, wind power, solar power, all
these things, and the US is putting all of that at risk, blockading your biggest trading
partner. I don’t know that we need to buy off the US as much as we need to turn
world opinion.

Facilitator: Well, we’ve got a response from the United States. It’s a long one. Al-
right, I’m pasting that in the chat. I’ll read it out loud for you all, even though it’s a
long one, I’ll try to summarize where I can. So the US team has defensively moved
from Defcon one to two. They’re holding in reserve active defenses in case they’re
needed to defend against nuclear attack, but first they’re bringing all defenses to
the highest level of alert holding them in reserve. They’ve dispersed all remaining
tankers and bombers and airlift assets, they’re jamming and using all electronic
warfare and cyber capabilities against Chinese space assets but not yet using kinetic
effects against them. They moved GPS to military codes and went to secure com-
ms. They’re mining their Taiwan straits and waters offshore from Chinese points
of power projection. Transitioned the US posture from homeland security to home-
land defense, all emergency capabilities are mobilized under the command and
control of the Secretary of Defense. The FCC halts all Chinese communications to
the United States via social media and simultaneously the United States punches
a hole in the great firewall and begins targeted messaging to the CCP officials on
the danger of escalation that Xi Jinping is creating. Offensive moves, they have
aggressive economic sanctions to include the Chinese payment system for maritime
commerce, banking functions, insurance related activities, and other measures to
include maximum economic pain on the PRC. They’ve hit all conventional c-ICBM
launching missile storage sites with conventional weapons, they’re going to launch
conventional weapons against power detection points of departure and embarca-
tion. They strike internal police force command control nodes. They’re holding
off for now on using force against chips during the boarding process, but they will
continue to seek to impose a quarantine. They have authorized all their allies to use
force in response to Chinese attacks on them in whatever way is necessary to enable
response operations. They have set down or taken out all of their international space
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TTNC and SSN capabilities, they have engaged in attacks against energy systems
to disrupt activities in Guangdong and Hainan islands, and they have deployed US
forces within AOR authorized defensive and offensive action at their discretion per
COCOM direction.

Participant 2: So, what did they hit?

Facilitator: They hit the c-ICBM launch facilities, they are going to launch conven-
tional weapons against power detection points of departure and embarcation.

Participant 3: And internal police force command control nodes, and I think that’s
it.

Participant 6: Threaten to hit or what they have hit?
Facilitator: The first and the last one they have hit. The second one I think they said
they are going to, which I don’t know if that constitutes a threat or an announce-

ment.

Participant 6: When they say they hit all conventional c-ICBM launch sites, can
they actually do that?

Participant 3: Yeah.
Participant 5: I mean, what are they hitting them with?

Participant 3: Right, because a lot of our sites are a lot more hardened than the US’s
sites, so we should get clarity on that. Thanks. .

Participant 5: And the mining of the straits? Can they just do that? I think we would
have a real say in if that happens or not. Especially since I’'m assuming there’s a lot
of Chinese planes and other stuff going between as we keep attacking, I don’t think
they’re just gonna be able to mine that.

Participant 3: And a massive mining operation with what? I think we want to figure
out where that’s taking off from. Will we not see that and be able to strike it?

Participant 5: If B-52s are dropping mines, I think we would know about it.
Participant 3: I think our first response would be messaging that yet again, the
US sees fit to inflict suffering on Asian people for an ill advised meddling regime

change operation.

Facilitator: I’'m gonna send the straight clarification and then I’ll draft a public
statement about the US response. So what were you saying?
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Participant 3: Yet again the US sees fit to inflict suffering on Asians in furtherance
of an ill-advised and illegal regime change operation. I think our response, you
guys tell me because we haven’t gotten clarification about where the launches came
from, but to me we can still do area denial strikes on all the Pacific islands chains
that belong to the United States, and any bases that the US has launched defensive
operations from that are in allied countries. But I still think we should be making
it very clear that those strikes are surgical and they’re not against the Pacific allies.
They’re against offensive American assets. This is just a thought.

Participant 2: Pretty convincing.

Guest: Catch me up on what I might have missed in moves one and two. When
Facilitator 2 talked to me about this game, he said we wanna talk about long range
conventional strike. And it sounded like when we were running through the opening
that China invested in these really long range strike weapons, conventional ICBMs.
The US did not. Did the US make a different choice in terms of B-21 Production or
fighter acquisitions in the few years they’ve had before this timeline?

Facilitator: I don’t believe we’ve received any clarification that the US has de-
veloped any additional long range conventional capabilities, which is part of why
we sent these couple clarification questions because we were confused as to how
they’d be able to strike our c-ICBM facilities conventionally.

Guest: And this is the thing, right? Like, I look at this a lot. The US cannot do this.
And even if they could do it, we are now done. We have now culminated because,
people say the US and Israel worked together and shot down the whole wave of
Iranian attacks, but the dirty secret was we were out of weapons. There was no ca-
pacity if Iran wanted to launch a second or a third wave and, I’m not saying the US
couldn’t do this once, but given the list of things that we were just given that the US
supposedly struck in China, the US is out of weapons.

Participant 3: And for us, talking about moves one and two, the approach has been
thinking that the only way we lose this is if we bait the US to shift all of its naval
assets to the Pacific and really get involved in a war in the Taiwan strait.

Facilitator: First, can I send this response to the US aggression? China is going
to use part of its remaining c-ICBM arsenal to strike the Pacific island chain and
makes a public global announcement that it thinks it’s a shame that the US sees fit
to inflict suffering on the people of Asia. Are we good with this?

Participant 3: This was just me spitballing. I think there may be more we wanna
do. Although my instinct is that the only way we lose this is if we bait the US into
launching essentially a full scale war in the pacific.
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Participant 5: I’m putting in the chat, the language of the briefing from the first day
that discusses that the US didn’t develop them and what it said so that may help
you.

Guest: I like what was just said about drawing them into the fight, that could be a
thing.

Facilitator: We’ve received clarification from control. The US strikes damaged
several suspected conventional Chinese c-ICBMsupport sites, but China’s wider
missile forces including mobile units and any dual capable brigades are largely
intact. Beijing views the attack as a major escalation. US forces to mine the Taiwan
Strait achieved only partial success, submarines and standoff-delivered mines seed-
ed limited approaches but China detected the activity and began counter measures
immediately. The Strait is not fully closed though PLAN operations are slowed
and riskier. And we do only have five more minutes to take additional action, but
we can discuss for thirty five more minutes. So with that in mind, are we willing to
respond to the US’s strike in this way? The US is also taking a targeted approach
to the interdiction of maritime trade to and from China with targeting directed at
shipping likely to be involved in acts of aggression in the region. The US prioritizes
Chinese flagged vessels, vessels owned or controlled by Chinese entities, and ves-
sels coming two are from China that pose a significant risk of enabling aggressive
action by China.

Participant 3: So in our statement, we should make clear that the US is stopping
trade. Who made this really good point earlier that a lot of this pain of suffering is
being inflicted on the Pacific? Was it you, Guest?

Guest: Yeah. I think a blockade of China is gonna inflict a lot of pain and suffering
on the region.

Participant 3: Yeah, and so we should lean into that. I think the other thing when
we talk about that clause, to inflict suffering on the people of Asia, we should add
something about ranking files as regular Americans, right? Because they’re inflict-
ing suffering not just on the people of Asia, but they’re inflicting suffering on the
American population, for no real gain to the American population.

Facilitator: Okay, I added language about the American population, added the ver-
biage about the US halting trade. This is likely to be our last communication, so is
there anything else we’d like to add in the next couple of minutes?

Participant 6: Two quick points we’ll have to remember. First, [ want to say that US
strikes against China now are a clear violation of Chin’s sovereignty and definitely
against very basic fundamental principles of Asia for Asians, number one. Num-
ber two, it is by now very clear since the US does not have conventional ICBMs
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and they just struck us using conventional weapons, that means they’re striking us
likely from their carrier strike deployed near Taiwan, which shows that American
military assets deployed in this region now are not used for defense, however they
want to portray it. It’s being used for active offense against China and thereby mak-
ing themselves a legitimate target and combatant in this Chinese civil war, one that
the US is trying to expand and escalate without any conceivable ceiling. That would
risk dragging everyone else in and inflicting unimaginable damage to everyone. It’s
an irresponsible position.

Guest: I would add something that says, should US strikes against the Chinese
mainland continue, China cannot be held responsible for what may happen to the
United States. And just add the US is playing with fire.

Participant 3: Tell me if this is something you want to keep in, but I would change
the American president to US, I think again the idea is we don’t want to make it

personal.

Participant 2: Okay, we have one more minute. So what’s the strike package? We’re
gonna just gonna do some area denial. s that the idea?

Facilitator: Yeah, area denial, I think that’s it. Area denial and targeting US bases in
the area from which the US has launched offensive assets.

Participant 2: Okay.

Participant 3: Do you have an alternative you think might be a good thing to con-
sider?

Participant 2: Well, I mean, not responding would be the alternative.

Participant 3: I mean, yeah.

Participant 2: Except that is basically the tat for our tit and see what happens.
Facilitator: Communication is closed, should I hit send or should I not hit send?
Participant 3: I think my vote is send.

Participant 5: Yeah, I’'m ok with that.

Facilitator: Okay. Sent.

Guest: I stopped because I wanted you to get the communication out, but I did want

to point out that I think the conventional missile strike on the US mainland had the
desired effect. And we didn’t really talk about it here, but if you look at how the US
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responded to that strike, when we got that feedback, one of the things that China
would want to do is not necessarily draw the US into the fight, but actually fix a
lot of US forces in place in the United States. INDOPACOM has got these grand
plans about all of the forces that are gonna flow into the Pacific theater. But as soon
as there’s a strike on the homeland, guess what? The north comm commander gets
on the phone with the president and says job number one is protecting the United
States. So all of these fighters and all of these things that you guys want to send to
the Pacific, we’re gonna have to hold back here to protect our nuclear deterrent, to
protect our cities, and China’s like, this is awesome, right? Nobody’s coming to this
party. So, I think that in retrospect, that was our secret plan, to strike the mainland
in order to make the Northcom commander demand those forces that were sup-
posed to be coming to the Pacific.

Participant 2: Well, you gotta say Xi isn’t a bad strategist after all.

Facilitator: So the US sent one final communication reminding its allies that each
state has an article 51 right to take actions in defense of its populations. They re-
quest after the fact notification of these actions and also request that before any
ally takes preemptive retaliatory or responsive action against Chinese targets, that
they first notify PACOM to obtain consensus for that action. We should discuss
the slides now, but I wanted to mention that for you all in case that informs our
responses to any of the four questions we have. The first one is quite similar to the
one that we had for the second move, but it’s asking only about our third strike this
time rather than the first three. So I guess if we have any thoughts about strike plans
we should discuss.

Participant 6: The US’s last communication seems to run opposite to what their
previous long email said, because the last email said the US gives all allies au-
thorization to use force. And now this last communication says they want allies to
get consensus, which is code for permission, from INDOPACOM before they take
action. Don’t they sound contradictory?

Facilitator: They have contradicted themselves.

Participant 3: Yeah, after the fact notification, but then they say we want consensus
before. That is contradictory..

Participant 3: We tried to contain the conflict. I am intrigued to see if any of those
Pacific Allies has the appetite to get involved. And so when we say our third strike,
this is a subsequent strike after this or are we kind of justifying our previous moves>

Facilitator: I suppose we’re justifying our strike in this move. So our third strike in
the sense of the first strike in this move. Because we had our first strike in move two
and then there was another strike between the moves and so this is the third strike.
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Participant 3: I think we already spelled out what the targets were, but I think the
logic behind them, the thinking and strategy is a combination of denying US de-
cisive access to the theater of battle that we wanna fight in, as well as to show
capability to strike the US homeland without drawing the US more deeply into an
escalatory conflict in our preferred theater of battle. No own goals. We’ve been
dealt a good hand.

Facilitator: What other strike assets would we be interested in using other than
c-ICBMs? We mostly used conventional missiles in this move, but what other at-
tacks would we be interested in using to supplement this strategy?

Participant 2: Well, we’re still attacking Taiwan assets there.

Participant 5: I think that our attacks on the infrastructure would definitely include
some form of cyber.

Participant 3: And I think another key piece of our thinking and strategy is to create
distance to really clearly delineate the US political leadership from the US popu-
lation and from Pacific allies to really make the point that the US government in
trying to engage in this conflict is not acting in the interest of the Pacific allies or
of its population. And our attacks back up that information campaign. We’re really
trying to attack as few military assets as we need to because tactically we’re in a
good position. What we don’t want to do is attack civilian assets or accidentally
bring in allies or enrage the public any more than we have to.

Participant 6: Against the US all we are shooting for is demonstrating strength but
not demonstrating hostility.

Participant 3: Yeah.

Participant 2: And we felt quite comfortable in testing the proposition that an attack
on the US homeland would produce a nuclear response.

Participant 3: And I think also testing the rhetoric, right? The rhetoric that the
Americans have always said is that an attack on an ally or an attack on a US asset
somewhere else is like an attack on the homeland, and that’s just not true. The US
doesn’t have an appetite to fight a war that it might not win, not in its backyard.
We’re very comfortable testing that rhetoric.

Participant 2: We wonder how the Americans and their allies feel about extended
deterrence.

Facilitator: Okay, these are good thoughts, is there anything else? If not, the next
question is why to use c-ICBMs instead of other forms of attack? We mentioned
that we are interested in demonstrating our capacity to strike the continental US. Is
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there anything else we want to mention on this slide?

Participant 2: That was kind of a learning exercise for me. I think a China with these
things is more dangerous than a China without those things.

Participant 3: It really drives home the point of how important our posture is. The
only way that anybody really wins in this is preventing it from happening in the first
place, and that means we have to have a less ambiguous posture while still main-
taining some degree of strategic ambiguity. But we shouldn’t have ambiguity about
our ability to prevail in the case of Chinese aggression.

Participant 5: I think it was interesting in the first move where we offered the in-
spection and everything and the US just shut us down. They knew we had it, but
they didn’t know any of the details and I wonder how much of that ambiguity of
what we could do and what we couldn’t do with it mattered.

Participant 2: Yeah, it’s astonishing to me that they didn’t want to look under the
hood to whatever extent they could. I don’t get that.

Participant 5: Especially since the list had all the different actions that we could
have and it’s like, well, you’d kind of want to have an idea of what we’re talking
about, the drones versus the ones that could hit hardened targets, that’s a big differ-
ence. From the first day I think we would have won any kind of diplomatic discus-
sion real easy with them coming in like that.

Participant 2: Yeah. Western Taiwan and all that.
Facilitator: Is there anything else for this slide?

Participant 2: We were instructed to use the c-ICBM in our first round, but not
instructed what to do with it. So we used an overkill approach on our first strike,
which turned out to be equally valuable as a demonstration. It’s a real capability,
not just theoretical. I’ve never been in a room where something like this was actu-
ally considered, but if I actually saw that, I think I would have been a little rattled if
I were on the American side. I don’t know, maybe not, maybe they’re less flappable
than me.

Facilitator: I think these thoughts look good to me. Does anyone think we’re miss-
ing anything? If not, let’s go to the general questions. Will China’s use of non nu-
clear ICBMs necessarily lead to an American response? I think the answer is no.

Participant 3: Yeah, and that was evidenced by the American team’s response, right?
I think in a real world scenario, the instinct to want to look under the hood, would
also give increased clarity to the differentiation between the c-ICBMs and the nu-
clear armed,which I also think would not lead to a nuclear response.. Assuming the
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same conditions, that is, where we really did a lot of framing and prefacing of what
we were looking to do and not looking to do.

Participant 6: So by the instinct to want to look under the hood, does that basically
mean, wanting to find and distinguish as much nuance as possible so they can find
an excuse to not escalate to nuclear level retaliation?

Participant 3: I think it’s the American instinct to have clear knowledge of Chinese
capabilities. Keep in mind, the fact that China is pursuing conventional ICBMs also
means that China would presumably want America to have that clarity as well. And
I think we should make clear clarity on non nuclear versus nuclear [CBMs but not
necessarily clarity about what exactly the capabilities of our conventional ICBMs
are. Just that they’re not nuclear.

Participant 2: Yeah, I mean, it doesn’t exactly prove the disutility of nuclear weap-
ons at the strategic level in the course of war, but it sure doesn’t indicate that there’s
automatic utility. It’s pretty fraught at a minimum.

Participant 6: It really struck me that nobody’s talking about arms control at all in
this round. Now that we seem to be in war-mode, nobody cares.

Participant 3: I’'m not sure if there’s a question that we can give this response to,
but I think it makes clear that as much as the Control team wanted to avoid Taiwan
being central, I think they wanted to talk about the nuclear exchange and not make
this about Taiwan, but it is all about Taiwan. Hopefully we have some insight or
some reasonable representation of the Chinese approach, but I imagine that the
Chinese don’t care about South Korea. I don’t think they care about it. I think they
want Taiwan and they’ll get as much as they can encroaching into the South China
and the East China Sea and all this, but in the end, what really is a red line for them
is Taiwan. The other stuff is all ancillary.

Participant 6: And if China gets Taiwan that’s gonna make Japan feel super lonely
and by extension Korea too, so I think if China gets Taiwan then Japan and Korea’s
neutralization at least seem to be a matter of time. That may be decades more than
years, but [ mean, I don’t think it’s that much better for China’s leadership given
that it matters for the regime legitimacy.

Participant 3: This is definitely beyond the scope of this, but Japan has been re-
awakened, right? So we’re getting ready to see a potentially unprecedented arms
race in the Pacific. And I have no idea what a 21st century ambitious Japan even
looks like.

Facilitator: Real quick on this third question before we move to the last one, it does
ask us to clarify why we don’t believe China’s use of c-ICBMs might lead to a US
nuclear response. That second point elaborates on it a little bit, but do we have any-
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thing we want me to add sort of as a sub bullet to this first point before we draft a
response to that last question?

Participant 3: I think we said this yesterday, but America doesn’t want a nuclear ex-
change anymore than anybody else does. The default is that America is not looking
for an excuse to engage in a nuclear exchange. In fact, they’re looking for an excuse
not to. All we have to do is give them one.

Participant 2: I mean, in a way, the psychology of nuclear weapons worked for a
long time as security on the cheap. And that is questionable and becomes more
questionable by the day, I think.

Participant 3: I like that framing, security on the cheap.

Facilitator: Okay, and then we have a couple more minutes to answer this last ques-
tion, which is in what ways might key actors try to de-escalate the conflict at this
point? I made a note of what we were talking about earlier that Taiwan is central to
China so de-escalation would likely involve some concession involving Taiwan. I
can reiterate the points we had last time that China might be willing to do a Hong
Kong type of deal or something like that, but do we have any other thoughts?

Participant 3: I think if the US shows a willingness to escalate beyond what the Chi-
nese are comfortable with, the Chinese might be willing to engage in other forms
of sovereignty over Taiwan. Or maybe exercise would be the better verb for that
button. I would say also that in this current administration, the American president
administration in this scenario, there may be economic or commercial means that
may be put on the table that help give off ramps to the respective leaders.

Participant 6: At the least we want to be seen publicly as the one that’s trying to
create an off ramp. And the US isn’t.

Participant 3: And I’m not sure if information warfare can be considered a form
of regular warfare and therefore military, but I also think the information environ-
ment, just being able to engage directly with the US public probably could serve
to have a de-escalatory kind of effect. That wedge between US political leadership
and the US public I think is really valuable. I think the current administration will
be particularly attentive to that.

Facilitator: Because of its isolationist streak?

Participant 3: Yeah... But maybe I should say something a bit more neutral than
that. I think that they’re just more prone to focus inward than outward.

Facilitator: Okay, we only have one minute left. Participant 6 are you willing to be
our presenter again?
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Participant 6: Yes.

Facilitator: Okay, great. I’ll send the slides to you via email again. Thank you all so
much for the great discussion. I’ll see you in the plenary session.
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Plenary Discussion
Facilitator 2: You can start going over the US team slides if you’re the briefer.

Participant 5: Okay, we actually decided to split them up, so I have the first one. For
our first question, how much will the United States and key Pacific partners respec-
tively defend against or respond to China’s attacks? What do they fear will happen
next? And would the allies ask of the US and what help if any would Washington
request from its allies. Some of the main points that we thought were important to
answer were that we move to DEF CON 1 versus DEF CON 2. We are holding in
reserve action defense in case they need to defend from nuclear attacks. But first
we would choose to bring all defenses to highest levels of alert, but we’re holding
some in reserves. We would dispense all remaining tankers and bombers and airlift
assets. We’re jamming and using all EW and cyber capabilities against Chinese
space assets, but not yet using kinetic effects against them. We’d mine the Taiwan
strait and the water offshore from Chinese points of power projection, transition the
U.S. posture from homeland security to homeland defense. All emergency capabil-
ities are mobilized and the command and control of the secretary of defense. The
FCC holds all Chinese communication to the United States via social media and
simultaneously the United States punches a hole in the Great Firewall and begins
targeted messaging to the CCP officials on the danger of escalation that Xi Jinping
is creating. We have no desire for escalation. We’d turn up global pressure on China
by requesting NATO assistance and finally continue strikes against conventional
ICBMs and MR and IRBMs.

Participant 6: If part one would not work, then our team is ready to prepare and
go into part two, which is offense. We’re very grateful to the lawyer on our team
for providing us with what aggressive economic sanctions to include, as you can
see, an all comprehensive non-kinetic attack to contain this escalation. If this does
not work, we are also fully prepared to hit all conventional ICBM launch and mis-
sile storage sites with our conventional weapons. And we’re also going to launch
all conventional weapons against the power grid detection points of departure and
embarkation. We’re also going to strike internal police force command and control
nodes. And actually, this was a very interesting discussion. Perhaps it’s also pru-
dent to go and have ideological warfare to prevent this propaganda and unveil the
selfish Chinese government, pouring information to its own people. At the moment,
the position of the United States team that we are holding off from using any force
against ships during the boarding process, but we will continue to seek to impose
a quarantine. And we understand that our Pacific allies have concerns. We’re very
cognizant about it, and we’re diligently going to work with our allies, that’s why we
have some diplomatic discussions, and we have additional slides on the topics. We
also have discussed this with our allies and we shared with them that they are free
to shoot at will, proceed at will, and we will back them up in the responses they are
going to take against the Chinese government. Then we are also going to attack the
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energy system to destroy any activities on Wandong and Hainan Islands, and we are
deploying US forces of all types, which are authorized in defensive and offensive
action. That’s it. Thank you.

Participant 7: Great job. I think we have one more slide, now?

Facilitator 2: So are we going to talk about this one? The US used no conventional
ICBMs in this move, but if it was replayed, this one?

Participant 7: Participant 8, you want to tackle this? You contributed to it.

Participant 8: Sure. In this scenario, the US has no conventional ICs. If the sce-
nario were replayed, and the US had an equal number of conventional ICs, 150
in it’s arsenal, would they choose to use them or not? If they do, what kinds of
missiles would be used against what kind of targets in China? What would be the
objective of the strike? If not, explain why and what else, if anything, an American
team might do. Well, if we did, we would use them. There’s lots of capabilities for
conventional strikes apart from the conventional ICBMs. So not of much concern.
The major target for our conventional ICs would be defense suppression to enable
our other strike assets to penetrate. We’d also take out their ground-based ASAT
capabilities as well as satellite TTC and SSN capabilities. And we would deploy
our conventional ICs in Alaska, such that the launch sites were easily distinguished
from nuclear ICBM launch sites in CONUS.

Facilitator 1: Could you just speak a little bit more about what you said was of no
moment? And that is lots of capabilities for ICBM apart from ICBM.

Participant 8: That refers to our conventional and regional strike capabilities in the
region. And this would be the Tomahawk missiles, the army MR and IRBMs and of
course the air delivered munitions also.

Facilitator 1: So why would you use the conventional ICBMs instead of those?

Participant 8: Because we’d use the conventional ICs for defense suppression to
make sure that the other systems were not able to penetrate.

Facilitator 1: I see. In other words, these are a sure shot. And you would see them
as something to use for that purpose.

Participant 9: I was curious also about that because I didn’t see much in the way
of suppression of enemy air defense targets on the previous slides without the con-
ventional ICBMs. Is that something that would be part of the US Force package
as well? Because if you don’t get those, it might be hard to get in and take out the
other missile launch sites.
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Participant 8: Yes, we just neglected to list that. Thank you.
Facilitator 2: So now I think this is the final slide.

Participant 10: I have a question about the US strike move. According to the US’
second slide there are deployed US forces within AOR who are authorized for de-
fensive and offensive action at their discretion. But what we talked about was how
defensive action could be offensive. From the Japanese perspective, they are not
willing to authorize the use of their offensive weapons at Japanese territory.

Participant 3: Additional questions. My understanding is the US is hitting all the tar-
gets on the Chinese mainland, essentially. But there’s no specific direction against
Chinese forces gathering at the bases alone. Is it the whole of China, coast of China,
or near Taiwan? Is that what’s going on?

Participant 8: I think we would use our other regional strike assets to go after those
targets. They would be more effective than the conventional ICs would be.

Participant 3: A conventional IC attack deep within mainland China. But this is not
enough, right? You have 150. But you’re also using other assets, supposedly army
missiles, like B-21 bombers and other conventional assets to strike? Or are you
reserving those for countering an amphibious invasion?

Participant 8: Well, if you recall, the Army had a couple of hundred MRBNs and
another couple of hundred IRBNs, and each of those was armed, probably with
three RVs, three warheads. And then of course, like I say, we’ve got the Tomahawks
and the JASSMs, standard range JASSMs, and the penetrating capabilities of the
F-35s and the B-21s. It can carry another variety of the JSAO weapons and bombs.

Participant 3: Okay, thank you. Basically hit everything.

Participant 8: No, not everything. There’s too many targets in China for that, but we
could certainly hit targets that would get their attention and reduce their capability
to invade Taiwan.

Participant 7: Let me offer a strategic perspective here on what’s behind our moves
and our objectives. First of all, as you see on that second bullet, especially coming
out of yesterday’s play, where the US team concluded that the military defense of
Taiwan was impractical, and that we weren’t exactly throwing Taiwan overboard,
we would send a carrier battle group and continue resupply operations. But as we
were briefed at the outset, this raised very serious concerns about the credibility of
US support for our core allies in the region. And we can understand that. So that’s
part of what we’re doing with the moves today. Our offensive moves provide that
reassurance. And you’ll see that we had a message to our allies that we would fully
support the decisions that they made, sovereign decisions to respond to Chinese
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attacks. Although we wanted their strike operations to be coordinated with the US
so that we are reading from the same page. And there’s another dimension here that
we think is important, and that is the U.S. domestic political equation. And here I'm
going to speak from some experience. In the situation right now, there’s crushing
political pressure on the president and his senior advisors from governors in the
West Coast. In fact, across the nation, there’s going to be a rally around the flag
effect. The ugly reality of missiles exploding on US territory and destroying energy
infrastructure and other sites is going to have massive domestic political effects.
And so the challenge for the American president is to manage that rally around the
flag effect, but also not be inappropriately driven by it. The pressure on the United
States to respond to China is not only to try to manage the escalatory process and
reassure US allies and achieve our core regional security goals, but it’s also in the
domestic political context of making sure that we’re doing enough in the eyes of the
American people to prevent China from achieving one of its goals to incite societal
panic. That is a direct quote. So part of what we’re doing here is managing and
countering Chinese real world objectives, create societal panic, by having a vigor-
ous proportional response to the Chinese attacks. There’s a domestic context here
that’s very important in addition to strengthening our ties with our regional allies
in the face of Chinese aggression. I’d be happy to answer any additional thoughts
you might have on that, but that provides a part of the strategic context and strategic
objectives behind our moves.

Participant 3: Yeah, I basically agree with you and understand your situation, but I
tried to have more discussion about offensive military operations from Japanese or
Korean territory. They also have their domestic politics as well. So our conclusion
was to not allow offensive military operations. So if you try to do that, you have to
reach out to Pacific allies first.

Facilitator 1: It seems like there are three objectives one can conceive of. One is
to stand down and prevent military absorption. One is to give a signal to our allies
that we’re not going to allow ourselves to be hit, or them to be hit without doing
something. And the third is to prevent our allies from getting hit.

Participant 7: One more and that is preventing China from achieving its goal of
inciting societal panic inside the United States and managing the rally around the
flag effect so it doesn’t boil over.

Facilitator 1: And that is addressed how?

Participant 7: The cutoff of the flow of all Chinese messaging to American citizens
via FCC, Federal Communications Commission, emergency authorities, in section
702, the Federal Communications Act. There’s a lot that we can do to prevent that
messaging, then also proactive messaging by the president about the specific ac-
tions in response to Chinese attacks that the American military is taking in order to
prevail in the conflict, prevent further escalation, and stand up for American inter-
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ests in solidarity of our alliance with our East Asian partners.

Facilitator 2: Thank you. I think that for the interest of time, we’ll save any other
questions for the US team until the other teams have gone. So let’s go to the China
team. And again, try and keep your brief around five minutes. That would be ideal.
Over to you.

Participant 10: One quick comment before I start. One thing we found interesting is
that in the scenario that we’re given, that the US sent an aircraft carrier strike group
to the waters east of Taiwan, was actually a lot less provocative than something
that happened in 1996 when US aircraft carriers groups went to water just outside
the Taiwan strait. In 1996 China didn’t really do much stuff with this that would be
super provocative, even though in this particular instance, the US did something
less provocative, but actually China hit back way harder than the 1996 scenario.
That’s interesting for us in terms of scenario setting at the beginning of move three.
Although perhaps that’s also in line with our broader assumption of Xi Jinping as
a leader being more aggressive than previous leaders, e.g. the leader in 96,. Okay,
so that’s one big point. Overall rationale for the China team is that our main prize
is really Taiwan, a lot more than defeating America militarily per se. We want to
keep America out as much as possible because so long as we can keep America out,
we’ll be fighting essentially on our own turf here near Taiwan. So that’s why every
action we take against America, we try to emphasize that our actions are reciprocal
and proportional and thereby minimizing the US public opinion and thereby where
possible isolating US leadership on US public opinion. The next step is if we can-
not keep the US out of conflict, then we’ll try to do the next best thing, which is to
keep the Pacific allies out as much as we can by driving a wedge. So that’s why we
emphasize that the US often, in our view, is the provoker of power here, including
the message we sent the Pacific allies earlier about how China never threatened
to destabilize US leadership from their people, whereas US leadership in other
messages to us, threatens our regime’s security, threatens to topple the Chinese
leadership. That’s something that’s a gross violation of sovereignty, a principle that
all Asian countries especially can get behind, especially Southeast Asians. Okay,
so let me go into our specific slides. This is a line of our broader rationale, which
is outlined there, which is that when we attack the US, we focus on attacking US
military infrastructure targets and minimize the targeting of counter-belly or civil-
ian targets. Same goal so far for Taiwan targets. Our intention is to demonstrate the
strength of China’s capabilities, but not hostility. Again, focusing on isolating US
public opinion from the leadership. And we feel comfortable that a Chinese strike
against the continental US would not lead to a nuclear response. One other thing
of course is that when we pursue other additional military maneuvers, our goal is
to deny US decisive access to the theater battle closest to Taiwan and China. And
that’s why any strike we launch against CONUS will have the aim in mind of trying
to minimize the possibility of bringing the US into the conflict in our preferred the-
ater battle. Similarly, a strike against the US would demonstrate strength but try to
not create serious damage especially to the civilians. Again, it’s escalation control,
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especially US escalation control if you’re fighting on the Chinese side. And demon-
strating strength is important that’s why we use conventional ICBMs including in
cases that don’t really need c-ICBMs, e.g. our strikes in move 2 when we used con-
ventional ICBMs to strike against Taiwan. c-ICBM could be a good supplement to
other forms of attack, e.g. cyber attack, which had a launch against U.S. other kind
of influential warfare, combative warfare against U.S., Taiwan, other allies, e.g.,
TikTok videos about how there are Taiwanese protesting on the streets, not only
against radical DPP leadership inside Taiwan, but also protesting against American
major involvement in what in their view is a Chinese domestic affair. That’s going
to be helpfully chipping away at US public support for additional US military in-
volvement. In move two we used c-ICBMs and we, like I said earlier, tried to use
the overkill approach that’s aimed at conveying information about our capability
without conveying more hostility than necessary. Next point, are we concerned that
using conventional ICBMs against the US will lead to a US nuclear response? No,
we are not that concerned. And I think the evidence is born out of the fact that the
American team in move 2 and 3 did not respond with nuclear ICBM attacks against
us. This goes to show that mutually assured destruction, the reality of it actually
makes all players with nuclear weapons to be super careful and calibrated about the
use of nuclear weapons in exchanges. In a real-world scenario, the instinct to look
under the hood to make that kind of nuanced distinction between a conventional
ICBM attack and a nuclear ICBM attack is giving all parties that incentive to be
super calibrated. Nobody at this juncture wants to be seen as the one fired first strike
nuclear speaking just yet.

Facilitator 1: So you think the Chinese think that clarifying that whatever they have
that’s conventional is going to be seen when it’s used as being conventional is a use-
ful goal for China? I mean, is it desirable for the Chinese to lean forward to clarify
that the missiles they’re using are conventional when they’re going intercontinental
ranges? Is it to China’s advantage for that to be clear somehow? And if so, why?

Participant 10: It’s major for China to demonstrate that we have the capability to
use conventional ICBMs and also useful for us to insinuate that even when we use
ICBMs most likely it’s going to be only conventional ICBMs. So how do we go
about conveying information? We convey it by using non-nuclear ICBMs in Tai-
wan. Therefore to create the expectation that subsequent future ICBM strikes will
also likely be conventional.

Facilitator 1: I guess there will be a separate question about whether you base these
things separately from nuclear.

Participant 4: I can speak a bit to the thinking on this, which is, we wanted to show
the capability to strike the U.S. mainland without being escalatory to the point of
getting into a nuclear exchange. Right. And so the logic behind having convention-
al ICBMs in the first place is so the US knows that we have conventional ICBMs,
that we can strike you without it being a nuclear escalation. And so that was our
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thinking.

Facilitator 1: Taiwan was a demonstration, saying you shouldn’t assume if some-
thing’s coming your way it won’t be anything other than what we just demonstrated.

Participant 4: Exactly. The instructions in the initial move were that we had to use
one, but it didn’t have to be a strike on the continental US and so we wanted to show
the capability. We don’t want to strike the US mainland right now, but we want to
show you that we can.

Participant 3: This has less to do with this conversation. I just want to clarify be-
cause you briefed everything on China’s conventional moves. So China’s not doing
anything to the resupply convoy moving to the Pacific? Is that a correct interpreta-
tion? They’re not doing anything on that?

Participant 10: The resupply convoy from the US?
Participant 3: Yes, escorted by the U.S. and Japan.

Participant 10: The China team so far has not decided to strike those particular
CONvoys.

Participant 4: If we don’t bait the US into throwing all their naval support behind
a repositioning of the entire fleet into this theater of battle, a convoy isn’t going to
change the facts on the ground in Taiwan. And so the last thing we want to do is take
the bait and get drawn into striking the US in a way that will rile public support,
that’ll make the US want to get more engaged and make a less favorable situation
for us on the battlefield.

Participant 3: So to clarify my understanding right now, looking at the Pacific East
of Taiwan is basically just a really tense stand-off between US strike groups, ter-
rorist strike groups, escorting convoys and other forced dispositions along with
Chinese Navy, PLA and deployments East of Taiwan? Basically everybody’s there
but nobody’s firing against each other?

Participant 10: The US already fired at China, right?

Participant 3: But that’s why I’m asking. Yes, they’ve already fired. So everybody’s
got a bunch of ships east of Taiwan and they’re staring at each other. And now Chi-
na has been hit and the US has been hit, but you’re telling me they are not shooting
at each other? Are they shooting at each other on the Pacific?

Participant 4: We wanted to put the onus on the US to escalate. On the eastern side
of Taiwan, there’s this weird standoff going on. In the meantime, we’re striking Tai-
wan. We feel that we have the tactical high ground and the moral high ground here.
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And so why would we engage in the east of Taiwan in a place that doesn’t change
our tactical advantage in Taiwan? Why would we engage in a battle that doesn’t
produce any advantage to us?

Participant 3: Right, so what you’re telling me is you got a bunch of US bombers
and US carrier strike fighters and other missiles flying over your ships east of Tai-
wan, over Taiwan and striking Taiwan, striking Chinese targets in the Taiwan strait
and deploying mines across the strait, and your forces east of Taiwan are doing
nothing against it?

Participant 4: That’s correct.

Participant 10: We have said that the US attack on us is morally problematic, and
the US striking China first in that way is escalating from something that was pre-
viously essentially a Chinese civil war. So the US has fired the first shot and ex-
panded the scope of the conflict from a domestic affair to international one. And
that they’ve attacked Chinese missile launch sites is making those US assets in the
Western Pacific from which I assume those attacks come from, legitimate targets as
far as China is concerned. And we urge other third party countries to be aware of
this fact and rethink whether it is in their interest strategically and whether it’s right
morally to continue siding with the US in all future military operations.

Participant 4: Let’s keep in mind, we’re also simultaneously attacking military tar-
gets on the US mainland. What you’re talking about east of Taiwan is essentially a
bunch of fireworks. You’re using your limited missile capability, by the way. You’re
using limited stockpiles to hit non-vital targets. So we’ll let you do it.

Facilitator 2: I’m sorry, just for the interest of time, I think we need to go to the
last slide and then come back to this if that’s okay? Just because we have another
presentation. So if we just want to go through this last slide briefly.

Participant 10: Yes, very briefly. In what way could this escalation of the conflict
be possible? Point one is that Taiwan is central to China. And therefore, now that a
conflict over Taiwan has been set in motion, the escalation from China’s side will
require some measure of concession over Taiwan or China. And in our view, we
prioritize A, getting Taiwan, and B, minimizing US involvement where possible,
although it’s getting hard. So now it’s about getting other regional allies onto our
side or to be neutral, to the extent that’s possible. And number two, we also want to
be creating this impression that China is actually trying to create an off-ramp. So
to that end, we’ll be throwing in trade deals, investment promises to the US, to the
current administration to potentially bide our time. And if we cannot, then at least
it will be known that China is trying to create a goodwill off-ramp. Again, getting
public opinion onto our side internationally. Perhaps also US domestic opinion as
well. And number three, an extension of that point, yes, US public opinion is an
actor that is malleable and is an actor that we try to work on as a way to weaken
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political sustainability or further robust US military involvement in this scenario.
We are in a double wedge, both between US leadership and US public opinion, as
well as between the US and their Pacific allies. And this may hopefully be a little bit
more effective than usual considering the current administration has a very inward
looking, more domestic focus. I’1l leave it at that.

Participant 8: What was the incentive from the Americans? In your second bullet.

Facilitator 3: We were in discussions of sending an incentive to the Americans, but
while we were drafting that message, the Americans sent their big list of military
actions, including strikes. So we shifted our plans, but we wanted to include that
initial discussion in our slide.

Participant 11: Yeah, we were going to make economic incentives to basically buy
off the Americans by offering them investments.

Participant 3: Oh, the Chinese were going to present the Americas with economic
incentives.

Participant 11: We were thinking that they could invest and we would invest and
everyone would make money so we could forget fighting.

Participant 4: And our approach was the U.S. is looking for a reason to deescalate
an off ramp. The U.S. doesn’t want an escalatory conflict in the Taiwan Strait any
more than we do. And so the idea was, let’s make sure that we build in some off
ramps to this thing so we can find a way to deescalate.

Facilitator 2: Who would like to brief for this team?

Participant 12: It’s me, but I haven’t had a chance to see this slide up close. First, I
want to point out that among the Indo-Pacific, you have allies and partners and oth-
ers. So each of them had different perspectives on the main questions that were laid
out. So how would we respond? Well, the allies, mainly Korea, Japan and Australia
would be treaty bound to support U.S. military, economic, political, diplomatic
activity. But at the same time, they want to deescalate the situation and not go to
full scale war. And even in this case, Japan is more involved than anybody else at
this stage of the conflict. The Philippines, although they have a special relationship
with the United States and might have the same kind of aspirations to help and be
an ally to the United States, do not have the kind of military or economic capability
that the other aforementioned allies might have. So there’s a difference there. I also
mentioned that if North Korea were to battle the saber or whatever, then the Kore-
ans would be really nervous. But control did not portray any kind of situation like
that. It’s just something that I wanted to throw out that for Koreans, North Korean
activity is a concern. The third bullet that you see there is diverse responses from
the allies, partners and others. We need to think of the Pacific as allies, partners and
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others. In this scenario we wondered what would we ask of the United States? Well,
we would not ask the United States to restrain themselves but we would ask them
to uphold their treaty and moral obligations. But on the other hand, there would be
a significant portion of our population who would say, is Taiwan worth going to
war and sacrificing the lives of Koreans, Japanese, and Filipinos? I don’t personally
agree with that, but wanted to point out that that kind of sentiment would be out
there. I personally believe that strong and unwavering statements towards commu-
nists, towards the Chinese, Russians, North Koreans, Iranians is critical. Any kind
of caveats and what that means should not help the situation. Whatever

the dangers might be, the Chinese should understand that if they use nuclear weap-
ons, nuclear war is unavoidable. The credibility of the United States to do some-
thing crazy should not be discredited. What are some of our fears? Well, Taiwan
fears that time is running out and the longer this situation lasts, it is a disadvantage
for us. So the incentive is to force the issue and to make sure that the Chinese are
enticed to do as much as they’re capable of and basically call their bluff. Next slide,
please. Will the Chinese use of non-nuclear ICBMs lead to a nuclear response?
Hopefully not. But we would also want all diplomatic and or military action from
the United States and China to de-escalate the situation to continue. With the ca-
veat that Taiwan’s position would be to make sure that their national interests are
protected and in the end, that China’s aspirations to conquer Taiwan by force will
never occur again. So I’ll just stop here and invite the rest of my team to add on the
things that I missed. Thank you.

Facilitator 2: And if there is nothing else to add from the team, I’'m happy to go back
to the questions in the chat.

Participant 3: Thank you. This is an open question for the US team and China team.
I’m just very unclear, what’s the situation east of the Pacific and how can the situ-
ation be sustained? Where everybody’s apparently shooting over Taiwan, toward
the Taiwan Strait, toward China’s mainland with a bunch of warships in the same
vicinity, with warships escorting the convoy, but somehow they’re not shooting
at each other. And the US forces launching strike packages toward China’s main-
land are very comfortable having all these Chinese assets in the area, securing the
knowledge that they won’t fire against U.S. forces and they are not to be jammed or
disrupted or anything. I’'m having a little bit of trouble imagining that. I don’t know
if anybody has more details on that or can help me understand the situation better.

Participant 4: We also wondered about the mechanism for how the Americans were
mining the Taiwan Strait, as well as how they were shooting at our mainland targets.

Participant 3: When ships start sinking, losing hundreds of sailors, and planes start
dropping, that’s a way to run out of control. And even with strict ROEs on each
side and everybody understanding, there still could be issues of accidentally hitting
other ships, accidentally shooting down the planes in self-defense. And without that
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in place, because I don’t see any discussions between China team and US team on
the escort convoys. How are you guys gonna avoid this steaming pot of escalation?

Participant 7: I’ll offer my own personal perspective and then others on the Amer-
ican team, please dive in. We had in our back pocket the expectation that control
would tell us that the U.S. carrier strike group was completely annihilated by ballis-
tic missiles and maneuvering hypersonics. I think that far in the future, the ability of
carriers to survive in a hostile environment is unclear. Many of us are deeply skepti-
cal. So we had in our back pocket an assumption ready to go forward that the carrier
battle group would be destroyed and that this would reinforce the strategic issues,
including the domestic political issues that help us prioritize our actions, both de-
fensive and offensive. But I’1l turn it over to my colleagues for their thoughts.

Facilitator 1: Well, it’s an interesting set of questions. I think we’re going to be
talking to you individually, Participant 3. It doesn’t sound right. It does seem anti-
septic. It’s conceivable, but I think the questions that have been raised are ones that
have to be answered pretty quickly. The idea that this could go on or that all these
things could be fired to the mainland but not taken out in the Pacific, I don’t know.

Participant 8: In my view, I don’t think China would put their naval forces past the
first Island chain to engage the U.S. Navy, they would simply be sunk.

Facilitator 1: That may be, but don’t they have a few missiles able to shoot?

Participant 8: That’s a different issue, but with regard to putting our fleet out, I don’t
think...

Facilitator 1: I don’t think I said anything about the fleet. I don’t care whether it’s
a fleet or not. Alright? You can see that the Chinese have firepower unrelated to the
fleet that might harm surface vessels.

Participant 7: You bet. We’ve got thousands of un-proved vehicles, including un-
derwater vehicles, with great lethality. I mean, this is right around the corner. Sur-
face ships are vulnerable targets. Their survivability is going to be dubious in this
environment, even with advances in area defenses.

Participant 4: And I would say, we wanted to keep the bulk of the fighting in the
Taiwan strait. And so for us, we aren’t looking to put our fleet out in the open Pacif-
ic or anywhere close to the U.S. bases. The idea really is, we’re trying not to draw
the Americans in. So we wanted to leave the onus of escalation to the Americans
because we felt like the tactical situation as drawn up was heavily in our favor.
Again, we didn’t want to shoot an own goal in our backyard. So, we were not look-
ing to escalate in the open Pacific.

Participant 3: But there is a blockade in place, right? Am I seeing this correctly?
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China has conducted a blockade against Taiwan and the US is running the block-
ade. So just let them run through?

Participant 4: So we’ve quarantined Taiwan and we would not open fire on the
Americans in the east of Taiwan. That’s correct.

Participant 3: Hold on, what does that mean you quarantine Taiwan? So you’re
stopping vessels for inspection on military cargo, right? What happens when the
US convoy comes and you want to inspect them and they tell you no and then go
past? Do you fire on them or not? Because that’s literally that’s the same as running
the blockade--

Participant 4: First of all, this scenario wasn’t presented to our team, but if it was,
I’d imagine that what we would do is we would not open fire and we would let them
pass us to go to Taiwan and we would retreat back to probably the first island chain,
right? So we would not be in the east of Taiwan confronting US ships. But again,
that would be just my instinct. I’'m not the only one on the team.

Participant 3: So there’s no blockade?
Participant 4: Correct.

Participant 10: A quarantine but no comprehensive blockade. I think for us, the
China team, we have a certain first move advantage because we already started our
quarantine in the previous move, so if the US were the ones who then joined the
theater then the onus will be on the US to escalate.

Participant 11: So what’s to stop the US from just supplying Taiwan with as many
missiles as they can to shoot at China?

Participant 2: The first thing that’s going to stop that is the lack of U.S. missile pro-
duction. Unfortunately, our missile production is way behind where it needs to be.
We can’t wave a wand to get better at this.

Participant 4: My impression was that under this scenario the US had stagnation in
their ramping up. There was a plan to ramp up defense capabilities but that they had
stagnated. And so I guess we interpreted that to mean that the missile--

Facilitator 1: That has to do with the ICBM conventional program only. That was
all. There is something about this that makes the Vietnam War look like an all-out
war compared to this. There’s a lot of RAND Corporation hesitation there that
doesn’t sound like it’s real. Obviously, we’re going to take a look at all the tran-
scripts. I’'m curious to learn from the Americans, how they would use their conven-
tional ICBMs that were supplied after the game has been played I guess. Do you
see those things as having a real advantage? And if so, expanding on that might be

233



234

Incoming: Chinese Conventional Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles

helpful. Maybe they don’t.

Participant 2: I think with the theater forces we have in place, it far overshadows
the few conventional ICBMs that we would have. Not that they wouldn’t be useful,
they would be, but in terms of weight of effort, it’d be overshadowed by our theater
missile strike capabilities.

Participant 8: Totally, but you raised a point earlier that we found compelling on
the American team and that is that for air defense suppression. That is clearing the

way for air assets in particular to get to their targets, ballistic missiles could be very
useful.

Facilitator 1: More useful than stealth bombers?
Participant 8: Oh yeah. And quicker.

Participant 2: I suspect what you would actually see is air launched hypersonic
missiles. You’d be using your missile trucks essentially. Your B-52s are not going
to get anywhere in the weapon engagement zone for Chinese air defenses, but they
are going to lob missiles from a substantial distance. And that gives you a lot more
capability in many ways than ICBMs do at a much lower cost.

Facilitator 1: Well, that then suggests the ICBMs for the American team are not
very interesting. Are they more interesting to the Chinese team? And if so, why?

Participant 11: They’re far more interesting to the Chinese because that’s the only
way China can reach out and touch the U.S.

Participant 2: They’ve just chosen this as a different mechanism to get the same
weapons effect. They don’t want to trail the U.S. and try to do the same things the
same way we do because we’ve got decades of advanced development on them. So
they’re trying to go a different path to get the same outcome.

Facilitator 1: That helps clarify.
Participant 2: But it’s a very dangerous path. At the end of the day, [ don’t think any
administration can just take an ICBM hit and wait to see if it’s a conventional strike.

They can’t. They won't.

Participant 11: There is no way we’re going to retaliate with nuclear weapons until
we know what’s going on.

Participant 2: Well, I disagree. I fundamentally disagree.
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