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An unspoken assumption in the Golden Dome’s development is that America 
will be the only nation to deploy such a system. NPEC’s three-day multiple-move 
space game, which took place this June, assumed otherwise.

Game players included current and former Pentagon space officials, Hill and 
military staff, as well as outside space experts. Some participants were keen 
supporters of the Golden Dome. Others were not. All took the game seriously.
 
What unfolded — calm punctuated by chaos — was unexpected. It certainly 
differed from America’s previous experience with the Strategic Defense Initiative 
(SDI). That program never deployed a space defense system. Nor did Moscow try 
to counter it by developing a system of its own. Instead, Russian fears SDI might 
shift the correlation of military forces in America’s favor produced paralyzing 
despair within the Russian general staff.
 
None of these welcome developments unfolded during the game. Unlike Moscow, 
Beijing is wealthy enough to develop a space-based missile interceptor system of 
its own. In the game, it does.

The Scenario

Early in 2036, China announces its intention to deploy its own Golden Dome-like 
system, Smart Hawk. The Pentagon argues it can beat the Chinese to the punch 
by deploying several hundred Golden Dome space-based interceptors before 
Beijing does, but the White House instead chooses to negotiate with the Chinese 
to prevent a “destabilizing” offense-defense arms race.
 
The Chinese agree, and 36 months of space negotiations without the Russians 
ensue. A variety of space transparency measures are discussed. But ultimately, 
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China sees little advantage in striking any deal that Washington could accept. 
China, meanwhile, uses the negotiating period to continue preparations to launch 
its own space-based missile interceptor system.
 
In December of 2039, Xi Jinping’s successor decides to launch China’s Smart 
Hawk system and completes its heavy launch deployment of the system by the 
end of April 2040. The import of this decision increases: Tensions in the South 
China Sea flare up in February 2040 with a Chinese vessel ramming a joint U.S.-
Philippine-manned Coast Guard ship, causing the loss of several American Coast 
Guard personnel.
 
The President of the United States reacts secretly authorizing the Pentagon to 
temporarily disable several critical Chinese satellites using adverse solar storms 
as a cover. The hope is that these deniable, temporary disablements might force 
dialogue and bring the Chinese back to the negotiating table.
 
At nearly the same time, both China (which has two heavy launch sites) and the 
U.S. (which has three) experience launch failures that disable at least one heavy 
launch site for each. The U.S. believes its launch failure was truly an accident and 
that China had nothing to do with it. Beijing, however, privately questions if the 
U.S. caused China’s launch failure.
 
China and the U.S. continue to deploy their respective space-based missile 
defense systems. Further military escalation seems imminent. Hoping to buy time, 
the Chinese offer private track-two talks. By the game’s end, both sides are still 
deploying their space-based interceptor systems. It is unclear if these unofficial 
talks progress.
 
Throughout the game, the predominant Chinese and American view is that the 
prime mission for space-based missile defenses is to reduce each other’s ability 
and interest in launching a nuclear first strike. However, players had difficulty 
pinpointing what the Golden Dome’s precise capabilities and various missions 
might be. Some believed the system’s key objective could be to establish U.S. 
space superiority.
 
One way to accomplish this would be to use the Dome’s space interceptors to 
target critical Chinese and Russian satellites. Another might be to put a limited 
Golden Dome constellation in orbit, not to blunt missile strikes against the U.S. or 
its allies, but to enforce a possible U.S. blockade of Chinese space launches from 
China’s two coastal heavy-lift launch sites.
 
Closing these strategic space chokepoints could prevent China from launching the 
Smart Hawk system. In addition, it could hold China’s and Russia’s key satellites 
at risk and help establish U.S. space superiority. The China team discussed this 
possibility and considered executing this mission against the U.S.
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After the game’s play, NPEC’s space policy adviser, Pete Hays, reviewed the 
bidding using unclassified Brilliant Pebble calculations to estimate what a space 
“blockade” constellation might entail. A good number of security analysts believe 
blunting even a modest first strike would require thousands of interceptors, cost 
hundreds of billions of dollars, and take years to deploy. He determined, however, 
that a blockade constellation could consist of an order of magnitude fewer 
interceptors and be far cheaper and quicker to deploy with a handful of Starship 
launches conducted over several days or weeks.
 
Initially, such a system might be unable to prevent first strikes against the U.S. but 
could help assure space superiority and prevent China or Russia from gaining the 
heavy-lift access to space required to deploy their own systems.

Key Findings

It will be impossible to use the Golden Dome effectively or bargain about 
it until the Pentagon determines what the system’s primary mission is. The 
U.S. team struggled to decide which of two main objectives the Golden Dome 
should prioritize. The first possible top objective could be to blunt either a modest 
or an all-out nuclear missile strike against the U.S. Focused on this deterrence 
objective, the American team was wary of deploying a large (several-thousand 
interceptor-sized constellation) for fear it might prompt a preemptive Chinese 
or Russian nuclear first strike. As a result, the U.S. team tried to formulate arms 
control offers to limit nuclear missiles and Golden Dome deployments. The 
China team showed little interest in negotiating such limits. A second possible 
top objective for the Dome could be to secure space superiority. Achieving this 
mission could initially entail deploying a much smaller space-based interceptor 
constellation. This smaller system’s initial aim might not only be to hold Chinese 
and Russian satellites at risk, but also to enable the U.S. to enforce a heavy-lift 
launch blockade against China. This view of the Dome’s primary mission would 
place a premium on getting several hundred missile interceptors up first to prevent 
China from ever being able to deploy a missile defense constellation from its 
two heavy-lift launch sites. Deploying such a system first might give the U.S. an 
immense military-diplomatic lever. However, the U.S. team did not dwell on what 
the Dome’s primary mission might be. This, in turn, made it difficult for the team 
to take decisive U.S. military or diplomatic action. As the Pentagon continues to 
maintain a veil of “operational security” over the Dome and keeps its employment 
strategy confidential, it is likely to encounter similar problems: Without clarifying 
what the Dome’s primary mission is, the U.S. will have severe difficulty planning 
future Dome operations and policies, as each of the different possible Dome 
mission priorities entail radically different procurement and military operational 
planning, deterrence doctrines, and diplomatic postures.
 
Recommendation: Congress should require the Pentagon to file a classified 
and unclassified report clarifying what the Dome’s primary military mission is. 
Is it to establish space superiority or merely to protect America’s second-strike 
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capability? In the latter case, the Pentagon should clarify how large an incoming 
attack the Dome is being designed to defend against — a limited terror attack, a 
modest first strike assault, or an all-out ballistic and air-breathing missile strike. It 
also should list what American or foreign military and civilian assets the system 
is being designed to defend and what the key phases of the system’s deployment 
will be. Congress should withhold funding for the system until this report is filed.
 
Without clarity on the Dome’s primary mission, Dome-related diplomacy 
could make matters worse. The game play assumed that the U.S. could negotiate 
over space-based missile defenses with China without Russia. Given the size of 
Russia’s fast-flying offensive ballistic missile fleet, though, Moscow currently 
has a critical role to play in any effort to deter or limit first strikes against the U.S. 
On the other hand, unlike China, Moscow is unlikely to field a Golden Dome 
system of its own. If the Golden Dome’s primary mission, then, is to blunt a first 
strike with missiles, Russia would have to be a major player in any Dome-related 
talks. Of course, as China’s nuclear forces grow, Russia’s relative importance in 
such negotiations would decline. In contrast, if the Dome’s primary mission is 
to achieve space superiority or to enable the U.S. to impose a heavy-lift launch 
blockade against China, Russia would be far less important to any Dome-related 
talks. Certainly, being in a position to threaten such a space-launch blockade 
credibly would afford the U.S. immense leverage on both Chinese and Russian 
strategic behavior. The U.S. team, however, tried to engage in space diplomacy 
with China even before the particulars of the Dome’s capabilities or primary 
mission were known. Will the Dome’s protections be extended to allies? Which 
ones? Which of the two basic Dome missions described would get priority? 
What might the phases of the Dome’s deployment be? Under what conditions 
might the U.S. deescalate competitive deployments of space-based interceptors 
against China? How might the U.S. and China go about this? Without clarity on 
these questions and more, it was unclear what Dome-relevant space diplomacy 
could accomplish and a danger that it could easily create as many problems for 
American and allied strategic security as it might solve.
 
Recommendation: Congress should require the Department of State to explain 
annually in classified and unclassified reports what America’s space dome-
relevant diplomacy is, how it might support the Pentagon’s efforts to deploy and 
use the Dome, and how it might cope with Chinese and Russian counters to the 
Dome or a Chinese deployment of its own space-based interceptor system. The 
report should also identify the key relevant unknowns about space developments, 
both offensive and defensive, that might complicate U.S. space diplomacy and 
planning.
 
It will be futile to deploy the Dome unless it can survive grey and overt 
attacks made on the ground or in space. Throughout the game, the American 
team feared Chinese anti-satellite operations might prevent or disable a Dome 
deployment. It was unclear if the Golden Dome, its supporting systems on the 
ground (including its coastal heavy-lift sites), and its space-based assets in 
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geostationary and medium Earth orbits would be sufficiently hardened or steeled 
against such Chinese assaults. These threats included ground- and space-based 
kinetic attacks, drones and missile assaults against key ground facilities (including 
heavy launch sites), AI-assisted cyber intrusions of Dome systems, laser and 
jamming attacks, as well as nuclear explosions in or near low Earth orbits. 
Without knowing how hardened the Dome’s various components could or should 
be made against such attacks, if they were properly integrated, and how long they 
might survive, it was nearly impossible to know how or even if the system could 
operate. Would the system fail to operate when needed or fire against targets when 
it should not? Would all the system’s components work properly together? The 
game players were unable to get the answers.
 
Recommendation: Congress currently requires minimal protection standards 
and that certain certifications be met for critical U.S. national military command, 
control, and communications systems (e.g., the Space-Based Infrared System). 
However, Congress does not yet require either for key components of the Golden 
Dome. Nor is there a specific office within the Pentagon whose prime mission is 
to game, test, harden, and certify the Golden Dome against the variety of offensive 
threats it might face with or without a competing Chinese space-based missile 
defense system. Such an office could help Congress establish what reasonable 
certification requirements might be to assure deployment of an effective system 
without slowing development of pre-deployment prototypes. Congress should 
condition funding of the Golden Dome on the creation of such an office and upon 
annual classified and unclassified reports on how the Pentagon plans to mitigate or 
eliminate such vulnerabilities.
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Move Summaries

Move 1

It’s 2036. The U.S. and China both have developed reusable heavy-lift launch 
vehicles capable of placing hundreds of space-based missile interceptors into low 
Earth orbit in a single launch. Both have also completed development of highly 
classified space-based interceptor systems.
 
Neither has deployed an operational constellation, but in July, President Xi 
Jinping announces a plan to deploy China’s Congming Yingpai or “Smart Hawk” 
interceptor system. 
 
This spurs Washington into action: The Pentagon identifies two commercial space 
firms to launch America’s Golden Dome system. The intelligence community 
determines that these companies can launch a given number of interceptors 40% 
quicker than China. Rather than deploy, the White House instructs the Pentagon 
to hold off until the President can speak to President Xi about negotiating mutual 
space-based interceptor limits. The President calls President Xi and reveals how 
advanced America’s classified “Smart Rocks” capability is. President Xi agrees to 
enter into talks.
 
Each leader asks their military advisers to answer two questions:
 
1.	 What limits on which systems can be agreed to and what forms of verification 

can be sought?
2.	 To what extent should the U.S. continue to engage in SBI procurement during 

negotiations or in the case of a breakdown in negotiations?
 
The Council recommends the U.S. propose mutual limits over space-based 
interceptors, intercontinental ballistic missiles, intermediate-range hypersonic 
missiles, nuclear weapons in space and fractional orbital bombardment systems. 
The aim in coming up with limits over so many systems is to strike a balance 
between offense and defense. Enforcing these caps will require in-orbit and on-
site inspections, as well as national technical means.
 
Finally, the President’s military advisers recommend launching 50 smart rocks to 
show American resolve. This will afford negotiation leverage and can easily be 
reversed. On the other hand, if negotiations fail, the deployment can be ramped 
up.
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Back in Beijing, President Xi consults the Central Military Commission. The 
generals warn against limiting Chinese capabilities before matching those of 
the U.S. They could accept foregoing space-based interceptor deployments if 
the U.S. could, as the American president claimed, deploy 40% quicker than 
China. However, China should seek concessions in other areas, such as freezing 
America’s modernization of its nuclear arsenal, withdrawing nuclear warheads 
from the Western Pacific, keeping U.S. nuclear submarines out of the South China 
Sea, etc. The U.S. should also allow reciprocal access to military facilities before 
expecting more Chinese restraint.
 
Before negotiations begin, U.S. aerospace industry representatives advise 
administration officials not to allow China to define where outer space begins for 
fear that it would prevent commercial overflights of China. The administration 
agrees.
 
The U.S. and China enter negotiations and present their positions. When the U.S. 
states its intention to begin a small deployment, China responds with a plan to 
deploy the Smart Hawk system during negotiations. 

Move 2

It is early January 2040. Under President Xi’s successor, China begins launching 
its Smart Hawk space-based missile interceptors and intends to complete 
deployment by the end of April. The U.S. has secretly deployed fewer than two 
dozen government-owned Smart Rock interceptors in orbit.
 
In February 2024, the Chinese ram a jointly manned U.S.-Philippine Coast 
Guard cutter in the South China Sea, killing several U.S. Coast Guard personnel. 
This prompts the President to secretly authorize the temporary disruption of 20 
Chinese geostationary missile-warning, intelligence and command-and-control 
satellites. These all experience temporary sensor degradation, corrupted telemetry 
and losses of precision tracking. China contacts the U.S. for an explanation. 
Washington tells Beijing it is due to solar space weather. China is skeptical.
 
The Central Military Commission concludes that America caused the interference 
and directs the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) Aerospace Force to prepare a 
set of space-based targets and its top three recommendations, ranked by level of 
anticipated escalatory risk. The PLA makes three recommendations:
 
1.	 Temporarily disabling American Golden Dome-related satellites;
2.	 Targeting U.S. commercial space assets that support the Golden Dome; and
3.	 Permanently damaging Golden Dome-related space systems.
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China also considered positioning additional naval forces near Guam, Japan and 
the Marshall Islands, expanding military exercises in the South China Sea and 
conducting a fractional orbital bombardment system demonstration.
 
After reviewing these options, President Xi’s successor decides against taking 
military action to give China the moral high ground in talks he hopes might cap 
the speed of U.S. Golden Dome deployments.
 
The U.S. also prepared defensive measures to protect vulnerable intelligence, 
surveillance and reconnaissance satellites. Washington considered establishing 
keep-out zones and deploying additional space-based interceptors if China 
increased aggressive maneuvering. Washington also considers gray zone military 
assaults to complicate Chinese deployment without triggering direct military 
confrontation. 
 
At the same time, the U.S. attempts to engage the Chinese to consider diplomatic 
off-ramps. Rather than attempt to reverse space-based interceptor deployments 
already underway on both sides, Washington proposes restricting proximity 
operations, protecting command-and-control and early-warning satellites from 
interference and temporarily pausing provocative military maneuvers in space. 
Washington also considers broader negotiations covering fractional orbital 
bombardment systems and nuclear capabilities in space.
 
By the conclusion of Move 2, both China and the U.S. are deploying their space-
based interceptor systems as quickly as they can. Meanwhile, they are preparing 
to temporarily disable each other’s space assets as they pursue diplomatic 
initiatives.

Move 3

It is now late March 2040. The U.S. and China are deploying opposing space-
based missile interceptor constellations. The U.S. has three heavy-lift launch sites. 
China has two. Shortly after each begins launching, though, both suffer launch 
failures that disable one launch site each, slowing the race to field meaningful 
constellations.
 
Military leaders in Washington and Beijing warn their political leadership that the 
resulting uncertainty may create dangerous incentives for each side to consider 
threatening preemptive nuclear missile strikes. Public commentators suggest that 
this moment should be used to pause deployments and pursue diplomacy. 
 
Pentagon officials identify their overriding objective as preserving a secure 
U.S. second strike. They recommend moving to DEFCON 3, placing bombers 
on increased readiness and moving nuclear submarines forward. The purpose 
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is not to prepare for a first strike but to ensure that any Chinese leadership 
contemplating escalation understands that following through risks massive U.S. 
retaliation.
 
At the same time, the White House seeks an off-ramp. The President’s National 
Space Council also discusses options to engage Russia, Brazil, South Africa and 
other international actors to encourage restraint and create diplomatic pressure 
for negotiations. Industry representatives on the National Space Council support 
diplomatic efforts to preserve commercial stability. The President decides to call 
the Chinese leader.

Meanwhile, Chinese officials privately express suspicions that China’s launch 
failure may have been the result of U.S. sabotage. They recommend possible 
cyber operations against Golden Dome ground- and space-based assets should 
negotiations break down. They also insist that China cannot publicly appear 
to be backing down under American pressure and therefore favor negotiations 
conducted through unofficial channels. China receives the American request for 
formal talks but prefers a track-two meeting in Singapore. 

As a member of the National Space Council and leader in the space industry, the 
CEO of Palantir leads the U.S. track-two team. He proposes a reciprocal de-
escalation package. Each side is to halt further space-based interceptor launches, 
withdraw heavy launch vehicles from their pads and de-orbit a small number 
of existing interceptors as a demonstration of good faith. The U.S. participants 
suggest that U.S. would maintain heightened readiness (DEFCON 3) until 
Chinese actions could be verified through imagery, after which the U.S. would 
reduce its alert posture.

The Chinese participants like the American track two proposal. The Chinese 
track-two participants also recommend that future track two talks be held after 
their recommended de-escalatory steps are implemented. They note, however, that 
public  rhetoric would have to remain unchanged and that any concessions could 
not appear to result from U.S. coercion.

The game’s play concludes with the track two participants recommending de-
escalatory actions and holding a follow-on round of track-two talks. What 
subsequently transpires is unclear. Both China and the U.S. are still deploying 
their space-based interceptor constellations. As the follow-on talks remain 
unofficial track-two discussions, it’s unknown if each government will actually act 
on any of the recommendations of these talks.
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Appendix: Game Transcript 
by Move

This transcript has been lightly edited for comprehension purposes.

Move One

Plenary Meeting

Facilitator 2: So we’re gonna go through move one again and then we’ll get 
started. Some people have seen it but some haven’t, so we can probably get 
started. 
 
Facilitator 1: Well, first of all, thank you for coming. We’re expecting you all 
to be happy warriors. If the game is really, really well done, it should produce a 
certain amount of chaos, you know? Maybe not. We’ll see. But it isn’t like there 
are answers that we know in advance to the things that we’re posing. This is not a 
game to teach you what is correct. It’s a game for you to teach us what the issues 
may be that we haven’t even thought about. I don’t know what your experience 
with other games are, but this may be different. I hope it is. Alright, so what is the 
scenario? Why don’t we get started with the first slide. First of all, there actually 
is a set of objectives in playing this game, and you might keep these in mind 
and ask yourself when you’re answering questions or posing them, whether it’ll 
help answer or achieve one or more of these four objectives. We’re hoping the 
game, no matter how chaotic or non chaotic it is, helps clarify the operational 
logistical requirements associated with space-based interceptor constellations that 
can target missiles. We’re probably not gonna focus so much on ground targets 
because I think that may be technically a little aspirational but certainly targeting 
satellites supported by some additional exquisite larger command control and 
communication intelligence support satellites and systems. Let me expand and 
amend what objective one is. We in the United States think that when we invent 
something or deploy something, no one will ever do the same. We found out in 
World War 1 that someone else knew about the machine gun, for example, didn’t 
work out so well. The operational logistical requirements associated with a system 
applies not only in this game to the United States but to China. We are trying 
to imagine something that has not been gamed, certainly not publicly, which is 
opposed systems, not just one side has it, the other doesn’t. So objective two 
is to examine what kinds of space diplomacy and information sharing between 
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the US and China might help optimize the security benefits and reduce the risks 
associated with deploying or using such constellations. It’s called diplomacy. I 
know there are people that love it and I know there are people that hate it, but 
mostly there are governments that do it and it happens historically quite a lot. The 
notion that it’ll never happen again strikes me as kind of assuming linear progress 
to mankind or the end of civilization projection trajectories, it’s probably neither. 
The third objective is to illuminate how the rivalry between the US, the states and 
its allies, and the deployment and possible use of such interceptor constellations 
might unfold, clarify the deployment of space based interceptor systems, how they 
would push countries to hedge their security bets by placing nuclear weapons in 
space and or building ground based laser ASAT systems, expanding counter space 
susception and ambiguity, etc. I mean this is not an exhaustive list. You get to fill 
in blanks if you think there are other ideas. Finally, we need to assess through this 
game as best we can how major powers might attempt to redefine and exploit the 
boundaries between sovereign aerospace, the stratosphere, and outer space. I think 
with any luck that may unfold in the game in some way that I don’t know how to 
anticipate, but you guys will figure out how to play out. 
Okay, so that’s a lot of stuff that the game might help us understand. Let’s go to 
the next slide. 
 
Facilitator 3: So we are on Move One and there are three teams, so you should 
have received an email this morning reminding you what team you’re on. There 
will also be a slide later with lists, so don’t worry if you can’t remember, but t 
the team is the room you’ll be going to next. So it’s either the US team room, 
the China team room or the private industry room. There’s also a Control 
Team that will be me, Facilitator 1, and Facilitator 2. We will see all of your 
communications. If you have any questions about the scenario while you’re 
playing, you may email Control through your facilitator. And if you have a 
question for an actor not represented by one of the other teams, for example, 
if you wanted to engage with an ally that’s not one of the other teams, you can 
email Control and we will act as that actor. Next slide… so here’s a reminder of 
the teams for tonight. You have a Facilitator for each team. You also have a team 
leader in charge of briefing on the team’s behalf. You can take a quick scan at this 
and then we will go to the next slide. 

Facilitator 1: One peak into the future that Control understands. Apparently, 
Participant 1 is going to have a temporary coma and his vice president will fill 
in. He will determine who that Vice President is because he’s feeling this coma 
coming on in the 1st Move, so that in the 2nd Move, the Vice president can play 
his role. So, just a heads up. 
 
Facilitator 3: So this is our schedule for tonight, we have until six to go through 
the scenario with you all, and start the game. So then we will release you all to 
your individual team rooms. So there’s a separate Webex link that was sent to you 
this morning that was under the Plenary link that will be the link to your team 
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room. So you’ll go there next, as soon as you have four or five people in your 
room, feel free to get started. As people trickle in, you can continue. You’ll have 
forty five minutes to prepare a ten minute brief on the optimal diplomatic position 
for your team for negotiations. You’ll have forty five minutes to work on that ten 
minute brief as a group. At 6:45 you will return to this Webex link, the plenary 
room link. And then for the next hour, each team will have ten minutes to present 
their stance, and the other teams will have five minutes to present feedback. The 
Control team will decide what if any agreement has been reached. And then we’ll 
take the last thirty minutes just to discuss how everything went and maybe ask 
some follow up questions to the group. Next slide. This is just a reminder that 
team leaders are acting as the briefer for their team, making sure that everyone is 
participating and ensuring that the team is making decisions and answering the 
briefing questions. You’re also welcome to communicate with the other teams 
during these forty five minutes. This is not the most action heavy Move because 
it is a negotiation, but if you have questions that you would like to pose to the 
other negotiating teams or the teams creating their stance, you can email the other 
teams through your Facilitator, just make sure that the control team is copied 
on all emails. The briefing questions are gonna help you shape these diplomatic 
negotiation briefs, and those will be at the end. Your Facilitator will type up those 
slides for you. Please avoid vague diplomatic speak. Next slide. Ground rules, 
please don’t fight the scenario. The purpose of the scenario is not to predict the 
future, but to create a credible situation to enable team discussion and actions. 
Everything said in the game is not for attribution and the game is unclassified. 
 
Facilitator 1: Just one comment. In the world, people talk to one another. Teams 
that do not talk to other teams are engaging in unreal play. Keep that in mind, 
please. This is probably going to be one of the rare games that doesn’t use Taiwan 
as the approximate cause for World War 3. That’s not gonna be something that 
we’re gonna engage in because it has not been overtaken but is under KMT 
rule sympathetic to Beijing and therefore that tension point has been relatively 
quiescent. What isn’t, however, is the contestation of the Spratly Islands in 
the South China Sea, and the Philippines in particular is chafing. Japan, the 
Philippines and Australia in this game have deployed ground and sea launched 
conventional deep strike systems, which is not a stretch because that’s what 
they’re doing now. Also, their security ties to the United States, despite every 
effort by anybody still is extant. It is not evaporated. There are security ties to the 
United States that are quite vital. Next slide. Alright, in this time frame, US and 
China will both have reusable heavy lift, which can put a very large constellation 
of space based missile interceptors in low Earth orbit. Each heavy lift vehicle 
could place up to 800 smart rocks in low Earth orbit per launch. I would assume 
that the Chinese would have similar although maybe not as great capability. The 
interceptors could intercept a significant percentage of ballistic missiles. Now, 
what’s the significant percentage? Oh, you get to decide! Could be, has to be 
a lot. Could be, it doesn’t have to be a lot. And there are lots of arguments for 
each, you figure that out. Also, at a minimum, this system will be a rather nasty 
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potential space to space assault weapon. It can turn around a hundred and eighty 
degrees and shoot into space and hit or interfere or do something with regard to 
those assets, even easier than it can knock ballistic missiles in boost phase out. 
Okay, next slide. Both the US and China have completed development, have yet 
to fully deploy. The precise extent of deployment in the case of the US is not 
publicly known. To the extent that we’ve done anything, it’s being handled as a 
special access program. A small number of exquisite intelligence, surveillance, 
reconnaissance and tracking satellites and geostationary support the system in low 
Earth orbit but they could be vulnerable to attack. China goes on the offensive, 
modernizing its intercontinental missiles, which is hardly a stretch since they’re 
doing that now, and we were quite conservative here and just said the construction 
of 300 new silos along with 3000 miles of tunnels raises the specter of a large 
and likely growing force beyond even what is surmised by the Pentagon now, 
which is I think something in excess of 1500 deployed systems by 2035. China’s 
ICBMs have multiple maneuverable warheads and nuclear and conventional 
payloads, even at intercontinental range, expanding its FOB system, which is a 
Fractional Orbital Bombardment system. Alright, so that’s the offensive headset 
we gotta worry about with regard to China. On to US offensive and defensive 
hedges. What we’ve done is camouflage, decoy and made mobile, increasing 
the number of pain points China would have to target to neutralize our ICBM 
force rather than just simply expand the number of warheads, the number of 
missiles per se. In addition, we’re focused on deploying ground and sea launch 
intermediate hypersonic crews and ballistic conventional systems in the western 
Pacific rather than developing US conventional ICBMs. We don’t go down that 
route. Alright. Next slide. The whole question of nuclear weapons in space, which 
is currently a debate, remains a debate, and articles appeared in the Chinese open 
press continuing to repeat articles they’ve already published about the possible 
benefits and the gaming that’s going on with regard to low Earth orbit and nuclear 
detonations. The Defense Department says that it must examine this option like 
it does everything. So, it’s sort of in the background intellectually at the very 
least. Next slide. Alright, so this is the scenario that you’re gonna be playing 
today. China’s leader says that he’s going to deploy what we call smart hawks 
instead of smart rocks. US space firms, Space X and Blue Origin, are all ready to 
launch a smart hawks space based interceptor system. The companies can launch 
the same number of interceptors into space at a rate thirty five percent quicker. 
There you go. We’re a little better than the Chinese. The White House, however, 
holds off making a final decision to deploy. Next slide. We want a jaw job. The 
leadership of the United States “talk” with the Chinese leadership, and basically 
the President privately reveals to Xi how advanced America’s “Smart Rocks” 
capability is. Xi is rattled. I don’t know why, but maybe he didn’t get thoroughly 
briefed. After the call, the White House decides to offer talks to see what limits 
might be useful to consider to fend off deployment. Two leaders agree to exclude 
Russia and other US-Chinese allies in these talks to simplify matters. Okay, you 
have 45 minutes to decide on what negotiations should look like and clarify the 
responses to the questions. We have 10 minutes to brief other teams on their 
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responses. The other two teams will each have 5 minutes to respond to presenting. 
How does this work, Facilitator 3? 
 
Facilitator 3: So, everyone will come back to the room. For example, the China 
team goes first, they’ll have 10 minutes to brief their stance, and then the other 
two teams can each take 5 minutes to question them. 
 
Facilitator 1: Oh, I see.  
 
Facilitator 3: Yes. So we have questions to shape what these briefings look like. 
Each team has their own set of questions. They are similar in some cases, but 
Facilitators make sure you’re looking at the right slide when you’re filling these 
out. For the US team, it’s what operational and technical limits on what items at 
what numbers might be usefully agreed to and why bilaterally or multilaterally? 
What forms of verification might be usefully sought? The next thing is, what SBI 
procurement activities should the United States continue to engage in during these 
talks? What SBI endeavors should the United States pursue if negotiations fail? 
The third question is, should space remain a domain of unrestricted overflight? 
If not, what limit should be imposed and how would they be enforced? Next 
slide. The China team questions are very similar, all the same questions just from 
China’s perspective. And finally, the private industry team, how might private 
space industries balance their priorities with fulfilling the requirements of their 
US government clients? How does the private industry team want to engage the 
White House who is contemplating arms control restrictions on assets they’re 
providing the US government? What issues do you want to be consulted on? And 
finally, should space remain a domain of unrestricted overflight? If not, what limit 
should be imposed and how would they be enforced? Alright, so as you know, the 
next steps will go to your team, you’re jumping right into those briefing slides and 
discussing what position you’d want your team to take. We will reconvene in 45 
minutes, and I do see a hand raised, so Participant 2? 
 
Participant 2: To clarify, we reconvene at 6:45? 
 
Facilitator 3: Yes, correct. Then, if there aren’t any other questions, I’m going to 
release you all to your other rooms. If you have any trouble, message me in the 
chat, otherwise we will see you at 6:45! 
 
BREAK
 
Participant 1: So, first of all, I will present as if we’re presenting to our Chinese 
colleagues, and then we’ll answer questions later to go ahead and clarify things. 
This is the beginning of a negotiation. This is not the end of negotiation. We are 
not willing at this point to say exactly what operational and technical limits we’re 
gonna do. What we chose to do was to go list what we think is in the realm of the 
negotiating table for us to talk about here because this is just not a 
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one sided, space based interceptor, this is a question of a balance of forces and 
an overall agreement on how we balance all pieces of the puzzle, not just one 
piece of the puzzle. And so we wanted to list and we think we’ve captured 
at least in the scenario, all of the things that are included in this particular 
negotiating round, and so we think these negotiations would include space based 
interceptors, ICBMs, intermediate range hypersonic missiles, nuclear weapons of 
space and fractional orbital bombardment systems. And what the US is offering 
is that we are willing to talk about all of these issues, some of them we think 
are fairly certain to be verifiable. We already have verification mechanisms for 
ICBMs, we think we can verify and we’ll talk about that a little bit later, space 
based interceptors that people might deploy. Verification of intermediate range 
hypersonic missiles, nuclear weapons in space and fractional orbital bombarding 
systems is harder, but we certainly want to leave those on the table presuming that 
a verification protocol can be arrived at for those. So now to talk a little bit about 
the forms of verification. So one of the things we think is gonna be applicable, 
is the permanent right of nations to do on orbit inspections of satellites. So 
oftentimes people have talked about pre-launch inspections, we don’t necessarily 
think pre-launch inspections are rational to do. The number of launches that will 
be happening in the future is substantial. The number of satellites and objects on 
a specific launch vehicle is incredibly large. So whereas pre-launch inspection 
may have been useful in the past, we don’t think that’s particularly useful in the 
future, but we do think that the right of nations to do on orbit inspection, which 
is technically quite achievable these days and has even been done already, should 
be done and we think that we would want to go ahead and negotiate a permanent 
right to do so at fairly near end distances for satellites so that we could actually 
go ahead and do technical intelligence collection on satellites. That would 
underpin many of the things that we would have to verify here. In fact, those 
could be used to verify space based interceptors, nuclear weapons in space, and 
potentially fractional orbital bombardment systems although FOBs typically 
don’t spend enough time in space to really be inspected on orbit. For things like 
IRBMs, intermediate range ballistic missiles, in the scenario those were mostly 
talked about as hypersonic IRBMs, both conventional and unconventional. 
That’s really a deployment in the Pacific question for our Chinese interlocutors 
who specifically asked about that in their question. And, just as we did during 
the cold war with IRBMs in Europe and as we have done with START and other 
things like open skies, we think onsite inspections, of course aided with national 
technical means, satellite imagery, would be a way to go ahead and do that. 
And we presume that China will maintain the ability to do their own national 
technical means as well. Fundamentally in terms of the question of negotiation, 
as our President went ahead and told Premier Xi, the US is willing to talk about 
any and all capabilities that are being deployed. Our objectives as it says here 
are very clear, we want to assure that we protect the US homeland. And we also 
at the same time want to protect the balance of power and the balance between 
nuclear arm nations because upsetting that balance doesn’t do either of us very 
good. So that’s slide one. Next slide. Now as we begin to enter into negotiations, 
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we just wanna make sure our Chinese counterparts know that we do intend to 
continue to deploy and test SBI developmental systems. We won’t deploy an 
entire constellation of these, but we will deploy a limited number, probably fewer 
than a hundred in order to go ahead and make sure our developmental activities 
are continued in case negotiations fail, we’ll probably conduct some on orbit 
testing of those systems, in order to go ahead and make sure that we are truly 
ready for deployment and to make sure that our Chinese interlocutors know that 
we are serious about moving forward on deployment. And if negotiations do fail, 
we would be ready to go ahead and move towards full deployment. We quite 
frankly are ready to move towards full deployment right now, but we’re willing 
to delay that in order to support negotiations, but we do believe that continued 
developmental deployment is necessary so that we can go ahead and move 
quickly into a full operational deployment if negotiations fail. And finally on the 
question of unrestricted overflight, we don’t support any changes in the rules on 
unrestricted overflight. We don’t think they’re practical. We think the industry 
team input on that was quite well written. It’s nearly impossible to think about 
what it would do to international space utilization if we got rid of unrestricted 
overflight and trying to go ahead and restrict it to just a subset of kinds of 
satellites would be impractical at best and likely completely unworkable at 
worst. And so we don’t believe that that would be useful. We also do not believe 
redefining where space starts is useful. Space is well defined today as being where 
Kepler rules and Bernoulli does not, and that should remain the case because 
that limit is why unrestricted overflight exists, because you cannot control where 
your satellites go in low Earth orbit once you’re ruled by Kepler. And for limits 
on overflight, there would be huge negotiations that would involve every nation 
of the world about what the altitude would be. GPS satellites at Mio fly over all 
nations and we could barely even define what over would mean whether or not 
we’re talking about radii from the center of the earth or vertical lines directly over 
a country, so, trying to define overflight would be a fool’s errand and would not 
be useful. So with those preliminary comments, I think I stayed just within my 10 
minute time period and do we go directly to questions or do we have everybody 
brief first? 
 
Facilitator 2: We’ll go to responses to this by China and the Private Industry 
Team. 
 
Participant 3: Oh, I think our responses will be contained in our briefing, so I 
don’t think individual responses are necessary because we’ll address each one of 
these points. 
 
Facilitator 2: Okay, is that the same situation for Industry? 
 
Facilitator 3: I also just wanted to clarify that if you have any questions now 
before your team presents, you can ask now, but it’s up to you. 
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Participant 2: I did have a question. When the US was asked about what SBI 
stuff we would develop and deploy or at what rate, were there any thoughts about 
any kind of things we would ask China to give up or limit itself on building or 
developing. Sort of since we’re restricting ourselves on this in return we’d like 
you to restrict yourselves on something else. 
 
Participant 1: Well, what we were saying is that all of those five things that we 
wrote down, those are all on the table and those are all to be all to be traded. So 
we are not saying just SBI for SBI, we’re saying that all of those things can be 
traded. 
 
Participant 2: Thank you. 
 
Participant 3: Sorry, actually one question. You mentioned if negotiation fails, the 
US will go ahead with full deployment. Is this irrespective of what China does? 
So there’s a possibility that the US would conduct preemptive deployment of 
SBI? 
 
Participant 1: I wouldn’t call it preemptive, I would call it planned if we can’t 
come to a negotiated settlement. Clearly our president is interested in the 
settlement. We don’t want unrestricted capabilities in this case, but he has asked 
that we don’t concentrate just on SBI, he wants us to make sure that we are 
looking across the entire gamut of capabilities. 
 
Participant 3: Ah, thank you. 
 
Participant 1: And I should ask anybody on our team if there’s anything else they 
want to add into what I’ve presented as well, or any clarifications. 
 
Facilitator 2: If not, go ahead, Facilitator 1. 
 
Facilitator 1: Now, the work in the scenario on SBIs was not only developmental 
but special access, to what extent is there going to be a public narrative about the 
program given that you now have indicated testing might be desirable? So that’s 
one question. Why don’t I let you answer that then I’ll ask another. 
 
Participant 1: Good question. Yeah, well, I don’t think the scenario suggested 
that the development of SBIs was being kept secret. I think it suggested that 
the details of the entire system were somewhat constrained. I’m guessing now, 
because we don’t have this information from this scenario, but I am guessing that 
Congress has been fully briefed on this. I am guessing just as we have today on 
Golden Dome, the American people are aware of the budget numbers that have 
surrounded this. Just like we have for the missile defense agency, I’m guessing 
the public has seen tests, some of which probably failed and some of which were 
successful. I do believe that we would not try to classify the deployment of testing 
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systems, we would maintain classification of its specific capabilities, but we 
would also want to demonstrate its efficacy for both testing purposes and quite 
frankly to make sure folks knew we were serious. 
 
Facilitator 1: Okay, Facilitator 2, could you put up the last of the slides that the 
US team produced? I just want to know if in your preparation of explanation, if 
you can explain what you mean by Kepler. 
 
Facilitator 1: It’s a little in code for the average bear. You don’t have to explain it 
now, but if you just make a mental note. I thought the points were interesting. 
 
Participant 1: I can explain it in two seconds. So Keplerian dynamics are the 
dynamics of basically an orbit around the gravitational body, in this case the 
Earth. Because of the way that orbits work, it’s very hard to go ahead and prevent 
the overflight of any particular area because the earth is spinning beneath you as 
you fly. It’s only once you get up to very high orbits that you can truly skip over 
countries if you choose to, going all the way up to geostationary orbit, you can 
stay over one point on the space, but at most altitudes, you will trace out paths 
above all parts of the earth at some point in your orbit and you have NO means to 
control that only the gravitational pull of the Earth controls that. 
 
Facilitator 1: Okay, thank you. Other questions? 
 
Participant 2: Was there any discussion about the effects of testing and filling 
SBIs incentivizing attacks on US satellites, things like that? 
 
Participant 1: We did not because it wasn’t part of the scenario. I should say 
there’s other things we would share if our Chinese counterparts weren’t in the 
room, but since they’re in the room we cannot. 
 
Facilitator 2: Fair enough. Okay, seems like we’re ready to move on to industry, if 
no one has more questions. I’ll pull up the slides… and then the floor is yours. 
 
Participant 2: Okay, so our first question was, how might private space industries 
balance their priorities of filling the requirements of US government clients? And 
so we try to think about all different things and one of the big points we made is 
that the US commercial sector is not one monolith, so there’s gonna be all sorts of 
responses there. There are gonna be some actors that are gonna be super 
enthusiastic about this. There are gonna be some that are gonna be very upset 
about this. There’s some that are making money off of it, there’s some that are 
not. So we try to kind of talk about it from multiple perspectives, you know, what 
might be some of the different responses. So you’ll see oftentimes it’s almost like 
we’re contradicting ourselves because the US commercial sector is big and 
contains multitudes. So, generally speaking, I think it’s safe to say that within the 
US commercial space sector most companies are highly entangled, but you know 
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they’re tied to the US government both in terms of using it as clients and 
providing services for them. So there’s a need, they would want to be in line with 
what the government is doing. We don’t want to get ahead of US policy in these 
sorts of circumstances. So there’s concern about that. There’s a concern about 
constellations being damaged if there are some SBIs being used. There is a fear 
that if we are not in support or are not able to be in line with the US government, 
that there wouldn’t be necessarily sanctions per se, I don’t think anyone’s gonna 
be trying to sell their wares to the Chinese at this point, but more the idea that 
we’d be blacklisted or perceived as not being good actors, again, pointing to what 
we’ve seen going on where some US companies are willing and limiting 
themselves in order not to be perceived as not being supportive of the US 
government’s goal. In any case, we would want to be communicating with the 
government just to make sure that there’s no actions that would affect our 
activities or try to limit or mitigate the extent of the effect of our activities, and 
this would largely be done through backchannels we think. A concern is liability 
and indemnity for these commercial actors that are providing services for the US 
government from a military perspective. Trying to figure out, okay, if we’re 
targeted in response, how would the US government pay for that or handle that? 
The US does have several commercial space strategies, but this is one of the areas 
of concern they’ve not been able to sort out. But then also if other countries are 
using these services, a lot of these commercial companies, the US government 
may be one of their primary clients, but it’s not their only client. So are they 
gonna be worried that their other clients are gonna be upset that they are holding 
out their services? And that kind of goes into the next point about dual purpose 
activities. You know, almost like flipping the script, typically you think, ok, you’re 
a commercial actor, you’re providing military capabilities, but also military 
capabilities are being provided. Does that limit how much effort you can put into 
the commercial side of your operation? Or do we have to put everything into the 
military side? We talk about if you start actively targeting other satellites with the 
SBIs that there could be a reputational cost to the company that’s being seen as an 
irresponsible actor, and that could affect operations elsewhere. We might say as a 
commercial entity that we’d be more comfortable providing the technology for 
missile defense or for purely defensive purposes, but not necessarily for offensive 
space control reasons. And again, realizing that we can’t drive what US policy is, 
but maybe sending these messages back channel to the US government that that’s 
kind of where we would draw the line. Looking at if we were told to fulfill 
government client wishes by fielding, testing and fielding SBIs, we’d try to 
support it, you know, if the government’s our client, and they want us to do it, 
we’ll be doing it. But again, we’d be advocating for ways in which to make this as 
least escalatory as possible, you know, by doing things like advocating for 
transparency measures, conducting operations that are debris minimizing, 
focusing on communication if there’s a crisis, that sort of thing. Trying to again 
mitigate as much as possible the perception that the US commercial sector is 
purely an arm for the US military. Obviously there are connections there, but we 
do have independent wishes and interests. And along those lines some of the 
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industry would be very supportive of building and launching smart rocks, because 
they’re gonna make money off of it, it’s part of their technologies that they have 
and it’s a good growth industry for them, but other companies who are not doing 
these kind of interceptor capabilities, they might actually be pushing for arms 
control limiting this sort of technology. Now again not openly, they’d probably be 
reticent to speak against the US government, but you know, there’s trade offs, if 
the US decides it needs to launch hundreds or thousands of SBIs all at once or in a 
very short time frame, that’s gonna be a big push on the US space sector in 
general. You know, we have a limited supply chain. There’s bottlenecks 
everywhere, there’s limited launch opportunities, there’s limited launch pad 
opportunities, things like that, and it seems like it would be a switch over to that, 
and so there would be downstream consequences. Suddenly you can’t get a spot 
on a launch vehicle for months or years down the line because the US has 
prioritized getting these SBIs up and you as a space actor are not happy about 
that. So just saying there’s kind of a cost and benefits for that. Next slide then, 
please. So our next question was how do you wanna engage the White House? 
And who is contemplating arms control restrictions on these assets from providing 
the US government? And what issues do you want to be consulted on? So we said 
we want to contribute to these negotiations, obviously we can’t sit in on them 
because they’re country to country, state to state, but we can as a track two sort of 
discussion, do discussions via back channeling or something like a space 
industrial advisory board. I plumped for a restart of the National Space Council, I 
think that would be one of the places in which the advisory board could be 
helpful, but something official along those lines. So that’s kind of how we would 
want to engage with the White House. And then the issues that we’d want to be 
consulted on, there already exists information sharing in terms of sharing of state, 
data warnings, conjunctions and closed approaches, but we’d want to just really 
emphasize stepping that up, you know, to avoid fratricide, trying to help us avoid 
debris fills if possible if they are testing and creating debris on orbit, and really 
focus on policies that would encourage free or almost free sharing of commercial 
SSA data, kind of like how the space ISAC shares information about threats, you 
know, throughout members, something along those lines. Spacex has Stargaze, 
which has a free SSA for actors in low Earth orbit at least, things like that. So 
really emphasizing on improving or avoiding hazard for these actions in orbit. We 
would hope to hear more and again we’re not looking at it as official government 
policy, but to hear from our contacts in the White House. What do they mean by 
arms control? Could we get some clarification on that? We’re looking for are there 
any limitations that would affect the industry? We’re saying we understand that 
oftentimes it’s best to have ambiguity and so that’s why we would focus more on 
back channel conversations. If the negotiators agree to some technologies or at 
least use specific language that would have downstream effects, inadvertent 
effects for companies working in the same technologies, that would be 
unnecessarily limited, we’d try and avoid that, so trying to make sure that we can 
contribute to technical understanding as well. So yeah, the companies launching 
SBIs would want them not to be limited, but someone also pointed out that if arms 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

33

control is pursued, we as a commercial sector can show the US government what 
sort of capabilities we have. We can provide goods and services and technologies 
to be used for verification and things of that nature to be able to add to the US’s 
overall capability there. We would, as I said earlier, request government 
consultation before doing any formal limitation to avoid having regulatory 
language being any broader than intended. We always talk about wanting to have 
a light regulatory touch, so that’s why we’d want to be able to give input if at all 
possible to make sure there’s not bigger consequences to the limitations than is 
actually anticipated by the White House. Just because we would be trying to build 
this architecture, we would like to have information and clarification from the US 
on what does the architecture look like? You know, how many SBIs are they 
thinking? What altitude do they want them at? What kind of support systems do 
they need? Things of that nature so that we can make sure that for those of us in 
the US commercial sector that want to contribute to this, we are working with a 
full amount of information and can really provide capabilities as best as we can. 
We’d love to be given a heads up if suddenly the US starts testing or deploying 
these in big numbers so that we’re not caught off guard. And then finally, how will 
they pay if we’re affected? So if there are any damages to the commercial sector, 
again building on how does the US government intend to compensate companies 
accordingly? Our last slide should be pretty easy because basically the question is 
should space remain a domain of unrestricted overflight? We said yes. We sent a 
message to the US through a back channel saying that we did not want this to be 
happening cause we saw this as being a huge cost to us as a commercial sector, 
it’s really important that the US not support changes in overflight rules. We say of 
course we’d follow US policy, but, the amount of bureaucratic complexity in 
having to deal with national changes from country to country, it would be really 
just almost unworkable. And then we pointed out that the idea of having someone 
unilaterally redefine overflight rules could be a challenge because that means that 
once China has done it, other countries could ask to renegotiate that as well, and 
so that could have broad implications overall for how the space economy 
functions. We don’t want to open up this can of worms. I think one of the 
suggestions was not having military satellites below certain orbits or making sure 
that space’s military satellites are not where we consider space as happening. We 
said maybe we should be not necessarily focusing on limiting access but 
potentially placing limits on behaviors that can be considered dangerous or what 
have you. We pointed out that unrestricted overflight does not necessarily equal 
unrestricted behavior, and we could discuss what we consider to be responsible 
behaviors or inflammatory behaviors or whatever language you want to use or 
actions or activities in orbit that we don’t want to see or want to discourage or at 
least understand what other actors see as being inflammatory or escalatory. Then 
just pointing out this is kind of within US policy currently, so we think that’d be 
something that the White House would be able to support. And with that, I think 
that’s it for the private industry team. Happy to hear questions or arguments or 
what have you at this point. 
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Participant 4: For the first topic, I was just kind of curious if the private industry 
team had a conversation about providing capabilities during a crisis. We talk 
about high entanglement between the private industry and the commercial actors. 
Was there a conversation about what happens if maybe those commercial actors 
become seen as reasonable targets providing those continued services, relaunching 
satellites for the SBI interceptors? I’m curious if that came up and how that was 
discussed. 
 
Participant 2: If anyone else in the commercial group wants to talk, I mean, that’s 
kind of where the liability and the indemnification came out because recognizing 
that we would be considered lawful targets if our goods and services were being 
used in active military conflicts or even hot conflicts. So I think definitely that 
was a concern that we had but recognizing that this is something that we would 
probably just have to put up with and hope that the government would help pay 
for. Let me know if people have other thoughts. 
 
Participant 5: I think one of the other things that we had brought up along those 
lines was during World War II when Ford and Boeing and all these people were 
essentially an arm of the US military. If you’re in some kind of a deep conflict, 
that’s just gonna happen, right? 
 
Participant 2: Yeah but also just pointing out that we try to reflect the broadness of 
the commercial response. Again, some would be very much supporting it because 
they make money, but others would be concerned that they would be affected by it 
negatively whether because they’d be considered targets or because their access to 
or use of space would be impeded or there’d be cost implications for them too. 
 
Participant 1: I’ve got a question for you, you were mostly speaking, it seemed to 
me, from the perspective of the satellite firms, and I’d like to understand what the 
launch industry, specifically Blue Origin and SpaceX who have launchers loaded 
with 800 SBIs apiece. By the way, you can’t do that… but what does SpaceX 
and Blue Origin think about what their risk is if they’re part of the launching 
infrastructure? 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, I think that’s a really good question. I agree, that’d be an 
incredibly big launch vehicle. We did not break into that level of granularity, but 
I think it’s a good point to make that there would be specific concerns the launch 
companies would have versus the satellite operators. 
 
Participant 1: I mean at least one of those companies is about to have a $1.75 
trillion valuation. Would it be responsible for their stockholders to think that they 
are launching these kinds of things? 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, that could definitely tank their IPO or have an impact on it. 
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Participant 6: Well, this is post that, so they’d be worried. I think if anything 
they would hypothetically be worried about their launch rate. How will the US 
government guarantee protection is one question, because that’s potentially a risk,, 
there could be some form of sabotage or some kind of even attack if China finds it 
threatening enough. 
 
Participant 1: Well, I’ll share with you a comment I made to our team as long as 
the Chinese representatives promise not to listen. That is if anybody does deploy 
a smart rock system and they don’t want another country to do it, they’re likely 
to shoot down all the launches that occur from that country. And that would be a 
fairly easy thing to do. 
 
Facilitator 4: Could I have a follow up? I think it’s kind of related. So Participant 
2, in your slides you said that you might be willing to provide technology for 
missile defense, but not for space control, did you have a discussion about how 
pragmatically you can make that distinction since those technologies seem to me 
to be almost identical? And I guess another aspect of this that I think Participant 
1 is alluding to is, do you envision that there’s going to be some kind of big split 
between launch providers and companies doing missile defense contracts versus 
kind of more vanilla space companies?  
 
Facilitator 1: I’m not supposed to comment, so I’ll comment. Let me add to that 
question. Surely, some firms are more implicated in government contracts with the 
Pentagon than others and some not at all. It’s as if your discussion of the industry 
is that it’s all one thing versus the other. How might this set of questions drive 
certain firms out of supporting the Pentagon or how might those firms that don’t 
have defense contracts behave differently than the ones that do is something I’m 
curious to learn more about. That’s related obviously to Facilitator 4’s question as 
well. 
 
Participant 2: I mean, I kind of feel like we did cover that in terms of saying that 
the companies that were gonna be getting these SBI contracts would be highly 
supportive and not want to be limited, whereas those that were worried about the 
operating environment being affected, these would be, as you said Facilitator 4, 
the vanilla, the smaller of observation with constellations and things like that, 
they would be more concerned about the negative consequences. And again, when 
we’re talking about launching, you know, having the ability to get on a launch 
vehicle, that’s already a challenge now. If you’re having a lot of the capabilities 
being sucked up by putting up hundreds of thousands of SBIs, that’s gonna be an 
issue too. So I think we did cover that. 
 
Facilitator 1: But can you go a little further in explaining why this wouldn’t create 
an incentive for companies to either go all in or go all out in their interaction with 
the USG? I mean in other words, does this stress or does simply everyone say oh 
well we’re all in it together some way or another so, you know, we’ll have varying 
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degrees, but we’re not going to do anything radical. I mean aren’t there some 
firms that would just say, we’re not subject to these concerns because we have 
nothing to do with the government. 
 
Participant 2: I’d welcome other people’s viewpoints, but I can’t see any firms 
saying we’re just gonna back away from the possibility of any US government 
money at any point. I don’t see that happening. 
 
Participant 1: I think it’s interesting to figure out who is the anthropic of space, 
who is the company that’s going to say, I don’t provide my space capabilities to 
the Department of Defense unless they can guarantee it’s not used in certain ways. 
Does that happen? 
 
Participant 6: I mean that’s what we’re driving at.  
 
Participant 6: I don’t think so whatsoever personally. I think that’s just due to 
the fact that, I mean the US government already has shutter control. Now that 
might have been slightly reduced, I wasn’t sure about that, but you know, the 
government can then put pressure on these companies by limiting their approval 
or any number of other means. So I think most companies would be wise enough 
not to poke that very angry hornets nest. 
 
Facilitator 1: Are you speaking for the administration and the Department of War 
right now or are there other views? 
 
Participant 8: No, there’s other views. I mean, I absolutely think that there 
will be one day an anthropic in space because whatever political conditions 
or board interests perceive that  supporting certain space missions may just be 
bad business. There’s always tools like the Defense Production Act to compel 
providing services under a contract, but that’s a blunt instrument, and you can’t 
use it too much without changing the commercial quality of the very service 
you’re trying to buy. So I think that that will be a dilemma at which companies 
will have different answers. I don’t think there’s gonna be any monolithic answer 
on commercial space or space industry for any of these questions, but this one 
especially. 
 
Facilitator 1: Just one related additional question, which piggybacks I think on the 
previous question that Facilitator 4 raised. What kinds of debates or clarity do you 
think there’ll be within industry on what an offensive operation and a defensive 
operation will be or will industry go in lockstep in general in one direction or the 
other in trying to define those things or is that gonna be a hornets nest as well? 
 
Participant 2: I mean, I would say I think it would be a hornets nest, but I 
think actually industry would do it because I do know having talked to some 
commercial operators and actors now, they’re concerned that they not be hard 
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with the brush of developing counter space capabilities and they’re saying, how 
can we be transparent and how can we demonstrate good intent and what sort of 
information and policies do we need to have or share that would demonstrate that 
our active removal mission is exactly that as opposed to meant to be offensive 
counter space capability. So I think it’d be small, but I think there are companies 
that would be thinking about that. 
 
Participant 1: You know, it’s interesting. We’re at the very early days of this, 
right? But you know the Chinese already view SpaceX as a US government 
actor, and of course that’s one of the reasons they restrict the use of Starlink in 
China, which is a huge market, a multi billion dollar billion person market. India 
right now is sort of for that, but that’s not a permanent condition. They could 
be the same thing. That would be if India and China decided to restrict the use 
of Starlink, you’re giving up about a third of the world’s population. Is some 
future CEO of SpaceX gonna go ahead and say, I’d rather take the pittance that 
the US government gives me or I’d rather open up those markets and not work 
with the US government. I mean that is clearly I think something that we will 
see in the future. I don’t remember who said that about Ford and Boeing, those 
were different times back then when companies were far more patriotic in their 
boardrooms than financially dictated, at least that’s my perception. And of course 
the threats were different and clearer. We were the good guys and the Nazis were 
the bad guys. I think the future world is not quite so clear. 
 
Facilitator 2: Participant 9? 
 
Participant 9: I’m going to propose that to an extent offensive and defensive is 
not the concern of the private industry, it falls with the nation state. I can see a 
new model of unipolar and multipolar players with the private industry and what 
country would play what company. 
 
Participant 3: So my question is, Participant 2 might be familiar with this, it is 
basically what is the effect that Chinese money and Chinese influence in the 
commercial sector are gonna have on all these governments, right? Because, for 
example, China’s own replacement for SpaceX, they’ve been very careful about 
what money goes in there, to the extent that you have a Chinese national, residing 
in Hong Kong with some Hong Kong money, and they would not allow him to 
even invest. This is no joke. We don’t want any money that’s not directly coming 
from China coming inside China. In the other game we also talked about what sort 
of other investment, because civil military infusion is a real thing in China and 
they do use this in other parts of the world to to coerce other sectors as well. So 
how does that affect some of the decisions even though most of the companies are 
US based and some of the smaller ones are wholly US owned, right? But in your 
supply chain, everything you touch, it’s really hard not to get to China unless you 
do the no Chinese supply chain stuff, but that’s just a general question. I’d love to 
hear some discussion later. 
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 Facilitator 2: Perfect, so maybe we can save that discussion until after China 
presents their responses. Is that ok with everyone? Awesome. So Participant 3, if 
you’re ready, we can move on to your responses and then we can discuss more 
about this after. 
 
Participant 3: Yeah. Let’s go. So these are our move one briefing slides. It’s not as 
pretty as the American or the private industry ones because we want to condemn 
the US for being the provocateur in this entire endeavor, so of course they are 
prepared and we are forced to respond. We spent some time discussing what 
President Xi might task the CMC and ASF in particular to come up with some 
sort of plan and responses to US aggression. So basically our position as we put 
it to the US team is that the US posture is the aggressive one. They have this 
plan for a proposed US nuclear missile camouflage decoy mobility program, and 
they have deployments of ground and sea launched intermediate hypersonic and 
ballistic missiles, conventional systems in the western pacific. Now, that forces 
us to basically build up our 300 silos, but that’s not enough. We still require an 
SBI to balance that out. That was the original concern, right? Both in terms of 
the nuclear balance and also in terms of the US and their allies’ encroachment on 
Chinese interest in the SCS and in the region as well. Especially considering now 
that Taiwan is a less controversial topic, basically the allies have to find a way to 
contain China within the first round. So our terms are as we see it very reasonable. 
So we want the US to basically pull out all the deployments, hypersonic missiles, 
ICBMs, intermediate out of the weapon engagement zone and the Western Pacific 
before we would agree to any sort of talk. And yeah basically any sort of talks on 
SBI would have to be based on equal terms. We have to negotiate on equal terms 
and the first is the numbers that we have to match what the US have. And we do 
consider the US President’s communication to be provocative, right? Because the 
US president told us that they can launch thirty five percent faster and they’ve 
already prepared to launch it. We view this as basically they are two steps ahead 
in their aggression. You deploy all these missiles to basically have the capability 
to conduct a first strike against Chinese nuclear retaliatory capabilities, and then 
you want to talk about limiting SBIs. In order for the talk to happen, the US must 
promise not to modernize or increase their current nuclear arsenal and basically 
freeze the state of their nuclear forces as is, and then we can start talking, right? 
For verification, we can talk about all the different verification procedures, we 
understand how open sky works, but the difference between open sky and right 
now is that the US are the aggressors, they are in the Indo Pacific region, they 
are in western Pacific. So we would want complete transparency of the US bases 
within the region for verification purposes. As for nuclear and other armaments 
both in China and the US, we can negotiate equal base access and of course 
everybody would have their national technical means to gather data on that. So 
that’s our answer to the first question. And our answer to the second one, in terms 
of SBI procurement activity, we will continue to build and deploy them during 
the talks because we consider the deployment of SBI to be one that restores 
balance. That’s our goal to restore balance of the region, to maintain stability, 
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and we basically consider the US presence within the western Pacific and all 
these proposals for nuclear missile camouflage decoy mobility programs to be 
provocative and destabilizing in nature and thus forces us to deploy SBI to restore 
stability. Now the SBIs if the talks fail will be placed in orbit around US assets 
and should talks fail will be orbiting through US assets and US bases and such, 
and we will hint, and we understand the US have access to certain documents 
from our aerospace forces that one of their major missions was blocade, be it 
orbital blocade, launch blockade or even launchbase blocade. And of course 
we have other goals and intentions that we would love to share with the control 
team, but probably not our US counterparts. Should space remain a domain 
for unrestricted overflight, and of course China fully supports the unrestricted 
right for over-flight, but just like our American counterparts, we understand that 
unrestrictive flights do not equal unrestricted behavior. So for any sort of self 
defense reactions and what we perceive to be an orbital threat, any reaction is on 
the table. We reserve the right to defend ourselves to safeguard Chinese national 
interest. And of course we recognize that unrestrictive weaponization of space 
is extremely destabilizing and encourage our US counterpart to sign PPWT. So 
that’s what we have for now. 
 
Participant 2: Not a response, but just clarifications. When you’re saying SBIs 
will be placed in orbit around all US assets, you mean low Earth orbit, right? And 
do you consider assets to be government satellites or would things like Starlink all 
have SBIs around them? 
 
Participant 3: So we would characterize these as critical infrastructure, right? 
We’ll classify them as critical infrastructure that’s crucial for military purposes.  
 
Participant 2: So by that definition that would include Starlink? 
 
Participant 3: We reserve the right to interpret it as we see fit. We don’t specify. 
 
Facilitator 4: You didn’t answer whether you’re gonna put these somewhere other 
than low Earth orbit. 
 
Participant 3: Oh, yeah, of course. 
 
Facilitator 4: What’s your answer? I didn’t understand. 
 
Participant 3: Sorry, was the question that those were in low Earth orbit? That was 
the question, right? And the answer is yes. 
 
Facilitator 4: Okay. Well, that’s not the way the slide reads, if you’re gonna put it 
around all US assets in space-- 
 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

40

Participant 7: If I may interject, I think the intent during our discussions was to 
say that they would be overflying US ground and sea terrestrial domain sites that 
might be launching things against us. 
 
Participant 3: Oh, thank you. I should also ask if I misread any other of my 
teammates’ points please feel free to speak up. 
 
Facilitator 2: Since no one is speaking up, I guess everything else was correct. 
Participant 1 has a question. 
 
Participant 1: So, first of all, the US is disappointed that the conversation between 
our President and Premier Xi has led to such an aggressive stance on the part of 
the Chinese. We arrived at these negotiations ready to negotiate not to go ahead 
and respond to demands and we would hope that when we reconvene later that 
the Chinese would show themselves to be more open. We have been told that we 
have been the aggressors in this, but we are not the ones flying fractioned orbital 
bombardment systems. That would be China. We have been told that we are 
the aggressors in this, but we are not the ones who have gone ahead and started 
building hundreds of new missile silos. We’ve been told we are the aggressors 
in this, but we’re not the ones proposing to put nuclear weapons in space. So we 
would hope that we can actually have a negotiation that we can talk about all of 
those things and not focus just on SBIs, which are just one part of the strategic 
dynamic between our two nations. 
 
Participant 2: Asking for my fellow commercial folks in China, what was your 
thinking in terms of how this would affect your commercial sector if space 
becomes targeted and things like that? 
 
Participant 3: I’m sorry, is there a designated person to answer or is it just the 
general China team because we weren’t expected to discuss the commercial sector 
of China. 
 
Participant 2: So you did not. 
 
Participant 3: We didn’t discuss this portion. 
 
Participant 7: I would say that China would call on the United States not to 
conduct attacks on space objects in a way that could be destabilizing for the 
entire world and lead to a long lived space debris program and and we reiterate 
our call for the United States to enter into good faith negotiations on signing the 
Prevention of Placement of Weapons in Space Treaty over. 
 
Facilitator 1: I’ll jump in now. I’m curious if there was any discussion within the 
Chinese team about their willingness to consider any limits on their own offensive 
systems on the ground, at least, if not in space. 
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Participant 3: So I guess this is the portion where we ask our American team 
members not to listen. So we’ve assessed very early on that our goal as instructed 
by President Xi is that we need to have a posture that would maintain China as 
the good actor in this endeavor, but also we do not want to compromise any of our 
flexibility, any of our current plan for deployments and, we have no intention of 
backing down. 
 
Facilitator 1: Or even reciprocating. In other words, in the Chinese mind, anything 
that controls, limits or regulates their offensive missile forces, conventional or 
nuclear, is a step backwards, correct? 
 
Participant 3: Because from the Chinese perspective at the time, right? Like, 
we don’t want to talk unless we reach parity. That’s at the very least. And as we 
observe right now, we don’t know yet, right? We don’t even know that’s what they 
want.  
 
Facilitator 1: I like what you’re saying because the Chinese position on article six 
in the NPT is very similar. By the way, in Western eyes with regard to the Vienna 
Convention on treaties, wrong, but at least consistent here, and that is that until 
we can clearly have an advantage or claim parity, we don’t negotiate. So, you’re 
playing the Chinese character consistently at least. Congratulations. 
 
Participant 3: Thank you. It was a lot of fun.  
 
Facilitator 3: If there are no more questions, then the rest of the time was open to 
any questions that you and Facilitator 4 might have to clarify the team’s positions. 
Also you were gonna make a decision about if an agreement was reached or not 
or if we’re gonna take the night to reflect on that. 
 
Facilitator 1: Well, agreement maybe is too bold a thing, but will talks proceed? 
And I’d be curious to hear from at least the China and US teams what their 
thinking would be or is this presentation by both sides such that one side or the 
other might say, well, what’s the point? Thoughts from the teams, at least the 
Chinese and American team? 
 
Participant 3: So I guess we could talk about what the teams want, right, instead 
of basically what they want to communicate to the other side. And I would also 
ask our American counterparts to muzzle their ears, but, basically the point as 
we talked earlier about overflying terrestrial assets, for SBIs, we would not be 
satisfied just putting interceptors on there. And that’s why the earlier talk about 
not having ground inspections was very useful for us in the sense that we want 
to put offensive weapons on them, right? We want to put offensive stuff, dual use 
stuff on them. FOBs, that’s one thing. We are also thinking basically cross domain 
deterrents, right? We’re not just thinking about SBIs, we’re not just thinking about 
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missiles. We’re thinking about information because that’s what the Chinese want, 
like that’s what they care about. So all of this is just a pretext for China to win the 
information war. Because that’s what’s real for them. That’s how they win. And 
so, you know, we’re gonna have SBIs over flying everywhere and we’re gonna 
have SBIs potentially able to target US industrial targets but then they would not 
be SBIs, they will be basically like a hammer of gods.  
 
Facilitator 1: You’re giving us a preview of what you’d like to say. What is the 
American stance?  
 
Participant 3: But we’re not gonna say that, right? But what we’re saying is from 
the Chinese perspective, we actually want this to go ahead. Everybody deploys. 
 
Facilitator 1: Let’s answer the question, not what you would like to do with 
regard to non talks. Do you want to engage in talks or not after having heard the 
American presentation? 
 
Participant 3: Yes, but we have our conditions. 
 
Facilitator 1: No, I understand. So in other words, the show is certainly worth the 
admission ticket, but you’re not gonna negotiate necessarily to change any of your 
positions, correct? 
 
Participant 3: I would leave this to the rest of my team. I don’t think we’re that set 
on the position, that’s the thing. 
 
Facilitator 1: Yeah alright, so over to the American side, thoughts? 
 
Participant 1: Well, obviously we have not polled the whole team, but I think we 
are carrying the President’s water. We do understand how destabilizing a fully 
dual nation deployed SBI system could be, along with IRBMs, along with nuclear 
weapons in space, along with FOBs and along with an increase in strategic 
ICBMs so we think there’s benefit to talking. We would hope that the Chinese 
would enter into this discussion in the same manner, but we remain ready to 
deploy if that can’t be done. And in fact, I just got a message that says we just 
launched 40 SBIs as part of that testing plan that we talked about. So they’re 
up there right now, but we sure would like to negotiate even with that gun in 
everybody’s face. 
 
Facilitator 1: So basically the China and American team are still buying arms 
control today subscriptions but… I don’t know how much further we can push 
them on this Facilitator 3. Do you have any thoughts? 
 
Facilitator 3: No, I think that that’s a good stopping point for this because 
otherwise we’d have to reconvene the teams to discuss their positions and then 
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come back together. So, Facilitator 1 and Facilitator 4, if there’s anything else you 
wanna ask, and if anyone else has any more questions for the teams, speak now. 
 
Facilitator 4: So one thing you might want to consider on both sides is US-
Soviet Arms control featured a number of instances where things were explicitly 
described as bargaining chips and if you’re not just disingenuously engaging in 
arms control for whatever reasons, that might be a way that you could present 
these things and explicitly presenting them in that context I would suggest 
might be a different way, or maybe a more productive way of thinking about it. 
You know, the obvious example is the INF deployments that the United States 
undertook and they did facilitate the INF treaty. I would also suggest to the 
Chinese, that being so intransigent about negotiations at all, I don’t see how that’s 
productive to you. I mean, if you’re just gonna be disingenuous about it, you 
would still, I think want to engage in them because they would have some benefit 
to you in terms of hiding your true intentions. So, just being so dismissive of any 
proposals and things, I just mean, it doesn’t cost you much to have negotiations 
and say you’re gonna study these things more. 
 
Facilitator 1: Well, it does raise the question we might pose to both teams. What 
bargaining chips might you place on the table, if any, and which ones wouldn’t 
you and why? Maybe that’s the question we should ask each team to try to figure 
out the answer to. I mean I don’t want to prejudice what the answers will be. Is 
that sort of in pursuit of the point you’re making Facilitator 4 or not? 
 
Facilitator 4: Yeah, I think that’s a sharper way to frame it. Is this a futile effort 
or perhaps is there a possibility that proceeding with SBI deployments might be 
creating incentives to actually reach an agreement? 
 
Participant 3: Sorry, I should clarify. We made demands, but that doesn’t mean 
we’re not ready to talk. This is the opening move, right? This is actually what 
happened right after the Trump Xi meeting just just a couple weeks ago. China 
made a bunch of demands and made a bunch of things that’s not true. That doesn’t 
mean that they actually believe in that. They’re just making a very strong opening 
because they perceive that’s a useful position for them against this administration. 
 
Facilitator 1: Am I correct in stating that any academic in China that publishes a 
paper talking about bargaining chips will be headed in public? 
 
Participant 3: I think he would just disappear and then there will be no mention 
of him, or you know, he would be retired or something or have family problems. 
There are lots of ways to make that happen and make that seem natural. 
 
Facilitator 1: Well, this suggests the lack of humor that the party has. Participant 
1? 
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Participant 1: Yeah, so outside the game play here, I think there are some very 
interesting questions raised about bargaining chips and what should be bargaining 
chips. Clearly in our discussion within our team, we looked at possibly IRBMs 
in the Pacific as bargaining chips. You know, my own personal view was this 
is very much like the ABM treaty discussions from back in the seventies, when 
you’re not gonna go ahead and eliminate the ability to defend yourself, but you 
may limit your ability to defend yourself in order to go ahead and sort of contain 
the overall arms race. I don’t think the US would be willing to put the entire SBI 
program on the table, but we would certainly be willing to put limits on the table, 
if we thought that we could go ahead and get corresponding assurances from our 
Chinese counterparts of what they would put on the table. 
 
Facilitator 1: That raises the question to the China team leader. Would you be 
willing once that was laid out to sort of rehabilitate the exiled academic or not? 
 
Participant 3: No, he’s gone. That’s the thing.  
 
Facilitator 1: Let me state it differently. Would there be any interest in any 
party member channeling the banished thoughts and making it official. I mean 
otherwise, if your team makes it very clear you’re not going to negotiate off of 
your maximum position, it doesn’t seem like these talks have a future. We should 
know it up front. 
 
Participant 3: So that’s the thing, right? It’s not the maximum, it’s not an 
unnegotiable position but-- 
 
Facilitator 1: How would you indicate that? Because there’s gotta be some sizzle 
if no steak at all. You have  no sizzle nor any steak here it seems. 
 
Participant 3: Oh, there will be some MFA people with their best friends and 
there’ll be some MSS people with academic contacts who’ll indicate they’re 
willing to talk. But that’s the thing, what would the American counterpart think 
they would see from China to indicate that China has sort of a willingness to talk 
because China’s consideration is we can never appear in a weak public way. 
 
Facilitator 1: Well, let’s say we’ve got at least a glass quarter empty here. And I’m 
just curious, does the American team take that bait? Because it doesn’t know what 
to do? 
 
Participant 1: I don’t know. I wanna hear if anybody else in our team has any 
thoughts. 
 
Participant 3: I just wanna say that signaling failure is very normal. 
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Facilitator 1: Alright, we have to take the answer whether we like it or not. Should 
we put this dog to sleep? Are we done? 
 
Facilitator 3: That sounds good. If the US team could convene to choose a leader 
in Participant 1’s absence that would be terrific, and then we will see everyone 
else tomorrow.
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United States Team Meeting

Facilitator: You guys should be good to get started. 
 
Participant 1: Hello, my fellow Americans. I’m your team lead. Obviously we 
have these questions that we need to answer, but before we jump into answering 
them, I just want to go around and see if there are any questions that anybody has 
on the scenario, questions for me or any quick thoughts that you  might want to 
clarify for yourself or for others, anybody? 
 
Participant 3: I just had a quick question. I couldn’t help but notice that this 
is supposed to take place in the year 2036, correct? And that’s a presidential 
election year. So I was just wondering, is that gonna have any bearing on how our 
positioning is going to be for this scenario? 
 
Participant 1: Let’s say no right now. Let’s not worry about that. I think it’s gonna 
be President Trump’s 5th term anyway, so it doesn’t really matter.  
 
Participant 3: Alright. 
 
Participant 1: Alright, anybody else? Any questions? All right, good. Facilitator, 
why don’t you put up that slide that you started with, with the questions on there? 
So, I guess I should say a couple of things with regard to the president, and what 
he’s asked us to do. As you saw in the scenario, the President called up Xi, and it 
is interesting that Xi is still around  in this scenario, even though we don’t know 
who the President is, so Xi will be over eighty five by that time. But as you can 
see in the scenario, the President called up Xi, and basically asked for negotiations 
so at least if we’re representing the administration of the time, whatever 
administration that might be, it looks as if the administration actually wants to 
find some way to negotiate with the Chinese based upon the two phone calls; the 
phone call that he had, and then the follow on invitation to negotiate on a bilateral 
basis. So if we’re trying to position ourselves to reflect the administration, my 
sense is we should at least try to go ahead and come up with some things that 
we believe are in the US interest. I know many people don’t necessarily support 
limits on these kinds of things, but it looks like based upon the scenario that the 
intention here is to try to go ahead and get to some agreement. Now, I say that 
knowing full well that even when nations agree on things, that doesn’t mean they 
are being 100% forthright in what they want to do and they may want to go ahead 
and hold some things back. They may want to have some optionality for what 
they can do in the future. So we probably should talk about some of those things 
as well but certainly the primary purpose here is to actually talk about what things 
could be usefully agreed to, what things would be bilateral, multilateral, what kind 
of verification, if any, would be used, and so that’s sort of the opening question. 
Let me go ahead and throw it out to anybody on the line here. I think you can 
raise your hand if you want to or you can just jump right in. We don’t have that 
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many people that we need to necessarily wait for hands to be raised. So anybody 
who’s got some initial thoughts on this. If you don’t speak I’ll call on you. 
 
Participant 4: I guess I can jump in to give some thoughts. My first thought would 
be maybe we could look at the new start and kind of the bilateral negotiations 
we had with the Russians as a base or a foundation to begin our thinking. I think 
it’s an interesting situation in that we haven’t actually deployed anything yet, 
we’ve got some of the supporting ISR capabilities already in orbit, but we haven’t 
actually put anything in. There may be an opportunity to push back deployments. 
Maybe the first thing we start discussing is instead of deploying in two years, four 
years we look at maybe ten years deployment, and so that maybe the timing for 
our deployment could be an opportunity for negotiation. Or maybe the number of 
deployed capabilities, or locations. I think there’s a couple opportunities we have 
to scale the limits but keep our US interests in play. 
 
Participant 1: Anybody else? Any ideas? 
 
Participant 2: I was thinking, do we want to look at a model of the naval treaties 
of the early 20th century and have some form of ratio for us versus China for 
launchers and then of course keep it secret that we can do it, what 35% faster than 
they can? But they don’t need to know that part right now. They can figure that 
out later. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, great input. Others, other thoughts? Anybody? So my sense 
is that modeling this thinking based on how we’ve done these things in the past is 
important, I agree. If I think about the original ABM treaty negotiated back under, 
either Nixon or Carter, I can’t remember which one now, but there were limits 
on the number of ABMs that we could deploy and limits on the number of sites 
we could deploy, with the notion that we didn’t want to make it impossible for 
mutually assured destruction to still be a predominant theme, but we did want to 
go ahead and protect abilities against against lesser attacks and we wanted to go 
ahead and make sure we could protect certain locations that were key in ensuring 
the viability of mutually assured destruction. So we were protecting command and 
control sites in Washington DC and protecting some missile fields, so those were 
some of the thoughts that went into the original ABM treaty. I think it’s interesting 
here we don’t just have the deployment going on. We also have a buildup of 
nuclear missiles going on as well, right? So there can be a trade for deployment 
of a system versus build up. We also have fractional orbital bombardment systems 
in this scenario as well, which is certainly a weapon that the US is very concerned 
about. We also have nuclear weapons in space that have been talked about in this 
scenario. And finally, we have a mix of both intercontinental and intermediate 
range missiles and launchers, both conventional and nuclear in this scenario. So 
as we think about what should we negotiate, all of those board pieces are on the 
table. So it may not be that we need to just say fine, we won’t deploy any smart 
rocks. It could be that we decide that we’ll back off on intermediate range specific 
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based hypersonic cruise missiles for example in exchange for that. So just to keep 
your minds open as to the full range of what we might be willing to trade here. 
Other comments on those thoughts?  
 
Participant 6: I agree with capping numbers for the land based missiles. I was just 
wondering how would we decide on the number? 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, I don’t know the answer. Probably what we should do is not 
worry about that detail yet. I was thinking of asking our Facilitator to go ahead 
and build a table really quickly to list all of those things that I just talked about 
that might decide to trade in this negotiation, then we can kind of talk to each 
one of them as we go through, and decide which ones we might be willing to 
trade. Remember, this is the first round of negotiation. We don’t need to come to 
the table with a clear numerical quantitative proposal right now. We might want 
to just go ahead and talk about what are some of the things that we’re willing to 
trade. So you’ve already got the table there, if you could label that first column 
system and then the second column, just a yes or no column meaning we would 
be willing to discuss limits on those. Let’s just start listing them, space based 
interceptors/smart rocks at the top, and then the next one down would be ICBMs, 
and then intermediate range hypersonic missiles, and then nuclear weapons in 
space, then fractional orbital bombardment systems, which is sort of a subset of 
nuclear weapons in space. Anybody else got any things that we wanna include 
in this scenario? I think that’s it, right? Best I can remember from the scenario. 
Facilitator, can you think of anything? 
 
Facilitator: No. 
 
Participant 1: Let’s go around the virtual room here. Would we be willing to go 
ahead and entertain limits in space based interceptors? Yes or no? 
 
Participant 5: I just have a quick question about everything that’s listed here in 
terms of their ability. Let’s say they do deploy it, which of these would have the 
ability to dismantle it if it were to go up in orbit? 
 
Participant 1: So there’s an interesting dynamic that those of us who deal with this 
on a somewhat routine basis-- 
 
Facilitator: Sorry, I got a note from Control, a quick inject. In the weeks leading 
up to the US-China talks, Chinese legal scholars and military officials began 
publicly debating whether outer space should be redefined to begin at a higher 
altitude. Some insist foreign satellites carrying weapons or supporting military 
operations flying over Chinese territory should be viewed as violating Chinese 
sovereign airspace. Russian officials signal support for revisiting assumptions and 
unrestricted space transit. Please have your team respond to me. 
 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

50

Participant 1: Don’t we have that as a question later on? 
 
Participant 2: Yeah. I think we do. 
 
Facilitator: Yeah. I would say it’s probably this one. 
 
Participant 1: We probably should send a question to China just to go ahead and 
see if we can understand what they’re thinking. Maybe the question to China 
would say something like, I just want to confirm that our President is sincere in 
his hopes that we will reach a negotiated settlement. We know we’re preparing for 
a summit. We hope you come prepared with real proposals. 
 
Facilitator: And just to confirm, you wanna send this via Control to China? 
 
Participant 1: We’ll send it to China and copy control. Yes. 
 
Facilitator: Sounds good. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, so let’s go back to our table now, if we can. Participant 5, 
I think you asked what would be the ability of any of these systems to prevent 
deployment of SBIs? Is that what you were asking? 
 
Participant 5: No, I was asking in terms of the smart rock constellations 
themselves, from my understanding, I don’t know if conventional warheads 
are able to dismantle it if our negotiations are unsuccessful and they are able 
to deploy it. And I guess I had that question because I don’t know how I’d feel 
about putting limits on our ability to defend ourselves if deployment does end up 
happening. 
 
Participant 1: Sure. I think I was about to say in some of the discussions that 
we’ve had on these things in the past, one thing that always seems to be clear is 
the first nation to deploy space based interceptors will probably be the last one 
because we won’t let anybody else deploy them, we’ll shoot down any rockets 
deploying such such systems. Which is actually not something that I would hope 
to have happen, but I do fear that it would be the case. Your question is, do we 
want to limit ourselves or not? And would we do that only with agreement with 
the Chinese that they would limit themselves to the same thing, right? When 
we say yes or no here, if we’re gonna say yes or no here, this doesn’t mean 
either you have zero or you have as many as you want, it just means we would 
consider some limits, like a thousand space based interceptors versus the five 
or six thousand we might need to go ahead and handle a much larger raid or or 
something like that, right? So will this be on the table to discuss is the question. 
My answer would be yes, but I would like to make sure we represent the team. So 
is there anybody who would oppose this? 
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Participant 6: I think I’m just a little confused on that answer because in the slides 
it talks about how China is continuing to expand its missile forces, so if there is 
deployment, wouldn’t we want to have a defensive capability at its strongest? 
 
Participant 1: Yeah. My sense here, and if you guys disagree, please let me know. 
My sense here is that, for example, we might be willing to trade down the number 
of space based interceptors we deploy if China will stop building new ICBM silos 
and increasing their missile stockpile. Does that make sense? 
 
Participant 6: Yes. 
 
Participant 1: So these are the things that are right now on the table, and I guess 
my question for us is, do we wanna take any of these things off the table as things 
we would be willing to negotiate? We’re not saying we are gonna constrain 
ourselves in all of these things. These are just things that we might want to speak 
about. 
 
Participant 4: Just a thought here. It may be interesting to think about in a 
hypothetical world where we both have those space based interceptors, like 
robust networks, who wins in that situation? And I think that could impact how 
we negotiate in the sense of do we need to provide a sacrifice or are we the ones 
gaining from the situation that we have to provide some sort of balance in that 
negotiation? Or are we asking for maybe more from China because we feel that 
they would gain? How do we see that balance of power playing out? 
 
Participant 1: It’s a good question. I’m certainly not prepared to answer that right 
now. If we talk about real life, I actually am a supporter of providing space based 
interceptors, but I haven’t played out, and that’s part of the reason for this game, 
I haven’t played out the dynamic if two countries can do it, is the sky the limit or 
should we put rational limits on all of these things. And how do those limits affect 
the balance of power? How do those limits affect our ability to protect ourselves? 
Are those limits to our advantage? You know, I often tell many of my friends in 
the policy area, the only times you negotiate is when it’s in your advantage to 
negotiate. You don’t negotiate when it’s to your disadvantage, right? So obviously 
the President believed there was some advantage to negotiating that, that’s why 
he called up Xi in the first place. So I think we will have to arrive at the answer to 
your question during the play of the game here. I don’t think I know today what 
the answer is. 
 
Participant 4: I completely agree, and I think like you said with the scenario, it 
indicates there is value in negotiation.  
 
Participant 1: I’ll just make it easy, is there anybody who disagrees that we would 
want to negotiate the number and existence of space based interceptors? Does 
anybody disagree with saying yes? No?... Then let’s make that a yes, Facilitator. 
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And then the same question for ICBMs because I’m conscious of the time, we 
need to move somewhat quickly.. Would we wanna go ahead and negotiate limits 
on the number of ICBMs? And this is both for the US side and Chinese side, 
so we’re talking about negotiating limits for both sides. Nobody is disagreeing 
with that, so that would be yes. Same question, do we want to negotiate limits on 
intermediate range hypersonic missiles? 
 
Participant 4: I had a quick thought on this one. I think the foundation of 
negotiation is that we have a verification regime of some kind. All the other ones 
I think are pretty robust, we’ve got historical examples. For those intermediate 
range, how do we verify that both sides are complying? I think this is the oddball 
out. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, it is a hard one to do. Obviously during the intermediate range 
ballistic missile protocols that we had under START, I guess START2, right? I 
don’t recall what kind of verification mechanisms we had. We did figure out when 
the Russians had violated them back in 2015, I think. So we had to have some 
sort of verification mechanisms, but I don’t recall what those were. Does anybody 
recall that? It may have just been national technical means of intelligence. Then 
how about we write yes if verifiable> 
 
Participant 4: I think that’s a good compromise. 
 
Participant 1: And talking about verification, this next one is a much harder one. 
The next two are much harder, actually. Nuclear weapons in space, these are 
warheads placed in space to go ahead and create a high altitude nuclear event. 
These are nearly impossible to verify other than through intelligence, and the 
same is true for the fractional orbital bombarding systems. So maybe let’s put 
down yes if verifiable again for both of these unless someone disagrees. 
 
Participant 5: Are we assuming that they are open to negotiating the nuclear 
weapons point given their historic reticence to do so? I’m thinking about the 
PTBTT treaty and other times that they’ve not been on the table for them. 
 
Participant 1: Actually the Chinese say they want to go ahead and negotiate the 
prohibition for the placement of weapons in outer space, the PPWT. They and the 
Russians support that. I don’t necessarily believe that they are sincere about that. 
But that’s obviously something you figure out during negotiations whether or not 
they’re negotiating in good faith or not. This again is just what’s on the menu. 
We may not choose to eat at this dinner at all or we may choose to just have an 
appetizer like space based interceptors. Okay, I wanna make sure that we’ve 
answered all the questions on this page. I don’t know that we are prepared to go 
ahead and answer the details of the operational technical limits right now, but I 
think just having this table here is good enough. Unless somebody thinks we need 
to be more specific right now on it. If not, let’s go to that question brought up 
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about verification. So some things we can verify directly would be the number of 
interceptors in orbit now. That’s actually not exactly true. We can certainly verify 
the number of satellites in orbit, but we can’t necessarily verify exactly what 
each one of them are. I just gave myself an idea, maybe as a form of verification, 
we should agree on the right of nations to do on orbit inspection of satellites. 
That is technically within our abilities these days, we fly close to satellites and 
image them. so this would give a permanent right to go ahead and do close on 
orbit inspection of satellites and objects in space. And then on ICBMs, I think we 
understand how to go ahead and verify the number of ICBMs. Again, if anybody 
disagrees with anything, please let me know. I’m just trying to move along since 
we have only twenty seven minutes left. So, now we get to the question about 
verification of IRBMs and intermediate range hypersonic missiles. Participant 4, 
do you have any thoughts on that? 
 
Participant 4: I would assume that at the IRBM level we’d have to have some on 
site, sort of an exchange of technical inspectors. I’m not aware of any national 
technical means that could tell an IRBM versus SRBM or ICBM. I think those are 
pretty granular. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, let’s do that onsite inspection. 
 
Facilitator: We also just got a note from the industry team which I will send in the 
chat and then read out loud. 
 
Participant 6: We could also do satellite imagery for inspections. 
 
Facilitator: From industry, we are concerned about potential costs to the industrial 
sector and the space industrial base associated with China’s potential redefinition 
of outer space to begin at a higher altitude. Does the US have a plan to address 
this possibility? Furthermore there is a gray area in China’s latest message, they 
have not defined military supporting satellites and most satellites are dual use. 
Therefore, Chinese satellites may violate their own redefinition. Nevertheless, 
we are concerned that this would affect most of the US commercial space sector. 
We also opposed the unilateral definition of outer space. The global system only 
works because of consensus and China risks bringing this into contention making 
satellite operations legally uncertain. This would complicate commercial planning 
and risk the space industrial sector. We propose state to state agreements about 
where to occur military activity as opposed to redefining other space. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, that’s an interesting statement. I’m not sure we need to react 
to that. Anybody want to react to that or no? I think it’s impractical to redefine 
outer space. 
 
Participant 2: Should we just say that we continue to support the current 
definition? 
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 Participant 1: I think I think that’s a good idea. 
 
Participant 2: Just to reassure them. If we can, in all of the negotiations, try to 
maintain the status quo as much as possible, because everyone’s built to play 
by those rules and changing them is gonna make everything a whole lot more 
complicated for everybody. Except for the Chinese. 
 
Participant 1: I agree with you. I think what we should say is the US continues 
to support the current definition of outer space, we do not support changes in 
overflight rules given the extent to which all nations are dependent upon space 
and to which few means exist to control overflight. 
 
Facilitator: Sounds good. And just a time check, I know we’re all keeping our eye 
on it, but we have about eighteen minutes left. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, let’s go to number two… What SBI procurement activity 
should the United States continue to engage in during these talks? Ideas, what do 
you think? What SBI endeavors should the United States pursue if negotiations 
fail? 
 
Participant 2: I think that going back to what the industry people said, most of 
what we’re doing is gonna be defined as dual use. You know, the reusable rockets, 
the satellites, the actual smart rocks themselves have one purpose, but I would say 
that we are going to continue our current plans. That’s during negotiations and 
then if negotiations fail, then we will support the industrial base to develop the 
necessary number of launchers to protect ourselves or something vague like that. 
 
Participant 1: Maybe to put it into some specific language. During negotiations, 
the US will continue to deploy and test SBI developmental systems. As a matter 
of real politic, actually having some successful test in space as you’re negotiating 
improves your ability to negotiate because it shows that you have something to 
give up. You don’t need to write that part down. If I read the scenario correctly, it 
seems like we’re kind of ready to go ahead and start deployment. It says the US 
space firms SpaceX and Blue Origin are ready to launch a smart rocks space based 
interceptor system. So I’m thinking that we would label these as developmental 
test systems and we would launch them. They can always be deorbited, if we 
come to a successful negotiation, but having that sword in our hand as we’re 
negotiating, is probably the right thing to do here. Does anybody else have any 
thoughts on that? Let’s see, the other part of that question is if negotiations fail. If 
negotiations fail, is there anybody on the call who thinks we should not proceed to 
a full deployment? 
 
Participant 4: No, but I think you made an interesting point earlier that the first 
one who launches it may be able to shoot down the others. So I think we can 
launch a lot of the intelligence and collection support, but in terms of deployment, 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

55

we’d have to really think about how we launch that. Is it all at once to gain that 
first mover advantage? Do we trickle it in? So I think there’s some nuances on 
how that endeavor plays out post negotiation failure. 
 
Participant 1: What did they say we could have on a single launch, was it 800? 
That seems unlikely quite frankly. But we won’t fight the scenario. So if we 
had 800 in an initial launch as a test system, we could probably prevent the 
deployment by the Chinese of anything at that stage if negotiations fail. So 
probably that’s not only a good negotiating factor in that we would want to show 
strength, but number two, if negotiations fail, we would be ready to deny the 
Chinese their ability to deploy those systems. By the way, that statement happens 
with all space stuff. I mean basically the first nation that gets these, if they don’t 
trust the other people, can stop all space deployments anywhere in the world if 
they choose to. And, who knows what will really happen? 
So your answer to the question Participant 4, just to get this right, was full 
deployment. Is that what you’re saying? 
 
Participant 4: Yes, probably full deployment but we posture during negotiations to 
ensure that maybe we do some test launches or limited deployable capabilities to 
test that are actually more robust than they appear. 
 
Participant 1: Anybody else have any qualms with that? Or anything you want to 
add to that? 
 
Participant 6: So when you say full deployment, are you talking about more of 
a staggering with negotiations intertwined? Because if negotiations fail, I don’t 
foresee it to be an outcome of immediate conflict, but maybe a prolonged military 
modernization going on, something like that.  
 
Participant 1: In the pre-brief we heard it was claimed that 4000 SBIs would be 
necessary for a full system. I don’t disagree with that, I think if you wanted to 
really have a complete missile shield, you’d need many many more than that. 
I don’t think a complete missile shield is possible, but let’s just grant that the 
number is in several thousands, right? Again according to the scenario, 800 of 
these can be launched at a time. Again, that’s impractical for those of you who 
care about these things, a starship can only launch about 25 generation three 
Starlink satellites, and these things are gonna be heavier. But again, we’re not 
gonna fight the scenario. So we’re talking about five to ten launches, we would 
have a full system deployed and then you would refresh that system probably 
once or twice a year with more launches. So I think, if negotiations fail, we’re 
talking about actually deploying all 4000 systems, and then maybe going back 
to the negotiating table to see if we’re gonna continue to maintain those or not. I 
think that’s sort of what I’m seeing here. Again the scenario isn’t really adaptable 
to how the real world works. It’s gonna take much longer than a couple of months 
to go ahead and deploy this system and it’s gonna take many more tests and 
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things. You know, maybe when we deploy that development system that I was 
talking about in the first bullet, maybe we only put up 50 SBIs, because we don’t 
need to put up 800 to show them we have the capability. Anything to add here? 
 
Participant 5: I have a thought. I know that we said that they don’t know that we 
have a 35% faster rate of deployment, right? Is that something that the team thinks 
we should disclose or to keep private? 
 
Participant 1: I don’t know that it’s said in the scenario that they don’t know 
that. It says in the scenario, these US companies can launch the same number of 
interceptors into space at a rate 35% quicker than China. I actually believe China 
would probably know that. I don’t know that we have to state that. And that’s just 
because we have more and far better launchers than them. So I don’t think that’s a 
negotiating point quite frankly. Ok, we’ve only got seven minutes left. Let’s skip 
to the last page and then we’ll come back and add to these. 
 
Facilitator: Also, we got a response from China. They’ve said, China is always 
sincere in our plans for stability and hope that we will be able to reach a solution. 
In this instance China is not the aggressor as the US has continually demonstrated 
aggression by refusing to sign PPWT, which has forced us to announce our SBI 
program. We want the US to demonstrate sincerity by pulling some conventional 
weapons away from the Western Pacific region. 
 
Participant 1: China is always so well spoken and so smart. Well… should space 
remain a domain of unrestricted overflight, if not… I think the answer from the 
US team is yes, space should remain a domain of unrestricted overflight. By the 
way, that might change when you get space to ground interceptors sometime 
in the future, but that’s not the scenario we’re dealing with right now. Besides, 
if we answer yes in this question, we don’t have to answer part two! In the last 
five minutes here let’s go back to chart one for just a second. I think it would 
be useful to say here as sort of a summary, the US is willing to talk about any 
and all capabilities that are being deployed. Our objectives are to go ahead and 
assure that we protect the US homeland, but at the same time, protect the balance 
between nuclear armed nations. Anybody disagree with that? 
 
Participant 4: I would say there’s definitely precedent. I think during the Cold 
War we pulled back different systems from forward positions routinely in pursuit 
of negotiations. But I think that if we pull back conventional systems that does 
dramatically reduce the joint forces ability to strike at China. So that would be 
a pretty large sacrifice as I see it. Maybe we’d have to trade that for some very 
robust verification regime or very robust limits on those space based interceptors. 
 
Participant 1: I would agree with that. Anybody else have any other comments? 
Okay, let’s go to chart two if you would, please. You know, this only talks about 
SBIs and not other things on the list, but we’ve only got three minutes left before 
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we have to join the other room. Why don’t we take a little break and all get ready, 
then I’ll see you all in a few minutes.  
 
Facilitator: See you guys over there. 
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Private Industry Team Meeting

Participant 1: Hello, I’m the moderator for this discussion. I think this might be 
everyone that’s on our list, I’ll have to double check and see, but they did say we 
could get started when we had four or five people here. Facilitator, do we have a 
slide where we have the questions we’re supposed to answer that we can all look 
at?  
 
Facilitator: Yeah, I can share my screen. And then I’ll monitor for activity from 
the other teams so if anyone asks anything of us, I will let you all know and I 
can also ask people anything if it would help us to answer these questions. I can 
read them again to you all. First, how might private space industries balance 
their priorities with fulfilling the requirements of their US government clients? 
How do you want to engage the White House who is contemplating arms control 
restrictions on assets you’re providing the US government? What issues do 
you want to be consulted on, and then finally, should space remain a domain of 
unrestricted overflight? If not, what limits should be imposed and how would they 
be enforced? We can kind of start wherever we want. 
 
Participant 1: We can just start with the first one, so, how might private 
space industries balance their priorities with fulfilling requirements to the US 
government clients? Thoughts? 
 
Participant 2: Well, I think for this scenario specifically due to the fact that both 
companies would be highly tangled with the US government and in order for 
their own operations on the civilian side, they would want to be completely 
in line with whatever the US government wished to do. If not, then they risk 
their constellations being damaged, so being in constant communication with 
the government and also of course they are American companies, we could be 
sanctioned or dropped of contracts or just blacklisted utterly because we aren’t 
fulfilling the mission that is requested by the government itself. 
 
Participant 1: What about liability or indemnity? That’s always a concern I think 
for commercial actors when they’re carrying out activities that are being used in a 
military context. 
 
Participant 3: And how’s it gonna affect the perceptions of other countries that are 
using their services too, right? 
 
Participant 1: Like what we’re seeing in Iran, where Planet and Vantor said 
they’re not gonna show pictures of Iran but other users of their facility images 
or overseas are like, well, what about our needs? So that definitely is a concern. 
Other thoughts? 
 
Participant 3: I guess what if some of the things that they’re doing are kind of 
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dual purpose things like we’ve talked about in the past as well. There might 
be capabilities that these things might have that are serving their commercial 
activities instead of government activities. Are they still going to be allowed to do 
that even if it could be used for government activities? 
 
Participant 4: Participant 1, one of the things that occurs to me is, we may be 
all in on providing interceptors that provide missile defense, but shooting other 
satellites may not play as well. That may have some reputational costs to the 
company. It could damage our own operations in other ways, and it strikes me that 
there may be some reasons that as providers, we’d be on board providing these 
capabilities for missile defense, but maybe not for space control. And of course 
the technology is the same. It all comes down to what are the terms and conditions 
that we broker. That isn’t exactly the question because we’re talking about what’s 
our position on the US China negotiations, but for what it’s worth, I think that’s a 
thing that might be on industry’s mind. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, definitely. Because it was a clutter of the environment that 
they have to work in and threaten their investment that they’ve made. 
 
Participant 2: I think that kind of goes into the fact that private industry would 
want to be in direct communication to make sure that any government action 
doesn’t impact their own operations. So we’re gonna request a data linker or some 
kind of information sharing, and I suspect this would be the case anyways where 
we can alter or move constellations to reduce the chances of fratricide. 
 
Participant 1: Is fratricide what we have to worry about here? Or I would say 
once you’ve crossed that bridge of targeting other satellites, then you’ve opened 
yourself up to be a target as well, right?  
 
Participant 2: Well, if they’re going against space to space objects yes, because A, 
we’d want to be out of the way, but also as part of the general concern, if you’re 
worried about entanglement,  SpaceX and Blue Origin or whatever fictional 
companies launching these interceptors, they’re simply just launching payloads to 
orbit versus operating them themselves. And I doubt that the government would 
ever want to be in a Starlink Ukraine situation again where that control is not 
absolute, so I think post that event happening, I feel like the government would be 
in complete control of the payloads and simply the providers would be providing 
launch services. 
 
Participant 1: Sure. 
 
Participant 5: I was gonna say maybe we could frame it as supporting a national 
security requirement while reducing destabilizing outcomes. So I think we could 
argue that industry supports deployment maybe if directed by the government, but 
advocates for things like transparency measures, debris minimizing operations, 
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protection of commercial assets, rapid crisis communications, but I would imagine 
we should maybe resist becoming viewed as purely an arm of the military. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, if you’re deploying their missiles and interceptors though, it’s 
negligible with the differences, right? 
 
Participant 2: I mean that could be applied for anything that is potentially even 
civilian assets that can hypothetically be used for military applications. Civilian 
image satellites, for example, it’s not just the NRO and so we the private industry 
would be forever entangled no matter what. There’s nothing non-dual in this 
scenario.  
 
Participant 1:They’re potentially lawful targets. 
 
Participant 4: If we’re speaking as industry as a whole, some industry would be 
building and launching these smart rocks, but others are continuing to operate 
comms and earth observation and all kinds of other capabilities. And those 
companies I think would have very little interest in seeing this happen. I think 
that providers in those other space sectors who are not themselves vendors for 
interceptor capability would love to see some sort of arms control arrangement 
that precluded the deployment of any of these or at least limited it to very central 
limits, only certain altitudes or inclinations or other limits that kept open the 
domain for or that protected the domain for other applications. 
 
Participant 1: Definitely. 
 
Participant 2: I do think that they’d certainly want to potentially have some kind 
of controls or limits on operations, but I feel like the best they would ever say 
publicly would be that if you’re gonna do something, let us know so we can 
get out of the way. If they’re non-US companies they could certainly say or do 
whatever they want. But I think for domestic companies within the United States 
they’d again, not have fears of reprisal but just be more like we’re not working 
with the program here and that’s only gonna hurt us. 
 
 Participant 3: Here’s an interesting question. During World War Two the whole 
industrial machine became an arm of the US government, right? Like Ford and 
Boeing and all those people, I guess under what circumstances could that happen 
again? And would that affect this potentially? 
 
Participant 2: If the US committed to whatever arbitrarily large deployment they 
would, I mean the entire industrial base would probably have to be mobilized. 
It’s very hard to imagine that not nearly every existing supplier today wouldn’t 
be involved in some way with a project of this scale, if they wanted to expand 
it. They could maybe keep it to a smaller size and that might limit it, that might 
open some room up for debate, but if they’re gonna go big, they’re gonna need 
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every single company that manufactures it and the supply chain is not that big. So 
they’re gonna likely have to stretch out to that area. 
 
Participant 1: If that’s the case, then actually other commercial actors might 
suffer consequences of it just because they can no longer get launch slots. 
Manufacturing slots are being taken over by SBI supplies, the supply chain is 
being prioritized to fit these needs because I would imagine that even if they can 
launch 800 SBIs at one time that’s still gonna take away launching pad rights that 
they might need otherwise. Is it possible to get a second slide for this? 
 
Facilitator: Yeah. And then I’ll read the injection. So Control has sent a message 
saying that the following is happening to inform what we’re putting in the briefing 
slides and what we’ll say in the negotiations. In the weeks leading up to the US 
China talks, Chinese legal scholars and military officials began publicly debating 
whether quote, outer space unquote should be redefined to begin at a higher 
altitude. Some insist foreign satellites carrying weapons or supporting military 
operations flying over Chinese territory should be viewed as violating Chinese 
sovereign airspace. Russian officials sign support for revisiting assumptions about 
unrestricted space transit. Then it requests to please have your team respond to 
this news. I don’t know how directly salient this is to us, but is there anything we 
would like to publicly say about or in response to this? 
 
Participant 1: I mean that would be a huge cost to us as commercial actors if 
suddenly we have to renegotiate what’s considered outer space and if we have 
to worry about suddenly we can be considered as violating sovereign airspace 
because then that means that we would have to do reciprocity or we might have to 
limit their work. So I think there’d be a cost to the commercial sector. 
 
Participant 2: An even bigger part, depending on what their definition of higher 
altitude is, I mean if they say it’s above 600 km or something like that, then I 
would say that we would want to strongly disagree as as above 600 km, you won’t 
be good stewards for LEO space as that would kind of force our hand to putting 
satellites at greater altitudes which would greatly increase the time for them to 
decay from orbit thus leaving the risk of much greater debris generation or you 
know much more crowding of already the most crowded sections of low Earth 
orbit. So I would say that we would strongly disagree with any redefinition that 
placed the altitude above orbital debris conscious altitudes like 600 km to 150 km. 
 
Participant 1: Do we know where these are being launched to? We don’t, right? 
The SBIs.
 
Participant 2: No, but, but they’d probably be within 150 to 600 km for reaction 
time purposes.  
 
Participant 1: I thought that previous ones were something like 400 and 500 km. 
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 Participant: I just said 150 to 600. I’ve seen as low as 200 and as high as 600 but 
somewhere in that range. 
 
Participant 1: I mean at that point the space station wouldn’t be considered outer 
space. 
 
Facilitator: Is this something we would like to publicly express that we do not 
agree with? Do we want to say something back channel to the US team about 
this? Do we want to wait for the US to respond to this inject? 
 
Participant 2: I would say back channel the US team and really just understand 
what do they know about what they’re saying, would they support us if we made 
a statement, what is their planned statement so that if we think we can concur, we 
can support them. 
 
Participant 1: Also say that we are concerned about costs to the commercial sector 
for this affecting the overall space industrial base. While that’s being typed, any 
other thoughts on the first question? 
 
Participant 6: I think we are focusing a lot on the current commercial industry 
now, so we are seeing a lot of the views of the current providers of non military 
purposes, but there are also other interests, so there are the interests of the guys 
that are going to deploy the interceptors as such and also the interest of the guys 
that are going to manufacture, so they are part of us as well. So these guys will 
probably be interested in probably the White House giving them some certainty in 
the case they are going to have to deploy the systems, manufacture the systems, 
or have them ready on the ground or something. So I think we cannot avoid that 
conversation, I guess, we have to take both positions or understand both positions. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, definitely. Just like this, industry associations have to 
represent small satellite constellations and large satellite constellations. 
 
Participant 7: Regarding the inject, there is a loophole that China has not defined 
what constitutes a military supporting satellite as most satellites are dual use, 
which supports both civilian and military functions. So if supporting military 
operations violates sovereignty, then Chinese satellites would be violating the 
sovereignty of other states every day as well. The issue is also the overflight itself 
but hostile actions such as jamming, interference or attacks. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, do we wanna include that in our message to the US? 
 
Facilitator: I can add that. How do we want to say that to the US?  
 
Participant 7: It’s a loophole where it’s up to interpretation of military supporting 
satellites because most satellites are dual use. 
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 Participant 1: We have to give a message, and we’re coming at it from the US 
commercial sector, so just saying the definition of what a military satellite is is 
unclear, probably it would include a lot of Chinese satellites as well, but we’re 
concerned that it would affect most of the US commercial space sector, right? 
 
Participant 6: Will we use the expression peaceful uses? So, go back to the 
ambiguity of peaceful uses to differentiate it from the military operations. 
 
Participant 1: Well, I mean as a commercial sector I don’t think we are as caring 
about peaceful uses, particularly if we have military folks in our ranks. 
 
Participant 5: I would also argue with the inject that maybe from a private 
industry lens we should oppose unilateral redefinition of outer space just being 
that commerce really depends on predictable rules, right? So the current system 
really works because satellites can transit globally. Operators do not need to 
seek permission from every country they fly over, orbital mechanics are not 
constrained by national borders. So if every major power starts redefining space 
boundaries differently, then satellite operations become legally uncertain. There 
are insurance costs that might increase, investment decreases, commercial 
planning could become difficult. So maybe we could note that the success of the 
commercial space economy really depends on internationally accepted and stable 
rules rather than unilateral reinterpretations of sovereignty, if that makes sense. 
 
Participant 4: I think one thing we may be trying to say is if states have an interest 
in reducing risks and protecting security by preventing military uses below 
certain altitudes, there’s ways to address that without redefining for all actors the 
boundary of outer space. They can enter their own agreements for where they will 
do certain types of national security activities; that doesn’t have to limit access 
to space for purely commercial applications because there’s still also practical 
impossibilities. How do you get to these regions of space? You have to transit 
these lower altitudes to get to upper altitudes. There’s already objects there that 
will persist for decades and if you’re talking of any altitude above the very lowest 
LEO, perhaps we could suggest as industry if this is what states are interested in, 
maybe you can deal with that by state to state agreement on where you conduct 
military activities and not with tinkering or attempting a redefinition of where 
outer space begins for all the reasons that we haven’t done it to this date. 
 
Participant 1: But do we want to open up that thing of saying you can determine 
where other countries do military activities? 
 
Participant 2: I would open that to the government. I wouldn’t say that publicly. 
 
Participant 4: I mean, we don’t have to tell them how to do that. What we would 
be saying is, if you guys want to work out a deal to stay at certain altitudes, 
understand that may make sense to you, but you don’t have to attempt a definition 
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that pushes the limits of outer space because that creates all kinds of practical 
complications based on--- 
 
Facilitator: This is a valuable discussion but I think we might be getting a little 
more granular than we can communicate via one back channel email. We should 
definitely continue this discussion, but because control is telling us to to get some 
sort of response out, if we could just take a look at at the message that I’m about 
to send in the chat and see if that communicates our general position before we 
get too much more into the details, I would appreciate that. 
 
Participant 1: I’m good with it. Anyone not good?... Then send it. Okay, we’re 
about twenty minutes in, I’m thinking we should move on to the next question at 
this point. Would you mind reading it out? 
 
Facilitator: How do you want to engage the White House who is contemplating 
arms control restrictions on assets you’re providing the US government? What 
issues do you want to be consulted on? 
 
Participant 1: Okay, so how do we as the commercial sector want to engage the 
White House? 
 
Participant 2: I think we’d like information sharing or convey the requirement of 
information sharing and any alert they can give pending operations that there is 
no fratricide or friendly fire, so that we’re able to stay clear as best as we can of 
debris clouds and be alerted by Space Command or or whoever is doing space 
traffic control about debris fields or actions that would potentially harm our 
operations. 
 
Participant 1: I mean, yes, but I don’t know that we would be able to avoid the 
debris fields, right? I’m thinking about when Russia did their tests in November 
2021, I mean basically every single remote sensing satellite in subsynchronous 
low Earth orbit was within line of the debris for the better part of a year. I don’t 
know that you can maneuver around it.When you say share information, do you 
mean like sharing SSA data or what sort of things? 
 
Participant 2: Yes, SSA data, and warnings about debris creation, things of that 
nature or on either friendly or enemy electronic warfare operations or anything 
that could potentially catch our satellites in the fire zone.. 
 
Participant 1: They already do share SSA data and warnings, but maybe in 
addition to that emphasize like freely sharing commercial SSA data? I’m thinking 
like the space ISAC, you share a warning about threats across the commercial 
sector. 
 
Participant 2: And like the new SpaceX Stargaze. I think some operation like 
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that in conjunction would show the government, and then asking if they have 
any means to provide protection against hostile anti-satellite weapons if they can 
provide defensive measures to protect our assets effectively. 
 
Participant 7: I was going to suggest a formal participation in negotiations. So 
there would be like a space security and industrial advisory board to advise 
negotiators. 
 
Participant 1: That would be interesting. I don’t know that typically that’s done 
for diplomatic discussions. Like maybe the advisory board could be… let’s say 
there’s a National Space Council. We’d have a space at the industrial advisory 
board to give our recommendations to the National Space Council in terms of 
what we’d like. I’m just gonna manifest the National Space Council back into 
existence. 
 
Participant 2: Or some back channel form? 
 
Participant 1: I don’t think it’d be formal, but I agree. We definitely want to be 
able to contribute to these discussions. 
 
Participant 4: I noticed the question seems to ask what’s our view on the arms 
control restrictions that the White House seems to be contemplating. So on that 
front, I don’t know what I think about this to be honest, but I think that’s the 
specific question we’re being asked, what would we want to engage on, or would 
we? Maybe as industry we wouldn’t engage because we may not be of one mind 
about what the right answer for us on arms control is. 
 
 Participant 3: Yeah, I guess a clear definition of what they mean by arms control, 
what does that mean in their minds would be helpful. 
 
Participant 1: Right, do they mean, they’re gonna do a ban on debris causing anti 
satellite efforts or they’re gonna do a ban on SBIs or what have you? 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, I would say consult us with regards to anything that could 
potentially impact our commercial operations. If they’re gonna do shutter controls 
or other things or limit our ability to operate satellites at a certain inclination or 
altitude for whatever reason, because it might look like an SBI or something like 
that. I am throwing out general ideas here. 
 
Participant 6: So I have a feeling that they are contemplating probating stationing 
arms systems, especially SBIs. Some of us may have programs with deploying 
SBIs. So we want to make sure if we have to keep our programs on SBIs and 
quick deployment and what certainty we have over those programs. So I think that 
will be part of the things we need to be concerned about. 
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Participant 1: So the companies that produce or launch SBIs, they would ask that 
that not be limited. They’d be concerned about that.  
 
Participant 4: More broadly,  our ask to the White House may be, hey, before you 
enter soft commitments on things that you might control, please consult with us so 
you don’t agree to limit something that turns out to have some sort of technology 
or use that also has application for a lot of other things, because if these 
negotiators are working and, in their minds, they’re addressing some particular 
risk, but the words they use could apply more broadly to the technologies we 
field, they can address that if they consult with us before they commit. 
 
Participant 1: Right, absolutely. I think there’s a hand raised? 
 
Participant 7: With regards to the clarification on what arms control would mean, 
I would like to raise a counter argument that we can also play with the ambiguity, 
so if they don’t really say what it means, we can benefit from that. 
 
Participant 1: Sure, so maybe the clarifications we might want would be back 
channel clarifications as opposed to an explicit US policy statement.  
 
Participant 7: Because it will give us more freedom in a way. 
 
Participant 1: Oh yeah. Ask for forgiveness rather than permission, right? 
 
Participant 6: Yeah, maybe as well we should know what the situation is for the 
US government right now or which kind of things they are considering because 
also it could be interesting for us thinking that if they are going to place any kind 
of restriction of placement of SBIs, we could be interested in providing a general 
technical means of verification, like inspector satellites that are going to prove that 
the arms control mechanism is in place and it’s practical and applicable. 
 
Participant 1: So it’s something we could do to contribute to their discussions. 
 
Facilitator: Can we say that one more time so I can write that down? 
 
Participant 6: If they are going to go up front into an arms control debate, it looks 
like the debate on their side is a bit stuck on the definition of outer space. But if 
they are going to contemplate a pure arms control system, we can offer ourselves 
to start developing verification mechanisms, like technology for verification 
mechanisms. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah the commercial sector can contribute to these capabilities 
through new technologies or applied technologies. So Facilitator, this statement 
from the United States says, the US continues to support the current definition 
of outer space. We do not support changes in overflight rules given the extent to 
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which all nations depend upon space and in which few means exist to control 
overflight. That is a statement from the United States like they also said to China 
or is that their response to our back channel statement? 
 
Facilitator: That is a back channel response to us. They haven’t said anything to 
China. 
 
Participant 2: I would propose that we kind of quickly jump to point three because 
I think that’s something that we should support wholeheartedly, and just have that 
there that way we can jump back to point two if that’s not opposed. I just think 
we’re having a good discussion here and if that’s a commitment that we think we 
should go forward with, we should just have that ready. 
 
Participant 1: You mean the third question? 
 
Participant 2: For point three that the US is saying, and we would say private 
industry would support the current definition. 
 
Participant 1: Ah, yeah, you’re right, that is our third question. Okay, Facilitator 
can you move on to the third slide then, please? 
 
Participant 2: I just think that we could put that there and if we’d have no further 
thoughts on that, then we jump back to point two and have some more discussion 
there if we think we need to add anything. 
 
Participant 1: Well, in addition to what he’s saying I think we all think it should 
remain a domain of unrestricted overflight because of everything we said earlier 
in terms of costs and bureaucratic complexity and just the fact that it’d be almost 
impossible to do. 
 
 Participant 3: This comes back to that global commons conversation again, right?  
 
Participant 2: We can go back to point two if we think that that’s good for now. 
I was just gonna ask in terms of communication with the US government, what 
is their plan or number of SBIs cause that was a point that they were going to 
discuss internally, and I think as industry we should prepare for whether there is 
going to be zero, a few, or a lot. Right? 
 
Participant 1: Ask about the architecture that they’re thinking about. So we know 
how many, as you said, how many, where, and what kind of support systems 
would they need, et cetera?  
 
Participant 5: Did we provide an answer for question three, fully? 
 
Participant 1: Just that we do support. 
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 Participant 5: I would just argue that space should remain a domain of 
unrestricted overflight, but potentially with limits on dangerous behavior rather 
than limits on access. 
 
Participant 1: Well, that’s actually what’s happening right now in the US 
discussions of what would you consider a responsible behavior in space and how 
do you discuss irresponsibility? So that’s well within the US policy right now. 
 
Participant 5: I’m trying to see if there’s anything else to add there. Because at the 
end of the day if countries could restrict satellite overflight above their territory, 
the global space economy really could become fragmented and much less viable 
in that sense, so I think specifically for private industry, we have a strong interest 
in preserving the long standing principle that satellites can operate freely in orbit 
regardless of what country they pass over. However, I think that unrestricted 
overflight does not mean unrestricted behavior. Therefore the emergence of 
military interceptor constellations does raise legitimate security concerns, so 
rather than restricting access to space, maybe governments should develop norms 
and rules on governing behavior. 
 
Participant 1: This reminds me a lot of the responses the US commercial sector 
has had to the EU space policy where there’s concern about having all these 
different things to have to deal with in terms of rules and verification and things 
like that. Are we happy with number three then? Anything else? All right, looks 
like we’re good. Can we go back to number two, to see if there’s anything else 
we wanna be consulted on?... We want to engage with the White House via back 
channels or an industrial advisory board. So not necessarily participate in the 
negotiations but contribute to the negotiations. Alright, anything else we want to 
be consulted on? I mean, timing, right? We sort of said getting a heads up, but 
really saying we want to know so we can prepare. And if anyone gets damaged by 
this, the US commercial sector, how they envision or if they are gonna pay for it, 
is there insurance or is the government gonna cover it, that sort of thing. I think 
what we have here is really good. Then maybe let’s go back and look at the first 
slide and make sure we’re cool on that. Again, I make the point that there could 
be trade offs in terms of how there could be ripple effects for launch access. We 
talked about the supply chain sector, things like that that could affect other people 
in the space sector if all the US industrial capabilities are thrown at building up a 
big SBI capability. Any last thoughts from anyone?  
 
Participant 2: I have to say good job everyone. This is really good. 
 
Participant 1: So take a break and then go back to the plenary in a few minutes. 
Unless there’s anything else, we’ll see you guys soon. Thanks again. 
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China Team

Facilitator: Hello, can you all hear me? We’ll give everyone a couple minutes to 
jump on. I’m gonna go ahead and share the slides. 
 
Participant 1: Hi, everyone. I think we can get started. If anybody’s interested 
in jumping in, please do. You don’t need to wait for me to call on your raised 
hands or anything. I’m thinking it might be useful to think about what sort of 
instructions might have been given. I’m assuming this is a decision that’s gonna 
be discussed at the Central Military Commission, right? So what sort of limits or 
instructions would she give to the CMC to explore this question? Help me think 
what she would actually say or what he would hand off to his subordinates if he 
gets such a call from the US president. 
 
Participant 2: Hi guys. I’m still trying to digest the broader concerns of the 
scenario. It’s about 5 AM in the morning here, so I’m still waiting for my first cup 
of coffee to take effect. I’m trying to observe a little more before I jump in. 
 
Participant 1: I will condense the situation so everybody can get a good grasp of 
it. Both sides, the US and China are deploying space based interceptor systems, 
right? China announced they were gonna do this first. The US is basically saying 
we can launch thirty five percent faster. They didn’t announce it but basically 
that’s what the president was briefed on, and then basically the US president 
called Xi and told him we can do this, we can launch thirty five percent faster. 
Would you like to discuss limits on SBI? And Xi’s rattled, but he somehow 
agrees, right? And we exclude Russia and everybody else, it’s just the US and 
China. So, Xi agreed to talk about this, what’s next? What would he likely ask his 
subordinates to talk about? And the context is Taiwan is friendly to China now, it’s 
not under Chinese control. The flash points are South China Sea and the Spratly 
Islands, and China continues their nuclear buildup. Also a little bit of background 
for people who’re not familiar with Chinese nuclear policy, the situation right 
now is China’s building a ton of nuclear weapons. They’re moving away from the 
deterrence posture, and they don’t explain themselves and they refuse to have any 
sort of negotiation or talk on this topic with the US. Their talking point is there 
is nothing to talk about. And they understand the US position perfectly, that the 
US wanted to talk and maintain stability, but they just don’t want to talk about 
it. There are several conjectures, but part of the reason is that they may interpret 
the US nuclear process review from 2019 or earlier as a sort of a permission for 
the US to give first strike against China. So if you look at some of their current 
writings, the more conservative estimate is saying their entire nuclear posture is 
not launch on warning or launch on alerts, but basically one of preemptive strike 
based on strategic warning. They’re trying to move away from that so they could 
have more nuclear warheads and more missiles so they could credibly retaliate if 
they were attacked in any sort of situation. The official  doctrine for the People’s 
Liberation Army Rocket Force is to provide the nuclear deterrence basis so that 
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their conventional force can do their thing. So given this background and the 
fact that they’re continuing to build up nuclear silos and other things, there are 
two possibilities. One, they never feel safe enough. They want to keep doing this 
because they don’t believe the US is armed with good intentions or wants stability 
or whatever. They just don’t believe what the US is saying. Or, they want to 
practice their version of war control, which is essentially a modified version of the 
Russians escalate to de-escalate. They’re gonna use escalation control to achieve 
their goals, right? Essentially a nuclear blackman. So we have two variables 
here. First of all, we don’t know what they mean by building three hundred more 
nuclear weapons, and second is how does that relate to SBI and China’s interest in 
the Spratly Islands and the SCS? Coming back to the first question, Xi agreed to 
talk. We don’t know why he’s agreed to talk, but what would he conceivably ask 
CMC and the other technical experts, including the aerospace force, to research 
on, to give him an answer on? 
 
Participant 3: I’d like to jump in here. My assumption is that China would only 
be interested in talking when there is some sort of domestic instability that might 
threaten the regime or Xi’s political survival, like if perhaps there is an economic 
tension or hardship within China such that the regime believes if there is an 
escalation it could be problematic for the domestic politics, and that might lead Xi 
to come to a negotiation with the US.  
 
Facilitator: Just to jump in, can you all see the PowerPoint? 
 
Participant 1: Yes. Okay. So, let me make sure I understand this correctly. So 
domestic distress, right? Economic and all sorts of different things that might be 
the reason why Xi wants to talk about the deployment of SBI with the US? 
 
Participant 3: So far we have seen that China doesn’t want to talk with the US in 
terms of nuclear non proliferation or arms control, right? So if there is an arms 
race or there is a tension that increased within China in terms of economic or 
internal politics that the US can use as leverage that could lead China to consider 
to have a negotiation with the US to settle without an escalation of conflict. 
Because if there is an internal conflict within China, then China definitely would 
not want to have a serious war with the US at that point. So that would be a 
convenient situation to have a negotiation between these two countries. 
 
Participant 1: Our initial framing question was, what would Xi ask his people 
to research essentially? Or if you want to jump into any of the questions on the 
list, one is what operational or technical limits on what item or number might 
be usefully agreed to and why bilaterally or multilaterally and what form of 
verification might be usefully sought? What I’m doing is basically taking a larger 
view that covers all three questions. Because these each dive deep into the nitty 
gritty, but the first thing is that Xi’s not a space expert, right? He’s the present, 
he’s the chairman, so what’re his most broad directives? What would that possibly 
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be? I know this might be a broader question on Chinese intentions and stuff. 
 
Participant 2: I mean if I were Xi, I would want to make sure that in pursuing 
these kind of arms control talks, I want to make sure that it buys me either 
diplomatic leverage or political point scoring for domestic purposes in a way 
that doesn’t really compromise my military advantage. And I want to make sure 
that arms control talks if any pursue the US side will be useful politically but 
aren’t really changing my military transparency all that much. So in that sense I 
get a good bang for the buck in terms of military transparency and political point 
scoring exchange ratio, because we know that China has never really been all that 
interested in military transparency, or that the surprise factor has always been for 
them, the first multiplier when it comes to managing relative inferiority related to 
the US and China militarily. If I were to ask my CMC subordinate I would say, 
find me a way that can make it look like China is the well meaning pro-stability 
party, between US and China internationally, but that doesn’t actually reveal much 
if any of my real abilities. 
 
Participant 1: So to summarize. You think Xi is gonna make a token gesture, but 
he wants minimum changes on any of his postures. He’s still gonna do whatever 
he wants. He wants to have more high ground, that’s what you’re saying. 
 
Participant 2: It’s a moral high ground and looks good diplomatically and 
domestically and politically. It consolidates China’s preferred narrative that we 
are the morally superior party not only is the east rising and the west is falling in 
terms of power, but also in moral terms. This goes to moral realism discourse, for 
example. 
 
Participant 1: We sort of skipped that China was the one who’s making the 
announcement, right? We announced that basically we’re gonna deploy this 
SBI system, but why would we do that if it is us that’s trying to negotiate? 
Maybe we should see clarity with the control team on if any of this is the basis 
of the scenario, like is there any guidance on why China chose to announce the 
deployment of SBI first? Would that be a reasonable ask? Facilitator, would it be 
possible for you to check with the Control team on whether there’s any clarity on 
this? 
 
Facilitator: Yeah, I can send a message to control and they also just sent an inject 
to impact the scenario. I’m gonna read it out and then I’m gonna post it in the 
chat. So in the weeks leading up to the US-China talks, Chinese legal scholars and 
military officials begin publicly debating whether outer space should be redefined 
to begin at a higher altitude. Some insist foreign satellites carrying weapons or 
supporting military operations flying over Chinese territory should be viewed 
as violating Chinese sovereign airspace. Russian officials signal support for 
revisiting assumptions about unrestricted space transit. I’m gonna go ahead and 
post that into Webex. 
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 Participant 1: So in addition to that, a real life incident to discuss is China has 
tried to overfly extreme outlying islands of Taiwan at extreme altitudes as a tactic 
to gradually erode Taiwan’s airspace. So this is something they’re relatively 
familiar with, playing the game of where your aerospace is and where my 
aerospace is. So that’s conceivably what they would do. 
 
Participant 4: I’d like to jump in here. Some of the things that I would be 
interested in adding to the game are, number one, as a long standing negotiating 
position, one of the things that China has pushed for has been the prevention of 
placement of weapons in outer space treaty that China and Russia have drafted 
and offered up at the UN. We haven’t seen any real edits to that since 2014 and 
arguably the fact that China in this scenario has put out these interceptors in 
space might be argued by some as inconsistent with China’s long standing views. 
However, I think as China in this scenario, our perspective would be that these are 
something inherently self defensive in nature. We are concerned with the war-
like aggressive posturing by the United States and we want to be able to protect 
ourselves against US missile salvos should it ever come to that. As you alluded to, 
I think this issue of defining space is also something that China’s had an interest 
in, and there have been a lot of talks recently with the high altitude balloon 
overflight, China’s been talking about, a little bit the reverse of the scenario, of 
sort of lowering the altitude of space or or creating a new category of so-called 
near space operations that would actually restrict the rights of countries below 
to control their airspace and shoot down the balloons or what have you. It looks 
like we have some flexibility to say what these interceptor constellations look 
like and maybe where they’re located, I’d be interested in the team’s thoughts on 
what orbital altitude we would envision these things being placed at, and would 
we want them to be a very lower orbit with a relatively short orbital lifetime? 
You know, maybe closer to earth, so as to better be able to do those boost phase 
intercepts. Maybe also that kind of constellation design could fit better with 
this rapid launch and reconstitution idea that is present in the scenario as well 
as provide some argument in favor of it being more defensive in nature, where 
these smart hawks would not be creating as much of a long lived space debris 
risk because of the low altitude at which they themselves are operating in and 
the fact that they probably have a relatively frequent deorbit cycle based on that. 
Two more points, I think if we do decide to try to offer more negotiations with 
the US and more verification measures, which historically China has resisted, 
one point of leverage that we would want to exert is to try to push the United 
States to repeal the Wolf Amendment and basically allow more direct talks with 
China about space stability because right now the United States has had this long 
standing law that limits direct government to government communications with 
China. Then as far as the question about how Chairman Xi might instruct the 
CMC, I think some key questions there would be number one, how effective do 
we think the US system would be at intercepting our missiles if we were to fire 
one, or several, or many? And conversely, with whatever limited deployment we 
have established of the system so far, how effective do we think that would be at 
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intercepting anything that the United States might try to throw at us? And related 
to that, I would also wonder if based on the US’s posture in this scenario of trying 
to station a lot more shorter range missile threats in our neighborhood, would 
SBIs actually be the most effective way of going after those? Or would ground 
or sea or air based interceptors in theater maybe actually be closer in and more 
effective at intercepting those threats? 
 
Facilitator: We got a communication from the US. Can y’all see my screen? 
 
Participant 1: Yes. 
 
Facilitator: So the US wants to confirm that our president is sincere in his hopes 
for a settlement and they hope that we come prepared with real proposals. Then, 
what specifically should I ask control for clarity on? 
 
Participant 1: For clarity on, why did China first announce that they’re gonna 
deploy an SBI? Why did they make the announcement? Because China doesn’t 
announce stuff just because they want to announce stuff. There’s a reason why 
they announce things. Information is very important to them. Propaganda and 
information, that’s the same thing. This is how they win wars. They actually care 
more about announcing it than actually deploying it. So knowing that would 
go a long way toward telling us what Xi is thinking, right? I think this could 
potentially be a ploy, right? Like he doesn’t really care about the SBI numbers. 
There’s some new information on the aerospace force, some of their taxbooks 
from a couple years ago were acquired, and they have a few different sets of 
missions, and one set of mission is a blockade, right? It could be an information 
blockade or a launch blockade. But they’re very serious about this. The launch 
blockade could be an orbital blockade, could be a launch face blockade. They 
could even target space launch bases. So those are not just theoretical, but they 
are developing capabilities to do that. So for me, if I want to announce I’m doing 
SBI, that means I’m doing something way more aggressive, right? SBI is the 
defensive posture excuse for deploying satellites directly on top of all your launch 
bases. So I can shoot them down, I can deny your launch, basically that’s over 
and beyond whatever missile defense like rationale this would be, right? But that 
would be what I want to do. To answer the question earlier, how can we have 
leverage, but also appear as the stable and responsible person, I would point at 
what the US is doing right now, your proposed nuclear missiles with camouflage, 
decoy, mobility program, increasing the number of endpoints China would need 
to target to neutralize US ICBM. From my perspective, China’s perspective, 
we would say this is not a safety move, but this is a move so that the US could 
conduct first strikes without China being able to pin them down. That’s why I’m 
building on missiles. That’s why I need SBIs, and that’s exactly why I need SBIs 
directly covering any launch points, right? And all the hypersonic and C ground 
launch medium range hypersonic missiles and ballistic conventional systems, for 
me, that’s super destabilizing, right? You are aiming your conventional weapon 
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directly against all my interests especially in the South China sea. You’re in my 
playground. And the other important part of this is that not only are you in my 
playground, you’re also copying my playbook, right? You are upping your nuclear 
entity to support your conventional aggression. That leaves me no choice but to 
do this. So I can say all of this and say that I’m only doing the minimum required 
by deploying SBI. In terms of negotiation
leverages, I would want the US to pull out all of this. Pull all this away, pull 
all your nuclear weapons away, and we will need nuclear verification because 
any sort of nuclear verification to go with SBI at this point is actually in 
China’s interest to do so, if the US were to increase so much. I don’t know 
what everybody thinks, but also in terms of SBI, how can we turn that to our 
advantage? If we are negotiating numbers of SBIs or orbit or intercept range? I 
think we should probably send a message to the US first. Anybody have any idea 
on what messages we should send? 
 
Facilitator: Do we want to reply or make our own new message? 
 
Participant 1: Oh, either. 
 
Participant 7: Well, if I may jump in, I would respond that we are of course also 
sincere about our plans and we hope that we will find an agreement with them so I 
would react very positively that we’re eager to find a solution to our problem. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, a win-win situation. 
 
Participant 1: Exactly. But I would also try to condemn the US for being the 
aggressive party here. Remember we gotta take the moral high ground, right? 
And the US President just told me they could launch thirty five percent faster, 
so they are prepared. So I would condemn the US for their aggression in already 
preparing to launch SBI, right? I will condemn them for not only doing this 
but also trying to basically gain nuclear superiority with their proposed nuclear 
missile with camouflage, decoy and mobility program. We will condemn the US 
for playing two steps ahead, right? Not only do you conduct nuclear escalation 
which forces us to build 300 more silos, once we have no choice but to build 
SBIs in order to counter this aggression, but you already have a plan to launch 
SBIs faster than us. So we’ll send these messages and we’ll say China has always 
prioritized stability and peace, so we’re eager to find a solution to this, but it has 
to be on equal grounds. 
 
Participant 4: And we can call on the United States to reopen discussions and 
invite them to sign the prevention of placement of weapons in outer space treaty. 
 
Participant 1: The other thing I wanna think about is, is there any way to 
camouflage the intention of SBI? Just like during the earlier briefings, they talk 
about China’s SJ-21 and SJ-25 co-orbital experiment. The official justification 
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was for towing space trash away and de-orbiting them, but obviously that’s ASAT. 
Is there any sort of justification or dual use or civil-military cover that we can use 
for SBI? That’s what I’m less familiar with if anybody has any ideas on that. 
 
Facilitator: Do you all like how the message to the US is formulated or should we 
change it at all? 
 
Participant 1: Is everybody ok with this or do we wanna communicate more? 
Basically, like accusing them of aggression first? Do we lay out the entire logic? 
Or do we make that public during the negotiation? 
 
Participant 5: I’ll jump in. I would also use the argument that the US refused for 
years to sign the treaty on the prevention of placement of weapons in outer space 
as the argument of why we were forced to act in the way we acted because we 
were threatened by them refusing to join the treaty. I think that’s a good moral 
argument for how we could accuse them of not acting in good faith. 
 
Participant 1: Thanks. Facilitator, I think we’ll lay out the entire argument. So 
first of all, we’ll say that China is always sincere in our plan for stability and 
hope that we’ll be able to reach a solution, but that in this instance China is not 
the aggressor. The US is the aggressor. The US demonstrated its aggressive 
intentions by never signing the earlier pacts and also by having proposals such 
as camouflage, decoy, and mobility programs for their nuclear missiles. Which 
necessitated our buildup of 300 more silos. That also forces us to announce 
our SBI program, but we do view that the US President’s quote unquote 
communication of US capability to launch SBI as further evidence that the 
US was trying to coerce China into an unfavorable position. So for any sort 
of negotiation to happen, we would need a sincere commitment demonstrated 
through the US polling systems from the Western Pacific. I don’t know, what do 
you guys think? 
 
Participant 2: That sounds about right. I think what you were trying to say 
basically was that 
China’s opening a new front that is this potential deployment of SBI and you’re 
wondering why is China creating a new front, and it’s creating one because the 
existing front, front A, is US conventional deterrence and capability deployed 
along China’s borders and periphery, makes China unhappy and China wants to 
create a new issue, one that you could potentially turn into leverage to get the 
issue from B, this SBI issue. 
 
Participant 1: So, basically the US has a proposal to build a new camo, decoy, 
mobility, program, so that they’re the aggressor, and then China has to build 300 
more silos because of that, and then just as we build more SBI to counter that, the 
US also tells us, oh, you built SBIs? Good. I can launch thirty five percent faster 
than you. So that’s even more confirmation that the US is the aggressor. And for 
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this talk, we want them to demonstrate sincerity for it by basically pulling away 
all their deployment of ground and sea launch intermediate range hypersonic 
missiles and ballistic conventional missiles from the Western Pacific, right? 
That’s in the slide where we talk about US offensive and defensive hedges against 
China’s ICBMs. 
 
Participant 3: Okay, so just out of curiosity, should we give any of our terms in 
our first response to the US team since they reached out to us? 
 
Participant 1: What do you mean? 
 
Participant 3: Like you mentioned here that China demands the US demonstrate 
sincerity by pulling some conventional weapons away from China’s territory. So 
should China be the first one to lay out the terms for the US or should we wait till 
the US asks us whether we want to negotiate? 
 
Participant 1: Everybody feel free to jump in because this is the fun part, right? 
How do we black mail the US essentially? We’re putting them on the defensive, 
right? We’re saying, you wanna talk, pull off all your shit first, then we’ll talk.  
 
Facilitator: How does it look now? 
 
Participant 3: It makes sense now. I think the bar should be much higher than that. 
 
Participant 1: Yes, I think this is good. What does everybody think? It’s just a very 
short message. 
 
Participant 3: I think it should be not only China’s territory, but from the Indo-
Pacific region or something. A broader regional coverage should be here in this 
context. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, I think the term the briefing used was the Western Pacific. 
 
Participant 3: Exactly, yeah. 
 
Participant 1: Everybody satisfied with this response? We’ll give five seconds or 
you can forever to hold your piece. 
 
Participant 4: I would suggest changing PAROS to the PPWT, the prevention of 
placement of weapons in outer space treaty.  
 
Participant 1: Great. Then send it! 
 
Facilitator: So we got a response from control on our clarity request. They 
said, dear China Team don’t underestimate the amount of tension and concern 
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regarding the South China Sea. It is reasonable to assume that the Chinese will 
seek to maintain an advantageous correlation of forces, which includes getting 
and staying ahead with active defenses, not just on the ground but in space. The 
Chinese also understand that they need to be first movers given their disadvantage 
in conducting heavy lift operations compared to the US. I also want to give like 
a ten minute warning, so we might wanna start formulating what we’re actually 
gonna bring to the negotiations. 
 
Participant 1: I guess we can start talking about this topic by topic. 
 
Participant 4: As far as numbers in general, I think China’s usual approach to arms 
control talks is that we shouldn’t allow any limits on our capabilities, whether 
that be nuclear or in this case SBI or anything else until they reach essentially 
comprehensive parity with the US and its key allies. So if we’re gonna have limits 
on our nuclear weapons then we should at least be able to get up to the amount 
that the US plus France and Britain have. I know we’re doing kind of a bilateral 
thing here but you know at least we should be able to reach parity before we start 
limiting ourselves. 
 
Participant 1: That’s perfect. And I would also add on top of that that since we just 
used the rationale of US nuclear buildup as the deployment of SBI, I would say 
before we even could talk about numbers, we want the US to promise they would 
not modernize or change any deployment or numbers of their current nuclear 
arsenal. So essentially they need to freeze their nuclear force. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, any sort of modernization or expansion would be 
destabilizing. 
 
Participant 3: Also, we should be able to ask that the US pull a certain amount of 
warheads from the Western Pacific, or even a complete removal of warheads. 
 
Participant 1: That was in the last one, right? We want them to pull everything 
else before we even start talking. What does everybody else think? What terms 
should we demand? So keep in mind, as they demonstrated with this particular 
Trump-Xi meeting, they go for the maximalist position first. 
 
Participant 3: And also, the US cannot deploy any nuclear submarines in the 
South China Sea that China claims as its own. It should be a demand. 
 
Participant 1: Oh yeah, that’s a very new one, and I like it. What sort of 
verification might we seek on this? Are we gonna be agreeing to some sort of 
open sky program? That seemed not to our advantage. 
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Participant 3: We could say we want the same kind of verification process that 
exists between the US and Russia if the US wants to have an arms control treaty 
or anything with China. 
 
Participant 1: No, but what I’m saying is that’s too fair. We don’t want fair, right? 
 
Participant 3: What verification process can China propose other than this? 
 
Participant 4: That could be another one of the requests to the CMC to identify 
potential demonstration site visits that we would be willing to allow the 
Americans to fulfill to collect any intelligence we want on them while they’re 
there and if we think we can get something better in exchange in terms of 
inspection of US spaces or facilities. 
 
Participant 1: So we can exchange bases both in China and the US, but for the 
West Pacific region and SCS, it has to be completely transparent. Like China 
would be allowed to basically access all these US bases at any given time to 
conduct verification. Because they’re here, right? They’re the aggressor. Like, 
we’re not there, we don’t have to give them anything… I guess we can move 
to the second question because I think we have five minutes left. What SBI 
procurement activity should China continue to engage in during these talks, what 
SBI endeavors should China pursue if negotiation fails? Well, of course we’re 
gonna keep building them and deploying them. And then, if it fails, we’re gonna 
put SBIs in orbit around all US launch bases and all potential orbits.  
 
Participant 4: For peaceful scientific purposes, of course, sir.  
 
Participant 1: Yeah, exactly. They would also overfly strategic lie manufacturing 
sites in the US, right? Because yes, it’s SBI, but that doesn’t mean they only 
carry interceptors, right? And then finally, should space remain a domain of 
unrestricted overflight? If not, what limits should be imposed and how would they 
be enforced? 
 
Participant 7: If I may jump in, I would respond that I think it would be in China’s 
interest to have restrictions. As you said, the US is the aggressor and China is the 
victim and so I think they would want to have restrictions in space.  
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think there is a certain technical limitation in that even with 
these notional capabilities, the physics of space are still challenging, things are 
gonna have to keep orbiting over other countries regardless in many cases. Yet, I 
think that what China could assert with this is that just as the Soviet Union shot 
down the US U2 spy plane that was flying over their territory, whether things 
are flying over in airspace where it’s known sovereign territory or in outer space 
where it’s internationally non-territory but where it could still present a threat 
whether intelligence gathering or kinetically, that China reserves the right to act 
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in its national interest, in its self defense and if it perceives that another country is 
orbiting something over it that would threaten China’s national interest then just 
as the US shut down the Chinese weather balloon not so long ago, China would 
reserve the right to shoot down any aircraft or spacecraft that it perceives as a 
threat. 
 
Participant 6: Can I add one point? 
 
Participant 1: Oh, please. 
 
Participant 6: Considering that the scenario is kind of disadvantageous for China’s 
situation, China should be signaling their intentions. China should argue that 
unrestricted military weaponization of space is incompatible with long term 
strategy, or something like that.  
 
Participant 1: I’m sorry, I just want to clarify, is it that China is against the 
unrestricted weaponization of space? It’s destabilizing, we’re not supporting 
it. And we think it should be unrestricted, but we reserve the right just like 
everybody else to shoot down anything in self defense within China’s airspace, 
which could potentially include nearspace objects. China reserves the right to 
determine what this is. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, that’s good. And I think I would probably actually like to be a 
little more cagey in my previous comment there, instead of saying we will shoot 
it down, maybe say something vague, like we will take the necessary measures to 
preserve our sovereignty. 
 
Participant 1: That sounds perfect because that also includes dazzling, deorbitting, 
or whatever. So there’s a lot. 
 
Facilitator: You could also add in for the unrestricted weaponization of space, 
encourage the US to assign the PPTW or for PAROS or something to make it 
more specific. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah sure. 
 
Facilitator: Alright, and then I think it’s about time for us all to hop back over to 
the Plenary unless there’s anything else anybody wants to add to this? 
 
Participant 1: Alright, let’s go kick some ass. 
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Move Two

Plenary Meeting

Facilitator 1: We’re gonna have some activity rather than simply talk. First slide. 
Alright, the objectives are the same. We can repeat them because it’s useful to 
be thinking about these things when you’re answering other questions. Will your 
answers help clarify the requirements of a space interceptor constellation that 
could target missiles, ground targets and satellites supported by a number of 
command, control, and communications and intelligence support satellites. With 
your answers help us understand the kinds of space diplomacy and information 
sharing between China and the United States that might optimize the security 
benefits and reduce the risk of deploying or using such constellations. It will 
hopefully illuminate what a rivalry between the United States and its allies and 
the deployment and possible use of these constellations would involve. Also, how 
might the deployment push countries to hedge their security bets by either placing 
nuclear weapons in space, building ground based lasers, other kinds of ASATs, 
coorbital systems, jammers, blah blah blah, or engage interception and ambiguity 
operations. And how would the major powers attempt to redefine or exploit 
boundaries between sovereign aerospace, the stratosphere and outer space. Let’s 
get into it. I’ll hand this to Facilitator 2 to discuss.  
 
Facilitator 2: Sure, so this is just a reminder. Today we’re on move two. Yesterday 
we did move one and don’t forget that we have a break on Wednesday and move 
three will be on Thursday. Otherwise, not a lot new here. Here’s a reminder of 
the teams. Note that today we have a different US leader. Just to summarize 
the format of this session, it’s a bit different than yesterday, so we’ll have the 
introduction right now, and then team play will actually go on for two hours, 
but within that team play there will be two red phone calls, the first one at 6:30 
between the US and Industry. And then at seven, anyone can communicate as 
they wish. And so in order to do that, these times are available for you to just 
jump into the other room. Your facilitator will help you do that to make sure that 
everyone’s not leaving. You’ll send maybe one or two communicators to go to 
the opposite room. The main thing is after 7:30, there’s no more communications 
outside of your team. And your facilitators all know this so they can help you and 
we can discuss any questions at this time in terms of general play. And you can 
always email questions to Control and remember, always copy control on any 
communications. 
 
Participant 2: So for the US industry phone call, that’s just an email or message 
that our Facilitator is gonna be sending or how does that work? 
 
Facilitator 2: So the easiest way will probably be your Facilitator will send 
someone to talk to the US team directly. 
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 Facilitator 3: We use these phone calls because it’s a little bit quicker than email, 
so if you have questions, you can send a representative from industry to the US 
team room to talk directly over the span of about five minutes and then come 
back. The red phone call at seven, you can do the same thing, but then the China 
team also can send people out. You don’t have to take advantage of the red phone 
call. You can just email if you’d prefer, but sometimes it’s quicker to talk it out 
than to try and do it by email, so it’s just an opportunity for that. 
 
Participant 2: Okay, thank you. 
 
Facilitator 2: Then from 7:30 to 8, we’re focusing on each team preparing their 
briefing like yesterday, and then we’ll come back to the plenary room so that we 
can have five minutes to present from each team. It’s a little bit quicker because 
of the phone calls and the discussion that had been going on. And then there’s a Q 
and A if there’s additional time. Any more questions on general play today? This 
is the same as before, avoid vague diplomatic speech, each team has five minutes 
to brief--this is what you’ll prepare at the end of your session.  Ground rules, same 
as before, no attribution, unclassed, don’t fight the scenario. Now to the scenario. 
Facilitator 1 will explain a bit more about what has happened. 
 
Facilitator 1: After game play last night, we got a message from the head of 
the China team and it roughly read as a gesture of good faith. China, through 
unofficial channels, asked that the US offer up what kinds of inspections it would 
allow of CONUS. The US engages to discuss transparency in a dialogue as a 
result of this communication, and the focus is on the need to be reciprocal, you 
might well imagine, and that it’d be part of a broader negotiated framework rather 
than rather just a unilateral gesture. These talks don’t go very well. By 2040, 
they’ve proved inconclusive. Next slide. Things get worse. First of all, the United 
States and its relations with the Philippines improve markedly. As a result, the 
US actually puts Coast Guard personnel and other support directly in support of 
the Philippines efforts to protect the Spratly possessions. The Chinese of course 
don’t take no for an answer. They continue rammings and in 2040 in January, 
the rammings result in an explosive sinking and the loss of US and Philippines 
lives. This produces US outrage. Well, coincidental with the rather increased 
bad vibes from the United States and their neighbors, Xi’s successor orders the 
full deployment of smarthawk, which has been sort of in the cards for a while. 
I think this date, December 39, is in need of adjustment. We will say January of 
2040, coincidental with this incident. So they’re gonna be operational by April. 
That same month, the United States has fewer than two dozen government owned 
smart rock interceptor payloads in LEO with commercial satellites supporting 
this system, but because of continued liability concerns, the support from the 
private industry is kept secret. Next slide. But, it gets better. All of a sudden 20 
Chinese geostationary intelligence missile warning and smart rock command 
and control satellites experience unexplained intermittent sensor degradation 
lasting several hours. The US claims natural space weather is to blame. The 
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Chinese don’t trust the claim and fear the United States military is causing this 
interference. The thinking behind this, although it’s not stated, is that China is 
trying to improve the correlation of forces to dominate and control the crisis 
that’s going on in the South China Sea and more generally. China avails itself 
of the defense telephone link. Conversation with American counterparts doesn’t 
clarify causation to the satisfaction of the Chinese. So, of course, we suggest 
further talks. China thinks this is a ploy to buy time for the US to disable more 
smarthawk key command, control, and communication hubs. They do not buy 
in. Next slide. Well, some of the Chinese want to fool around to deter further 
interference, what they’ve concluded is interference. They’re not buying the space 
weather. Although there is quite a lot of adverse space weather going on at the 
time. They suspect US interference and they want to deter further interference 
by doing reversible assaults on US space assets, cyber, electronic disruption, but 
not causing permanent damage. Other officials propose that time is too short, 
if America is interfering with the system, China needs to escalate by moving 
beyond temporary disablement to permanent damage. Command and control 
satellites would be the target. The Central military commission directs the PLA 
aerospace force to prepare a set of potential space based targets and their top 
three recommended demonstration pathways ranked by the level of anticipation 
of escalation. The options are to be presented to China’s leader for final approval. 
Now, demonstration pathways could include not only ASAT operations, but to 
show that the smart hawk systems are ready to do damage to missiles that might 
be fired from or in the region of tension or elsewhere. Alright, next slide. You’ve 
got thirty minutes China to answer the leader’s request for a demonstration test 
target list either on ground targets or space targets. And at what level of damage 
the ladder might be. The US and private industry teams will use this time to 
advise the president on, first of all China’s in progress deployments, but more 
importantly to decide if the US should deploy its own interceptor system in a totus 
porcus fashion. What space based target list would make the most sense for this 
American system to focus on? Which space based targets might be most useful to 
fire against in any test demonstration to show what we can do and perhaps deter 
further provocations by China? Or not.You don’t have to shoot something. You 
have the choice of not doing anything. I think that’s the last slide, I’ll pass it back 
to Facilitator 2. 
 
Facilitator 2: Sure, so at the end of those thirty minutes, the US and industry 
teams will meet to discuss next steps. Both the US and Chinese leaders will 
approve or amend the respective target and test demonstration lists and decide 
what they wish to have carried out. Then the rest of the game will continue as 
previously mentioned. 
 
Facilitator 1: Do you wanna say anything about the phone calling and time 
allotted to talk to your adversary or your friends? 
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Facilitator 2: Yeah, we can take one more look at the schedule before we break. 
So from 6 to 6:30, your team will respond to the previous slide, and then at that 
point Industry will send some reps over to the US side so they can talk together 
about what they would like to do about China’s provocations. And then starting at 
seven, you’re able to send a rep or two from your team to any other group in order 
to have a brief discussion. Does that make sense? I also sent out a PDF of these 
slides. 
 
Participant 2: Sorry to keep asking questions, but let’s say I’m sitting in my room 
and the commercial sector sends a few people. What are the rest of us just doing? 
Hanging out waiting for them to come back? 
 
Facilitator 2: Well, you can also discuss future plans and other things.  
 
Facilitator 3: Yeah, I was just gonna clarify, so that the red team phone calls 
should not last more than five minutes, so if you’re waiting for something critical 
I suppose you could hang out for those five, but you could also just continue to 
discuss this scenario and what the team might do next. Facilitator 2, do you wanna 
go over the questions for the briefs before we break as well? That’s the last slide. 
 
Facilitator 2: Yes, here are the questions. These are what you’ll answer in the 
briefing at 8, so from 7:30 to 8 focus on typing up something for these. 
 
Facilitator 1: What you’re doing in this move is imagining life where these 
interceptor systems might actually be used, and what that would entail and how 
you might hedge against the negative implications of their use against your assets. 
There still is room for diplomacy and I think the presumption that came in the first 
move that real people don’t negotiate. You might want to think about that. Things 
are getting hot here, is my guess at least. 
 
Facilitator 2: Are there any further questions on what we’re going to do once 
we split into the team rooms?... Great. Remember, ask your facilitator if there’s 
any concerns, you can also email Control with questions. In two hours we will 
reconvene in this main plenary room, where each team will have five minutes to 
brief. But the big thing today is interplay! Talk to the other teams.  
 
Facilitator 3: Great. Well, you guys can disperse to your rooms. Once your 
facilitator is there and you have three or four people, feel free to get started. See 
you all in a bit.  
 
BREAK 
 
Participant 11: For future aggressions. This is also gonna be part of the phased 
approach with the goal to maintain parity. We’re kind of seeing this like the 
intermediate range ballistic missiles in the eighties. China don’t listen to this part, 
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we’re gonna continue to conduct a number of gray zone activities that will maybe 
slow the procurement and deployment of Chinese SBIs. And finally, we’re gonna 
try to link discussions on this together with others. We’re not just responding 
to space. We’re responding to the theme of integrated deterrence, we’re doing a 
variety of things for the purpose of countering the SBIs. We hope that the Chinese 
will be interested in those discussions. Next slide. What are we doing as possible 
off ramps? We’re going to continue to pursue negotiations around FOBS, nuclear 
capabilities in space, protection of command and control satellites and early 
warning systems. We don’t see this as just a single issue. It’s linked and we feel, 
going with what the Chinese were saying, we’re willing to talk about everything. 
We’re accepting that SBIs are gonna be deployed and we’re trying to mitigate any 
escalation concerns. 
 
Facilitator 1: Could you expand on trying to mitigate escalation concerns? Could 
you provide some further details as to what that might refer to. 
 
Participant 11: Yeah, it’s gonna be a phased deployment to keep parity, but at the 
same time we’re hoping to have negotiations so that we’ll be able to take them off 
the table. That’s the best case scenario. But we also wanna lay out ground rules so 
that it’s not gonna be the wild wild west. 
 
Facilitator 1: Give me a picture though, what’re you talking about? 
 
Participant 11: Going back to the command and control satellites, pragmatically, 
if the Chinese are messing with a commercial satellite that’s doing photography. 
We can go up there and say that that’s against space norms, but that’s not going to 
affect the US strategically. If they’re messing with our early warning satellites, I 
mean that’s a different thing. So we’re going to allow there to be saber rattling for 
things that aren’t going to affect us militarily. There is a red line, of course, but if 
they knocked out a commercial satellite versus one of our command and control 
satellites, there’s gonna be different responses. So we want to set those rules as 
quickly as possible so that there won’t be any misunderstanding. If anyone in the 
group wants to elaborate or if I’m stating this incorrectly please feel free to jump 
in.  
 
Participant 4: I think you captured most of it, but maybe I’ll add on some 
other specific examples. We were just thinking that in the pursuit of managing 
escalation, if we’ve kind of accepted that SBIs are gonna be deployed in some 
capacity, without any ground rules about no go zones, satellites that are off limits, 
placement or orbits, and rendezvous and proximity operations, that there is a 
potential for rampant escalation and misperceived actions. So our thinking was 
that through diplomatic channels, either backdoor or official channels, we would 
begin to establish some forms of accepted operations, knowing that the US and 
the Chinese regularly conduct gray zone operations and that they’re gonna be 
blinding satellites regularly and that’s gonna happen. But maybe we can establish 
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areas of placement, and say don’t place your SBIs over DC or the East Coast or 
or maybe other limits that could allow for some activity but not misperceived 
escalation. I think that’s pretty much our thinking about creating those diplomatic 
overtures to establish ground rules. 
 
Facilitator 1: I’m just curious, the placement of an SBI over Washington would be 
escalatory, why? 
 
Participant 4: That was just an example. But placement either to avoid conflicting 
orbits where our placement of SBIs maybe are too close to other SBIs, or maybe 
they’re very close to the paths of where our ICBMs would go. I don’t think we 
had specific examples of what that would be, but making sure that we’re placing 
ours and they’re placing theirs in reas that are not misperceived with the potential 
for rampant escalation. 
 
Participant 11: Going back, we’ll also pause  proximity maneuvers of satellites. 
It’s been suggested maybe multilateral treaty proposals. Even though in this 
scenario other nations aren’t included, we feel that the multinatural treaties is a 
good approach. Then China could specify where in the South China Sea they have 
problems with us, which of course that’s never gonna happen, but we can at least 
hope. Next slide. How does the industry view the unfolding crisis? You know, we 
understand that it’s gonna be in the pocket book. They’re worried about losing 
assets. We support the status quo of space norms and we reaffirm the boundaries 
between commercial assets and military actors. Do we do questions now? Or are 
we gonna wait for everybody? 
 
Facilitator 2: If anyone has a question now, that’d be great. Participant 2? 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, I have what I hope is a quick question. When you guys say 
multilateral treaty, to do what? What would it cover? 
 
Participant 11: We’re feeling that we can link a lot of things in this. This isn’t just 
a single issue that we’re dealing with. It’s linked to various things. We’re kind of 
hoping that the Chinese will feel more willing to talk if we have other nations at 
the table too. 
 
Participant 2: So this is not an acceptance of the PPWT, it’s a new treaty that 
would cover other stuff. 
 
Participant 11: I mean I guess it depends on what they agree on. It would be the 
best model to use, but we’ll see. 
 
Participant 4: I think some of the thinking there was that it doesn’t need to be 
bilateral. We were talking through some historical examples where maybe we 
bring in multilateral coalitions, either of regional allies for the US or maybe 
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through the UN, or some variety of forums and proposals to apply multilateral 
pressure either on the edges or on the direct issue. 
 
Facilitator 1: I think we need to move to the next team and watch the clock. 
 
Participant 11: Perfect. Is Industry ready to go? 
 
Participant 2: We are. Let’s get started. 
 
Participant 2: Okay, so next slide. Alright, asking what might the US or China do 
to counter one another’s space based interceptors? Basically we said big picture, 
we want to emphasize again, we’re not a fan of kinetic action just because the 
debris that would be created would be so harmful to our ability to operate safely 
in space. So really we’re emphasizing that we would recommend anything 
else if at all possible. So that’s why we said non destructive measures would 
be preferable, things like jamming, spoofing command links, interference with 
CT networks, looking at affecting satellite communication, dazzling lasers and 
things like that, as long as they aren’t part of the key missile warning systems 
because we wanted to make sure we didn’t inadvertently escalate by targeting 
things that if degraded China would assume that the US is planning a nuclear 
attack and respond accordingly. One suggestion was made to try and provide a 
distraction when China is trying to figure out the pattern of what’s happening, 
to increase coordination and action between the US and allies in order to 
demonstrate coordination. Degrade China’s sense making capacity, basically 
they’re trying to monitor the situation and we’re just trying to make it more 
complicated. There’s a discussion about whether the commercial sector would 
want to be that actively involved just because that might make them less neutral 
and they would already be considered military wings, but we’re just thinking 
that might be a way to complicate the overall space environmental picture. We’re 
looking at if RPOs would be usable here and we’re not seeing how they could 
be effective against space based interceptors, so probably would not recommend 
that. We wanted the US government to make explicit that the US continues to 
support and recognize it is bound by the current legal regime. So just making 
sure that we’re underlining and emphasizing that there are responsibilities and 
the US government sees itself as being liable for those. And then we said look, 
kinetic escalation would be really just the last resort. This is not something you 
undertake lightly, and even then we thought, if you really need to go kinetic, 
this would be a situation where you might target command centers or things like 
that. Recognizing that obviously putting fire on an adversary’s territory is pretty 
escalatory, but that’s why we said it would really be a last resort type thing. If we 
think we’re gonna lose access or our ability to use our satellites, then we’re gonna 
target the command centers so they can’t harm our satellites. Next slide please. 
Looking at any diplomatic off-ramps that might be possible, we came up with a 
bunch. The idea was kind of similar to what the US said, but looking at keeping 
parity and working to make sure that any reductions are done in a manner that’s 
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equitable and on par for the US and China, then bring them down in a phased 
manner that’s also on par. So along those lines, if you’re halting the deployment 
of SBIs, if you start to take them down, do that in a manner that’s maintaining 
parity. Put a public pause on any offensive demonstrations in space. Have 
some sort of understanding that there’s not to be interference with C2 and early 
warning systems, much like we had those discussions about not interfering with 
national technical means in earlier arms control agreements. We say this as the 
commercial sector, having China unclassify or uncertify commercial systems as 
being military systems. In fact, we thought there could be a non-targeting pledge 
saying the commercial satellites will not be deliberately targeted. This would 
not be legally binding, it’s just a statement that each country could make, but it 
would be a good way to demonstrate good intent and display an understanding 
that there could be consequences for the overall system if there were interference 
with the commercial space sector. And then thinking ahead, there could be a joint 
technical investigation if there are satellite disruptions. One of the instigating 
incidents for this was that there was interference/solar flares, so thinking, how 
can we talk about these sorts of things? Establishing an emergency US China 
space hotline seems pretty crucial in any case. And then when you’re discussing 
negotiations, talking about limits on FOBS, and then a threshold and limits on the 
number of space interceptors. Again, that’s kind of a long term idea. And then we 
thought there might be some way to create connections by fostering cooperation 
through commercial projects or using regional networks and that’s where we 
thought Chinese allies and partners might be a way in which to help build this 
kind of collaboration. It could be something like joint research on space weather 
or something like that’s pretty innocuous, but still allows you to start building 
the connections there. And we asked if the commercial sector could work for 
partners in the region to build a bigger space alliance, and that might be some way 
in which to do it. And that led to the final point where we suggest repealing the 
Wolf Amendment because that would be something that’s an indication of good 
intent and allows the US space sector to be able to work more with the Chinese 
space sector because right now there’s a lot of self limitations for concerns 
about getting on the wrong side of that. Next slide please. How does industry 
view the unfolding crises? And how would you appeal to the USA and Chinese 
governments? So big picture, we said even if you are a company that’s gonna 
be making SBIs or launching SBIs, if you have this kind of crisis, your costs 
will go up because you’re working in an unpredictable or unstable environment 
and you have to spend more money either building spares or maneuvering your 
satellites or that sort of thing. There might be interference and you can’t provide 
services that you’re legally required to and you might get hit with a cost or 
breach of contract, all sorts of things like that. So the costs are gonna go up for 
everyone. And we said, how would we appeal to the US versus appealing to 
the Chinese? The US government very graciously said they would help provide 
economic protection and we just want to emphasize the commercial sector does 
need protection in case they’re targeted, something like cyber protection would 
be especially important because that seems like an easy way to go in terms of 
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attacks. Financial protections, because otherwise the commercial sector’s gonna 
have a hard time maturing in this environment. The insurance sector is already 
pretty wobbly for space and so we need to have financial protection as well. We 
want to emphasize that even if it affects the commercial sector it’s gonna have 
consequences for civilians much broader than the space sector. It will affect the 
financial sector, things like weather prediction. So it’s not just our wish to not 
have our money interfered with, this will have many consequences. We recognize 
that we, the US commercial space sector, does not have a lot of sway with the 
Chinese government, but we can emphasize that if the space sector is interrupted, 
this will absolutely have an effect on not just China but Chinese allies and 
partners, particularly those that depend upon US space capabilities. We want to 
emphasize as well that it’s not just a military issue, it’s gonna affect all sorts of 
things. Insurance, market confidence, supply chain investments, things like that. 
We want to emphasize again that China’s statement that the commercial sector can 
become targets will be a challenge because that means that the whole commercial 
space sector is now vulnerable. And this could have effects for the overall global 
economy and undermine confidence everywhere, including China’s space market, 
which they’re anxious to develop. So just understanding there are consequences 
for them as well as us. I’ll stop there. 
 
Facilitator 1: Okay, looking at the clock, I’m kind of inclined to hear the last brief 
before anything else. 
 
Facilitator 2: Sounds good. Let me get it up… We can’t hear you, do you 
wanna try rejoining? We can take a comment in the meantime while we wait… 
Participant 10? 
 
Participant 10: Just very briefly regarding the last point on the US team’s 
presentation, how the 
US will try to propose to China that we pursue some kind of multilateral treaty 
even though the US may not have much hope that it’s gonna go through. I think as 
China our natural response would be just to try to do try to do it back, saying that 
we’re happy to discuss it if the US can promise upfront that such a multilateral 
treaty, if negotiated, the US pledges to sign, and if signed US comes to ratify and 
immediately kick the ball back to their court. That’s my very short comment. 
 
Participant 3: Alright, sorry, I’m back. We want to clarify that for anything to 
happen the important part of this for China is how China can posture this. Any 
sort of orbital activity needs to benefit the information realm, right? How can 
China spin this in a way that benefits our strategic goals in the South China 
Sea? That’s what we care about. The part about very little technical information 
capability that’s basically talking about what we know right now about the 
aerospace forces. We have some understanding of how they would do things, 
they do have coorbital stuff, they do have laser dazzling, they do have mobile 
jammers, all the usual stuff. Basically the issue of SBIs is the missile imbalance. 
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So from Channel’s perspective, this entire thing does not start with a balance, 
right? It didn’t start with a balanced situation. So, for US SBIs already deployed, 
we would first use that as a rhetorical tool in China’s favor. We can accuse the 
US of being the aggressor, not only that they have all these deployments in the 
Western Pacific, not only that they are actually doubling down with their nuclear 
modernization, and their warheads, but also they are deploying SBIs as China was 
trying to protect itself. That’s the rhetorical part of the argument. Then there’ll 
be multiple countermeasures, there’s the ASAT capability, there’s all sorts of 
different jammers and laser dazzlers, not just from China, but from deployments 
within China’s allies, countries that we have agreements with, in observatories, 
in space launch facilities, and in commercial space sectors. That’s where we will 
be deploying those. Of course, these capabilities will not be publicly advertised. 
They are intended as a last resort if those are needed. As in if China were to 
launch missiles one day. Because it benefits China to have the appearance of the 
US deploying way more SBIs than China. We can portray the US as the aggressor 
in China as the country that’s being perpetrated upon. For any RPO actions, 
basically China can blame the US for escalation through misuse of commercial 
assets, not following international rules in space and even go for the principle of 
distinction of war. The law of war, the principle of distinction, we can accuse the 
US of violating that or even to the point of perfidy for any sort of RPOs that the 
US has conducted. Now we’ll clarify this by saying that the initial demonstration 
of our SJ 21-like platforms de-orbiting a US commercial imagery satellite was 
a protest conducted by civilian firms, and it was not a military action. And we 
could also point out how NASA has a history of military flights and classified 
activities mixed in with their commercial activities. So the US has a long history 
of conducting civil military operations. For interference activities, cyber activities, 
we’re not overly concerned internally because there are very few countries that 
would conduct such operations against China other than the US and we’re pretty 
confident as to what we can do on that front. For the FOBS and jammers, the 
important part is of course that the Chinese rhetoric matches the action. It’s very 
useful for China to have the US focus on the potential for a nuclear escalation 
for FOBS and jammers. The space trash recycling truck, that’s a reference to the 
SJ 21 and 25s, and we assume by this time there will be sufficient proliferation 
and refueling stations in orbit that we could plausibly claim their existence is 
for peaceful purposes. For the earlier action of the second degree of escalation 
where the Chinese were using jammers against US space based C2 infrastructure, 
we would qualify that by saying that is actually a law enforcement action for 
domestic purposes.  We’re only actually jamming them as they cross over Chinese 
territory, and due to the escalation demonstrated by the US, we can no longer 
trust that these satellites are being used for commercial or peaceful purposes. 
So that’s our answer for the first part of the question. If my team has anything 
to add, please do, otherwise, we’ll proceed to slide two. Diplomatic off ramps. 
We want to say the most important thing for diplomatic off ramps to China is we 
need to talk cross domain. We’re very glad that the US seem to also be somewhat 
happy to talk about cross domain exchanges. So we need the US to acknowledge 
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our concerns in the South China Sea, right? Any off ramps would have to start 
with the US demonstrating a retreat of forces from the South China Sea or even 
declaring the South China Sea as a demilitarized zone. They should make a 
gesture, perhaps pulling away some of their deployments in the Western Pacific. 
Now, one of the off ramps we’re thinking about is for the US to recognize the 
1995 treaty of Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon Free Zone. So that essentially 
means no nuclear submarines, no nuclear capable aircraft can fly through, and of 
course China will be more than happy to also recognize the treaty once the US 
has recognized it. The US being open to PPWT is also a good opening for a talk, 
but we would like to see that ratified. Also, the first and foremost condition for 
any sort of off ramp is for the US to acknowledge that the situation as it stands 
at round two right now, this is not an equal situation in which to begin talks. For 
any sort of talk, for any sort of off ramp to happen, the US has to acknowledge 
that having such a forward deployment of all this aggressive equipment and 
the development of a nuclear arsenal is fundamentally a massive, aggressive 
move against China. And China requires some sort of assurance, some sort of 
demonstration of sincerity before we’re even willing to come to the table. I think 
that pretty much wraps it up. I’m opening the floor to my team to add anything I 
might have forgotten or skipped over. 
 
Facilitator 1: There was something that neither the US nor the China team 
completed or addressed, and was asked to. It was an intervention, the last one, 
where your presidents had to make some decisions. But it didn’t happen. That’s 
very interesting. I think it’s because you ran out of time. 
 
Participant 3: We can talk a little about that. We did discuss that. We did discuss 
whether we wanted to move on that window. And there are some notes taken. 
 
Facilitator 1: Can you do me a favor? Because it’s late. I want the American team 
and the China team before they hit the sheets tonight, to write the answers to the 
questions raised so that come move three, we can share them early enough in the 
day that everybody knows what your answers were. 
 
Facilitator 2: I have the notes from China for this topic in the rest of their slides. 
But the US I did not see anything. 
 
Facilitator 1: Washington, where are you? Participant 4? 
 
Participant 4: I’m happy to jump on this grenade. We definitely discussed it. I 
thought we provided a response, but clearly we did not.  
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Facilitator 1: Well it would be useful to see written answers and something other 
than phased responses. If I can be diplomatic, be as concrete and as specific and 
as hard edged as you can, please. The game is not an exercise for everyone in 
refinement of evasion, it’s to try to get hard answers to things. There’ll be plenty 
of time to gum up the system after you’ve given a clear answer.  
 
Facilitator 2: And China, if you could clear up yours as well I see there’s a lot 
here.  
 
Participant 3: We could summarize it in two sentences. We don’t care, you can 
have the nuclear superiority, this is not the first day that China faces American 
superiority. But that’s useful for us to use that rhetoric to turn the rest of the world 
against the US. So we’re gonna let it go. This is not where we fight. We fight in 
the public realm, we fight in the hearts and minds of all the countries around us. 
And what is the US gonna do? They’re gonna nuke us? They don’t have enough 
stakes in the area for them to care that much. 
 
Participant 4: Can you remind us what the question is we’re discussing just to 
confirm? 
 
Facilitator 1: I was gonna say that’s a fascinating answer but I don’t remember 
that being the question. 
 
Participant 3: The question was there’s a short window in which we can act, right? 
If we don’t, then there’s gonna be significant nuclear imbalances of the SBIs. 
 
Facilitator 1: Let’s be clear it said a correlation of forces, not nuclear necessarily.  
 
Participant 3: So there’s a significant shift in the correlation of forces at that point 
if we don’t act. That was the question. 
 
Facilitator 1: Right. Then the question is, if you don’t act, why not? And if you 
do, what do you do, and when do you do it and why? 
 
Participant 3: So our answer is we don’t act. 
 
Facilitator 1: Okay, and you don’t act because you don’t believe it matters that the 
correlation of forces will change? Your political advisors are telling you this? 
 
Participant 3: We understand, but our answer is the military competition, the 
military balance, the military correlation is only part of the equation, right? This is 
a comprehensive competition across multiple domains. 
 
Facilitator 1: Okay. Anyway, the US needs to respond if it can in writing to those 
questions before we begin move three. 
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 Participant 4: How do you want us to give that to you? Do you want us to have it 
prepared and we’ll present it? 
 
Facilitator 1: Just email it to the other Facilitators. 
 
Facilitator 2: Yeah, we have time because our next one is not until Thursday, so if 
you could get this to me tomorrow, I’ll update the slides. 
 
Facilitator 3: Well, thank you so much everybody. We will follow up with specific 
folks if there are any questions, but thank you for your extra time and we will see 
you all on Thursday
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United States Team Meeting

Participant 2: How’s everyone doing? It’s gonna be a fun day. We get to actually 
do stuff or not do stuff. Save the world or not save the world! 
 
Facilitator: Yeah, I guess it depends on what everyone’s mood is. I think we’re 
waiting on two more folks to join us… Now we can get started.  
 
Participant 2: TI was going through trying to make like a little timeline of what 
actions we need to do. And I guess our first is to figure out how we’d like to 
advise the president to respond to China’s in progress deployment, and then all 
the rest of the questions kind of depend on what we decide. So, anyone have any 
suggestions they want to throw out first? 
 
Participant 4: I’m just tracking too, it seems like in thirty minutes we have to talk 
with the red team and industry. So that’s our first target. 
 
Participant 2: Right. So what do we wanna start off with as our overall strategy? 
 
Participant 3: I think we should start with the fact that we should view the Chinese 
as a belligent actor. Especially with what they said in the last Move, to me, 
China’s actions are very belligerent and we should treat them like a belligerent 
actor. And we should really take more of a harsh stance to deter them. 
 
Participant 2: Facilitator, do we know if we are the ones that are messing with 
their satellites or is it really the space weather? Can we find that out? 
 
Facilitator: Yeah, I can double check. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think we’re kind of in a nuanced spot, we almost have too 
much insider information. There was this slide about China’s military proposals. 
I don’t think they’ve actually done much in terms of belligerent. I think really the 
only activities I see as malicious is the ramming incident. It looks like the rest of 
it’s been a lot of internal negotiation within the Chinese party, which in real life 
we would not be privy to, so we would maybe view them more benign than what 
you’re led to believe based on the slides. 
 
Participant 2: Because I’ve been in more games where we are actually doing the 
stuff that we didn’t think we were doing and you’re like, oh crap! We are being 
the instigators. So I just want to confirm that. But, it seems like they’re gonna 
deploy. So do we want to deploy our own or do we want to try to start dialing this 
back now?  
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Facilitator: I actually just got an inject from Control. The death of American Coast 
Guard personnel is met with public outrage in the US. The White House, however, 
wants to avoid any escalation that would result in a major war with China. At the 
White House situation room, the president meets with his military and security 
advisors who suggest a way to deter further Chinese provocation would be to 
temporarily disable or degrade some of China’s most important satellites. The 
president’s advisors point out that it is especially timely to do this because of 
solar disturbances that could be used as a plausible way of denying responsibility 
for the interference, but for which Chinese satellites should be targeted, the 
president’s advisors recommended focusing on one type of satellite. The missile 
related systems which would get Beijing’s attention most as they were the latest, 
greatest, and the ones that would bear the most in coordinated forces generally 
and specifically. 
 
Participant 2: So it kind of sounds like we did do it. 
 
Facilitator: Yes, and I just got confirmation from Control that the US is 
responsible. 
 
Participant 2: Alright, so it seems to me one pathway is to go deployment, another 
pathway is to continue messing with their satellites through jamming, cyber… 
 
Participant 6: We could also do pre-positioning of munitions and fuel just so 
we’re not caught off guard. If anything does happen, we’re in a better state. We 
have some bases in the South China Sea, so maybe pre-position there. 
 
Participant 4: You’re saying pre-position conventional assets in theater, not pre-
position launch stuff for the SBIs. 
 
Participant 6: Correct. 
 
Participant 2: Alright, so pre-position forces. We need to figure out from industry, 
if we do go with deployment, how much they can support the interceptors, and 
how many we can get up. Because how many did they say we have? We have 
fewer than two dozen payloads already in orbit. So we’ll need to know how many. 
Continue cyber against satellites… 
 
Participant 5: Yeah, I think if we do jamming, we need to have some sort of 
plausible deniability per the latest message we got. So jamming and cyber seems 
like the best type of interference that we could do and still get away with blaming 
it on solar activity. But if we want to think about RPO from a commercial satellite 
perspective, I’m not sure if it’s specified in the war game the extent of our 
commercial integration there and if they would have the ability to go and do more 
covert RPO operations, but if not, then I would say we should keep to jamming 
and cyber. 
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Participant 2: Alright. How do people feel about deploying our own space based 
interceptor system? 
 
Participant 5: I was gonna ask, are we aware that they are wanting to launch by 
30 April? Was that a public announcement or is it just something that we know of 
through intelligence channels? Facilitator, maybe that’s the question for you. 
 
Facilitator: I can double check with Control. I’ll get back to you guys. 
 
Participant 4: And I think in the theme of integrated deterrence, you’re gonna 
see all kinds of general US activities. You’re gonna see not just a space response, 
but an economic response, a diplomatic response indicating that they’re the 
aggressors. Kind of a general pushback across the spectrum. 
 
Participant 2: So we wanna have a grand strategy of responses using all 
the different tools that we have. How’s that feeling, everyone? Back to the 
deployment… 
 
Participant 5: Because it sounds like our directive is to avoid escalation, I don’t 
know what everyone’s thoughts are on whether preempting their deployment with 
our own would prove to be too escalatory in the situation or not. It seems because 
we had the military action near the Sprawlty Islands, I’m just thinking in terms of 
plausible deniability, public cover for our operations could be that it is a response 
to that active aggression rather than this SBI conundrum. But I’m not sure what 
everyone else is thinking there. 
 
Participant 3: I was just gonna say from a strategic point of view, we have to 
consider if the 
Chinese do get this advantage, it’s gonna be a lot more difficult for us to ever, 
if they do decide to go hostile, it’s not gonna be very good for us to be coming 
second. So we have to think about that as well. 
 
Participant 2: Right, we have some up there but we don’t want to become second 
real quick. 
 
Participant 2: So, just thinking while talking, do we want maybe a phased 
deployment of more interceptors while opening a dialogue on limiting those. But 
at the same time we’re deploying it, almost like the intermediate range missiles in 
the eighties. Like we’re still putting them out there, but we’re also open to taking 
them off the table if the right deal comes up. I’m just throwing these out there. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think I’m on the same track with you. I think we definitely 
speed up deployment. I guess I’m hesitant to overescalate the situation. I think 
we got a minimal US losses, it doesn’t seem like we’re in the break of a full 
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armed conflict. That message was kind of indicating restraint. So I don’t want to 
encourage full scale deployment kind of escalatory in nature, but probably a sped 
up phased deployment would be reasonable. 
 
Participant 2: That’s what I was thinking, some form of phased so that we can 
still keep our advantage. That way, if we’re still using the ideas from yesterday, 
if ours are better quality, then we can continue to keep the numbers more parallel 
so it will appear that we’re about the same, but if ours work better, then of course 
we would have the advantage. I’m assuming we still have that technological 
advantage. I guess that’s something that we always hope for. 
 
Facilitator: Also I got a response from Control, and they said the US government 
knows from classified intelligence sources that China is actively launching with 
an intended goal for the end of April. The Washington Post has also talked about it 
based on open source geo intelligence. 
 
Participant 5: If it’s public, then I would say we would also have to respond in 
some way publicly signaling that we are moving toward negotiations for a more 
comprehensive agreement with them. I think that would be the right response. 
 
Participant 6: If we want to de-escalate and that’s the whole goal, we need to 
clearly define our red lines with China and like what’s an absolute no go. 
 
Participant 2: So what would you suggest? What were you thinking? 
 
Participant 6: We could indicate sanctions, but since they’re intending for launch, 
we’d be focusing on military objectives probably. Maybe just like visibility for 
deployment and that would be moving assets in the South China Sea somewhere 
like the Diego island chain and strengthening our ties with Taiwan. I think 
yesterday they said something about Taiwan. 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, the Taiwanese government is friendly with the mainland 
right now if I remember right. So we want to do a phased deployment of our 
interceptors that keeps parity between the numbers and then open a dialogue 
about limiting these weapons at the same time, and then do we want to move 
conventional forces or do anything as a signal in response to the ramming? 
 
Participant 5: Maybe we can think about the second part of that question posed 
to us in the chat about what type of satellites we’d want to focus on, maybe ISR 
potentially impacting the region above the Western Pacific?  
 
Participant 2: So continued cyber against ISR satellites in the Western Pacific… 
 
Participant 5: I’m just throwing it out there. 
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Participant 2: How’s everyone feeling about that? 
 
Participant 6: Yeah, I think that signals that we’re serious. 
 
Participant 2: I think it’s one of those things that they know it’s us, but we have 
the deniability to say it isn’t, but they know it is us. 
 
Participant 4: We have the red call in twenty minutes or so, I think it may be 
helpful to think about how we can utilize that call? If we’re negotiating, what are 
we asking for? What are we willing to trade? What’s our red lines that we want 
to see either them give up or we’re unwilling to cross? I don’t know. What are we 
thinking about our appetite for negotiation at this point? 
 
Participant 6: I mean their command and control satellites are pretty important 
and so are ours, so if we say, hey, this is gonna happen, then we’re gonna take out 
your command and control. 
 
Participant 2: We can both throw on the table that nobody messes with the early 
warning satellites on both sides. Just say, do not deploy near our early warning 
system. Anything else we wanna tell them to stay away from and that we will stay 
away from theirs? 
 
Participant 4: So you’re thinking set up ground rules basically, assuming that both 
of us are deploying some rules of the road. 
 
Participant 2: These are the escalation rules. It’s like, okay, we have some up, 
we know you’re gonna put some up. You know that we don’t want that, but if 
we’re gonna both have them, these are the things that we’re not gonna mess 
with because that will cause escalation real quick. And if they take out our early 
warning satellites, then we’re gonna assume they’re about to strike us. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think that’s a great point. Maybe set some satellites as 
off limits, some of the command and control satellites, some of the more early 
warning satellites. We could establish rules on proximity operations that maybe 
you maintain these orbits, we maintain these orbits. Then I don’t know what the 
right word is, but where they are positioned over the globe maybe we create no 
go zones so that they don’t position their satellites close to the east coast because 
we believe that as more escalatory versus you place the satellites that’ll manage 
missile defense in China, something like that. 
 
Participant 5: Do we want to think about their ask that they put through the 
unofficial channels for the gesture of good faith, that we offer CONUS inspection 
sites? Like, do we want to consider that at all? 
 
Participant 2: I mean I think that that’s dead.  
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Participant 5: Okay. 
 
Participant 2: That’s just what I understood… So, we’ll tell them that we’re 
worried by their plan to deploy, which we say we’re gonna have to meet with the 
same with to keep parity, but we’d like to open up a dialogue about limiting these 
weapons. But the first thing we feel is we need to set up guidelines to protect these 
weapons from escalating by having no go zones around early warning systems, 
command and control, and other agreements. 
 
Participant 4: I think that’s a good idea. 
 
Participant 2: And then at the same time, we’re still continuing cyber attacks 
against them. 
 
Participant 4: I think that’s pretty standard. I think the US conducts gray zone 
operations generally in response to activities. I think that’s how states interact 
these days. So I’d say yes, continue that. 
 
Participant 2: And diplomatically, do we want to do anything as a gesture to try to 
get some goodwill? I mean just something publicly… 
 
Participant 5: If there’s a lot of public outrage about a really recent attack that cost 
American lives, I don’t know if a public gesture of good faith without some also 
a punitive response, how that would fly politically, like domestically back home. I 
don’t know if other people have thoughts there. 
 
Participant 6: A good way to show good faith with the public is to start talking to 
our allies and start engaging with them, so talking with like Australia and Japan 
and actively putting that out. I guess the Washington post is in on a lot of this so 
feed that story to them. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think you’d see a diplomatic response that was similar to 
how we treated 
North Korea when they started developing nuclear weapons where we used our 
allies in the Pacific to start employing economic sanctions limiting their ability to 
supply materials that would then be used in the construction or deployment. So I 
don’t think we’d see a goodwill gesture diplomatically. I think we’d see a more 
harsh gesture diplomatically to start utilizing diplomatic power to curtail this. 
 
Participant 2: Alright. So open up diplomatic dialogue with allies on sanctions, 
and control related materials and technology to slow space development… 
 
Participant 5: I know that we’re trying to prevent an escalation to all out war, 
could we potentially push publicly for limits on the FOBS systems or revisit 
the nuclear testing with China to publicly signal that we’re working with them 
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on an agreement in that capacity. Because it kind of seems like deployment of 
the SBI systems is feeling a little inevitable at this point. And so if we do end 
up in a situation where both nations’ SBI systems are in orbit, like we’d want to 
prevent that situation from escalating to an all out war, so what other diplomatic 
agreements could we get in place that would make the situation seem not as stark 
when indeed there are two SBI systems in orbit? Or is there another way people 
think we can try and manage the situation from escalating beyond when both of 
the SBI systems are up in the air? That may not be the best way to go about it, but 
I don’t know. 
 
Facilitator: We also got a message from the industry team. We would like the US 
to know that we are worried about escalation and we fear that if the US were to 
target China’s early warning satellites, this would create an unstable situation, 
which would be detrimental to the functioning of the space commercial sector. We 
look forward to meeting soon to discuss next steps. 
 
Participant 4: To respond to your last point, I think that’s a great idea. And I 
think you see it a lot when the US and China negotiate that we often pick up low 
hanging fruit, like for example when Trump goes over there, he often signs a 
trade deal that’s not particularly the core issue, but it helps signal some goodwill 
and establishes that trend of positive results. So if we accept that SBIs are gonna 
happen, maybe we, like you said, go after FOBS or something else to mitigate 
escalation and signal goodwill. 
 
Participant 5: They did also last time explicitly bring up the PPWT as they 
always do, and our reason publicly for not signing that is the lack of verification 
methods. So we could use their appetite there kind of as a starting point to get 
more verification systems in place potentially and maybe push for them to sign 
the Partial Test Ban treaty, which they still haven’t signed; it’s a limit on nuclear 
testing, not the same as PPWT, but something. 
 
Participant 4: If you’re taking notes of it, I would say throw in as a conversation 
point when we talk with the red team, is their appetite, or maybe we indicate a 
desire to work on some of these other second hand issues. I think that’s a great 
conversation point to try to work with the red team on. 
 
Participant 2: So what do we wanna do for Industry to calm their fears? I mean, 
we’re telling them we’re not gonna target China’s early warning satellites. Do we 
want to suggest to the President what we could target? 
 
Participant 5: Sorry, just a quick clarification question, Facilitator, this call in ten 
is with just industry? 
 
Facilitator: Yes, and then at seven, you can also speak with China. So industry’s 
gonna send two people over in about 9 minutes. 
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Participant 5: So aside from reassuring them that we won’t mess with China’s 
early warning systems, are there any other points we’d want to raise with them? 
Maybe around the RPO stuff? 
 
Facilitator: I was just gonna say there’s an inject from Control that I can read 
super quickly. The widely used commercial earth observation satellite operated 
by the US firm based firm provides imagery that significantly improves the 
ability of US and allied forces to track naval movements in the South China Sea 
during a regional standoff. Chinese officials publicly accused the company of 
acting as a military intelligence provider and warned that in times of crisis, these 
commercial systems will be legitimate military targets. US commercial firms 
supporting hostile military activity cannot assume immunity. Multiple commercial 
and military satellites begin experiencing intermittent signal interference and 
temporary loss of control. Attribution is unclear. Analysts disagree whether this 
is deliberate or natural. Insurers warn commercial operators that they may not be 
covered and their premiums for cover will increase. 
 
Participant 2: I mean, I hate to say it but, if you’re gonna provide that data to the 
military, you are a legitimate target. 
 
Participant 6: Yeah, I think it’s just kind of a given. 
 
Participant 2: As long as they’re not messing with anything that’s of strategic 
importance, this is a way they can rattle a saber and show they can do stuff, but 
at the same time, it’s not really hurting anything. And we’re able to see what 
their capacities and capabilities are, so we’re learning too. Let them do it. We can 
recommend a tax break to some of these companies for the increased premiums 
on their insurance. 
 
Facilitator: A quick message from China. China wants to know if the US pulled 
any assets back from the Western Pacific since our first talks or if nothing has 
changed in the region. 
 
Participant 2: I would say that nothing’s changed. 
 
Participant 5: Except that they attacked us, of course. 
 
Participant 4: I think there was a discussion we had about moving conventional 
assets in the region. Do we want to float that we’ve done that? 
 
Participant 2: We could always say that we have a war game scheduled with our 
allies in the region… 
 
Participant 6: Yeah, exactly. 
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Participant 2: So we’ll be deploying additional assets to support war games. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, you could say we’re doing a joint exercise with the 
Philippines. And we’ve mobilized the naval forces, and some ground forces, to 
support that exercise with our valued partner. 
 
Participant 6: For the SBIs, before I forget, we can just say that they’re limited 
and they’re kind of designed for regional threats and not specifically for China. 
 
Participant 4: My other thought is if we move assets into the region or or act like 
we have that gives us an opportunity to to pull them back during negotiation as 
well. It creates a bargaining chip. 
 
Facilitator: Could someone dictate a note real quick? 
 
Participant 2: We’re doing a joint exercise with the Philippines… 
 
Participant 6: Do we want to include the SBI portion? Just that they’re limited and 
they’re designed for regional threats. 
 
Participant 2: Is this just going to China? 
 
Facilitator: Yes. 
 
Participant 2: Should we say we’re just doing a joint exercise over multi-domains 
with the Philippines? Just so that we can have everything included?  
 
Participant 4: I think that’s a great idea. That ties in some of those space assets 
and I think furthers that our SBIs are limited for regional threats argument. 
 
Facilitator: Okay, great. 
 
Participant 5: Do we want to explicitly specify that this joint exercise is not an 
offensive or we’re not escalating, we’re just responding to the hand that they 
dealt? 
 
Participant 2: I think we just say this exercise is just part of the regular schedule 
to maintain our cooperation with the government. They know that if we have stuff 
there, it’s for a reason, but we don’t have to say it. We can say, it’s just normal to 
maintain cooperations with the government.  And it just happens to be the same 
time that they did something. 
 
Facilitator: So is this good to send, everyone? 
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Participant 5: And then for the call with industry, are we just kind of assuaging 
their concerns at this point? Is there anything else we want to say? 
 
Participant 2: I say that we tell them we’re not gonna target, we talk about 
giving them tax breaks or whatever to help the increases in insurance, and then 
we discuss with them, if we are going to do deployment, how quickly they can 
increase production.. how much they can create the arsenal of democracy for us, 
in space? 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think we’re already talking about the rules of the road, so 
I think we’re generally in line with their concerns that we’ll set up some rules to 
manage escalation and protect commercial assets.  
 
Participant 3: We could also say something vague, like just say, we will do 
everything we can to help protect the commercial sector, something vague but 
reassuring, that doesn’t commit us to a whole lot. 
 
Facilitator: We just got a response from Industry real quick. We urge that the US 
begin counter EW immediately. We highly doubt that interference against these 
commercial satellites is natural and we urge retaliation against China. Deterrence 
is crucial to prevent further action like this from China in the future. We also 
request cyber protection. Furthermore, we would appreciate clarification from the 
US as to whether payments for satellites experiencing disruptions will continue 
through this crisis. This crisis will seriously damage our business. We will be in 
breach of our contract for all of our other customers, so we want full indemnity 
for what is being done. 
 
Participant 2: I think that we can definitely say that we will work on the cyber 
protection of all of our satellites, including theirs and then we will start as I was 
saying, tax breaks and other means to help them financially. But when you start 
working with the military, you’re expecting stuff’s gonna get broken if we go into 
combat. They need to man up a little. 
 
Participant 6: Yeah. 
 
Participant 4: From a legal side, we’re gonna have to be careful though. I think 
the US generally carves a pretty hard line between commercial assets and military 
assets, so we’re gonna have to publicly say that we do not support China’s 
targeting of these satellites, these are commercial assets, give the whole spiel. But 
I think payments continue. We’ll privately support them. 
 
Participant 2: That’ll have to be something that we’ll have to get done through 
Congress to get money for them. 
 
Facilitator: Hello! We have our visitors from Industry now. 
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Industry Representative 1: Here are the general notes just so that everybody can 
keep track of everything. Essentially, our recommendation is that we really do 
not want the United States to engage in any operations against their early warning 
satellites. However, their other SSA or reversible anti-space EW platforms, 
whatever you can, any means to impact those which are currently, as we suspect, 
impacting us, due to the fact that these satellites are operating in low Earth orbit 
and wouldn’t be impacted by any kind of sun related solar storms or anything like 
that. We suspect that this is likely Chinese and that some response to these actions 
is needed. Of course the continuing payments throughout these times is critical in 
order to maintain our operations, and ensuring any sort of protection or insurance 
in any way to cover the loss of our insurance would be critical. Understand that 
whatever you may do, it will impact us but we aren’t just letting you guys go, 
we’re asking for greater protection in countering these Chinese activities. Industry 
Rep 2, do you agree? 
 
Industry Representative 2: I concur. Do we use this time to have a back and forth 
discussion? Or we’re just stating our thoughts?  
 
Facilitator: Yeah, totally. And then the US team we still need to announce initial 
decisions. 
 
Industry Representative 1: If the US has the means to, I would say deploy close 
proximity operations against affecting Chinese satellites or any suspected Chinese 
reversible ASAT systems that would be conducting electronic warfare, hacking 
etc., laser blinding or dazzling. Any space to space capability that doesn’t require 
kinetic I would say start interfering with those satellites in any way that is 
reversible. If you have ground based lasers that can conduct blinding operations 
to interfere with other offensive Chinese satellites, I would say start doing that 
and ramping them up as they continue to be more aggressive with irreversible 
damages. If you plan on deploying the smart rocks constellation to hedge against 
and and ensure detente with the Chinese system ahead of theirs. I think that’d be 
a general recommendation, but just let us know so that we are able to the best of 
our abilities move our constellations or move our satellite systems away from the 
potential zones of conflict, and if we have to do inclination changes or altitude 
changes to reduce the chance of interference from debris we can and that would 
be helpful for us.  
 
Industry Representative 2: I would also like to add that we do urge the United 
States to reinforce the norm that commercial space infrastructure should not be 
targeted and improve resilience across critical commercial systems and avoid 
actions that could further blur the distinction between military and commercial 
space activities. So from an industry lens, while we do support US national 
security objectives, we do believe that normalizing attacks on commercial space 
assets would have severe long term consequences for economic stability, things 
like investment, insurance markets, and the sustainability of space operations. I 
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just want to highlight that. 
 
Participant 2: For the rest of the US team, please chime in, but we want to start 
out by saying that your first message, we just want to show you we’re not gonna 
target any of the Chinese early warning satellites. In fact, that’s gonna be one 
of our points, those should be a no go zone for both sides because we feel that 
will go down the slope of escalation really quick if either side starts on that. 
So we want to assure you that that’s definitely off the table. Second of all, we 
understand financially that you guys are taking a hit from this and we’re going to 
work with Congress to get some form of bail out, tax credits for the insurance or 
other things, and of course we’ll continue the payments on the existing contracts, 
because we understand that. We will offer the protection that we can for private 
sectors, sharing any kind of intel and that kind of stuff to make sure that your 
cybersecurity and everything is up to date. And of course, things might happen 
to their satellites too as continued, there’s a lot of space weather out there and 
bad things happen. Hopefully their stuff will not be affected but it’s not a perfect 
world. We would like to know, if we are planning to deploy more interceptors to 
try and maintain parity with them, if they continue to launch these coming up, 
how is industry situated to support us in the production of more interceptors and 
other support satellites? 
 
Industry Representative 1: As far as I’d be aware, industry would be posed to 
provide those services in satellites if needed. We have not had any discussion 
with the deeper team, whether to reject that. So as far as we know, we’re ready to 
support if you’re ready to launch and engage. I’d have to talk to our team lead to 
confirm that, but that is my baseline assumption. 
 
Participant 2: Alright, so we just received something from China for the US and 
industry. I just saw in the chat. Facilitator, do you wanna read it?  
 
Facilitator: One, China will be placing more ships in the South China Sea for 
climate disasters and to conduct freedom of navigations. Two, three levels of 
escalation will be taken. Launching a fractional orbit ballistic system to make the 
US understand that we are serious, disrupt command and control networks by 
jamming or dazzling in space, deorbiting US SBI to throw them off orbit with SJ 
21 and 25 as a protest against commercial companies supporting military actions, 
and the FMA announces it is a protest, not a military action. 
 
Participant 4: I’m a little concerned and I’m happy to be voted down if you guys 
don’t agree, but number three I think is not realistically escalatory. That is a pretty 
large step that I don’t think we’ve seen the precedent from China to conduct direct 
visible action against US military assets. 
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Industry Representative 1: Well, in addition to that, number one, if they’re 
launching a FOBS, we don’t know if it’s nuclear or not, is it assumed that it’s 
nuclear? 
 
Participant 4: I think China has tested the FOBS system a couple times. 
 
Industry Representative 1: They have, but stating it publicly and saying it’s a 1st 
step, that’s..; 
 
Participant 4: Agreed. That’s gonna trigger some Presidential level calls as soon 
as that goes up into orbit, it’s gonna dramatically increase escalation. But I think 
three as well would trigger some tough calls by the joint force on whether to 
respond in the moment in a technical situation. 
 
Participant 2: I guess they’re gonna take it down? 
 
Industry Representative 1: I assume so unless you don’t shoot at SJ 21 and 25. 
I mean that is an illegal action, regardless, and you are defending yourself by 
engaging those assets trying to rip your spacecraft from the sky. 
 
Participant 4: I think SpaceComm would have to respond in some way. I don’t 
think they would tolerate the Chinese coming up and grabbing the satellite and 
deorbitting it. 
 
Industry Representative 1: At minimum, you’d have to block or interfere with 
those other Chinese SJ 21 and 25 with whatever equivalent the US has, and the 
US probably does have as a bare minimum RSGS, or the blue ring spacecraft, I 
would assume they have robotic arms or other things that they can manipulate 
spacecraft for. So using assets like those, if you don’t want to use an SBI to keep 
that off the table for now, but, as Industry’s suggestion and as a means to hedge 
any kind of nuclear detonation, I would say, the deployment of a space based 
tether or a VLF transmitter, to mitigate the effects of any kind of nuclear weapon 
detonation on orbit, and to reduce the effects of it pumping the Van Allen belts.  
 
Facilitator: Also I got a note from your facilitator that asked if you guys were on 
your way back. 
 
Industry Representative 2: I don’t think I have anything else to add. Is there 
anything else before we head back over? 
 
Participant 4: I think we’re generally in agreement. I think maybe, we were trying 
to manage escalation before they did these three things, so we might have to 
reassess. But generally manage escalation, in support of I think industry’s goals 
and objectives. 
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Industry Representative 2: I think that makes sense. From my lens, I took this 
as, whether the satellite is really being deorbitted as a protest or attack of part of 
a military operation, the result is the same, which is the deliberate interference 
with space assets. So if accepted, this could affect things like commercial 
imaging satellites, communication satellites, launch support, infrastructure, 
dual use platforms, so I think that at the end of the day, the deliberate physical 
manipulation and removal or interference with satellites should not be normalized 
as a legitimate form of political protest. 
 
Participant 6: I’d consider it a hostile act. 
 
Industry Representative 1: That is a hostile act. 
 
Participant 6: Can we respond back to China and say, any unauthorized 
interference is considered a hostile act, and to knock it off?  
 
Participant 2: I think we should immediately say that we consider the deorbiting 
of a US SBI to be a hostile act, and against all space norms. 
 
Industry Representative 1: Do we wanna jump back or do we need to stay here for 
this? 
 
Industry Representative 2: I think we can jump back. I was just writing something 
on language if you want it. 
 
Participant 2: What language do you have? 
 
Industry Representative 2: I didn’t know if the private industry should be 
responding as well, so I was seeing if we needed to draft commercial space 
language saying that China’s most significant move is not the GFOBS launch, it’s 
the attempt to normalize physical interference with satellites as a form of political 
signaling. 
 
Industry Representative 1: Well, also the FOBS launch risks everything because 
if that is carrying a nuclear weapon that threatens the country that the commercial 
sectors operate from, but also the risk of nuclear on orbit detonation. 
 
Industry Representative 2: Okay, that too. Yeah. 
 
Participant 2: Do we want to also say that we urge China not to do the launching 
of the FOBS because… 
 
Participant 5: Well, isn’t this a point that we’re potentially willing to negotiate on? 
Insofar as saying if you do not launch this then we also will not. 
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Participant 4: I think these would trigger a more dramatic response. I think we’d 
see some military action. I don’t think the US would generally tolerate the FOBS 
at a minimum and definitely not the physical removal of a US military satellite. I 
think you’d see more than a linguistic response. 
 
Participant 5: Please correct me if I’m wrong, but my understanding is… are 
there actions that China has publicly stated that they’re taking or is this their three 
pathways that they’re recommending to the President that they could pursue? 
 
Facilitator: I believe these are the actions that China is publicly taking. 
 
Participant 5: Okay. 
 
Participant 2: Thank you for that. But they haven’t taken them yet? 
 
Facilitator: No. 
 
Participant 2: So we can still tell them that these are the ones that we think are red 
lines? 
 
Participant 5: Yes. 
 
Participant 2: I say we take each one of these and explain why we disagree. We 
urge against launching FOBA because we fear that it can be misconstrued and 
might cause escalation including but not limited to nuclear exchange. Disruption 
of the command and control network can also cause escalation because of fear 
of nuclear exchange and then deorbiting is just a hostile act against all excepted 
space norms. 
 
Participant 4: And any Chinese satellite that attempts to conduct rendezvous or 
proximity operations will be treated as a hostile actor and targeted immediately. 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, we will conduct whatever necessary self defense of our 
satellites and other operations to protect our satellites. 
 
Facilitator: Alright, and you want me to send this back to China? 
 
Participant 5: I just have a quick question. Do we want to signal at all that we 
are willing to agree to a ban on FOB systems with China? Like right now we’re 
just responding to everything that they’ve listed out, but not offering them a 
diplomatic off ramp. And if our goal is de-escalation, I feel like we do need to 
provide some sort of pathway that they can walk down so that we don’t have to… 
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Facilitator: I just got a push from Control that we need to respond with essentially 
what China sent to us and industry which is their response strategy and 
contingencies. 
 
Participant 4: I think we quickly do that first response, I think you’re totally right, 
I think we respond as part one and up part two we say, hey, we want to set some 
ground rules, we want to negotiate away some of these other elements precisely 
because of this reason, it’s de-stabilizing, it’s leading to escalation. This is case 
in point why we advocate for prohibition of FOBS and setting ground rules 
regarding orbit operation. 
 
Participant 5: Do we wanna throw out nuclear testing in there too or no? 
 
Participant 2: I think so just to give them another or something to latch on to to 
save some face. 
 
Facilitator: Alright, so what would you like to send back? 
 
Participant 5: I feel like we could say we’re prepared to discuss verification 
methods for the PPWT and would like to revisit the PTBT. 
 
Participant 4: Can you explain again Facilitator, what is it that we owe? We owe a 
response to China and then we owe a second thing as a response strategy? 
 
Facilitator: Yes, so this would be the response strategy and contingencies that 
we’re just sending to China and industry unrelated to what China sent to us. 
 
Participant 2: Okay, so this is where we talk about meeting their deployment of 
interceptors with numbers that we feel will continue the status quo parity. And 
we want to negotiate no go zones for the deployment of these, the command 
and control systems. I guess we tell Control that we’re gonna continue the cyber 
attacks against their ISR satellites. 
 
Control Representative: I am just dropping in from Control to say hi and just to 
say that if you could send this back as soon as possible, that would be great, and 
then also the next thing you should focus on is China has shared what they have 
done and planned to do, so you might wanna turn your attention to responding. 
 
Facilitator: We have also drafted a response for that. 
 
Control Representative: Great, we’ll hear from you soon. 
 
Participant 2: And then, I guess we’ve already told them we moved assets into the 
area for the war game. 
 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

109

Participant 5: Do we wanna mention EW in this? 
 
Participant 4: I don’t think we publicly say that. I think we should respond with 
sanctions. We uphold the rules of law for commercial assets and military assets, 
the usual diplomatic responses.  Rally treaty supporters in the South China Sea. 
 
Participant 2: And do we want to put in just a statement that we’re gonna look at 
economic ways to protect our industry from adverse effects that are being caused 
by the Chinese’s unlawful operations? 
 
Participant 4: I think that’s a great one to add. 
 
Participant 5: And do we wanna mention allies at all in the bullet second up from 
the bottom> 
 
Participant 2: I would rework what I said and say rally allies and partners in the 
South China Sea. 
 
Participant 6: So is industry only for the US? There’s no capability for them to 
speak with China? 
 
Facilitator: They are also speaking with China so they could… Does this look ok 
to send? And then I’ll send this bottom bullet separately to control. 
 
Participant 2: And then the other response back to what China sent. 
 
Facilitator: Yes. 
 
Participant 5: And we don’t wanna say anything about EW in this back channel 
message either? 
 
Participant 2: I guess we want to say it to Control. 
Participant 4: Yeah, what are you thinking about saying? 
 
Participant 5: Maybe i’m remembering wrong, but I thought we had wanted to 
negotiate a ban from either side on messing with EW systems, so that could be 
another bargaining chip like we’re ready to leverage this if you agree to it as well. 
 
Participant 4: Early warning? 
 
Participant 5: Yes. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think we could say that. 
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Participant 5: Right, because it was industry that emphasized the importance of 
that one not China, but still. 
 
Facilitator: Okay, and then real quick I did just get an inject from Control. And 
they said in Beijing and Washington the advisors to the Chinese and American 
presidents warned that there is a fleeting window to prevent a major shift in 
the correlation of forces between the US and China to delay the adversary’s 
ability to deploy a significant space based missile interceptor system. There is a 
heated debate as to what this might require militarily and what significant might 
mean and when that level of capability will be achieved. Among the options 
the presidents must consider is if they will authorize strikes against the other 
country’s sovereign territory. Each team should decide what military action, 
if any, should be taken and when to prevent what level of space based missile 
defense it finds unacceptable. In addition, each team should decide if it wants to 
approach the adversarial about diplomatic talks and off ramps to what otherwise 
escalate. 
 
Participant 2: I think that if they mess with our satellite, that’s definitely a red 
line and should have some form of military action or doesn’t have to be military 
action, but something behind it. 
 
Participant 5: Well, I think we do need to be careful with the language here if we 
are still trying to preserve ambiguity around the US position on dual use targets, 
which I think we would still want to uphold 
 
Participant 2: I think we do wanna approach them about diplomatic talks. 
 
Participant 5: So does this message go back to China specifically? 
 
Facilitator: I think it can kind of be whatever and I’m not sure if it goes back to 
everyone or if it would just go back to specific people we wanted it to go back to.  
 
Participant 5: And when’s the next red team call?  
Facilitator: Right now. 
 
Participant 2: Do you want to have someone go over and talk to the Chinese? 
 
Facilitator: Yeah, we can send someone to both China and industry I believe, but 
we just talked to industry for a while. 
 
Participant 2: Anyone want to volunteer to go to China? 
 
Facilitator: Yeah I’m happy to do it. I mean, do we want them to come to us or are 
we going to them? What’s the technical dynamics there? 
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Facilitator: No, it’s either or, I can ask them if they want to come here, but if you 
feel comfortable going over. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, let’s make sure I understand our our team’s position and then 
I’ll go. We’re willing to negotiate on ground rules, willing to negotiate on kind of 
the secondary elements, Test Ban treaty, nuclear prohibitions, but we’re basically 
accepting that SBIs are gonna be deployed and so we’re not fighting tooth and 
nail to try to fight that deployment. Do I understand the position?  
 
Participant 2: Yeah, we’re almost willing to get into an arm’s race with it, but 
we’d rather not. We will be involved in it, but we’re willing to step off it. 
 
Participant 5: I feel like we could also signal our willingness to negotiate around 
these points and then request that they come to us to discuss the specifics. But as 
long as the general fact that we want to de-escalate is the priority message, that 
would be good. 
 
Participant 2: Can we invite them? 
 
Facilitator: Yeah, I can ask if they could send someone over. Oh, and I just got a 
response from Control that yes, we need to send an official response to the inject 
we received. 
 
Participant 4: To this last one you’re talking about? 
 
Facilitator: Yes. 
 
Participant 4: I stepped away for a second. Did you guys come up with an 
answer? It looks like we have that first mover advantage on how we wanna 
capitalize or not capitalize on that. 
 
Participant 5: I feel like we could hit two birds with one stone on this response 
and basically say we’re actively exploring defensive capabilities and prevention 
mechanisms to de-escalate the situation which includes revamping our 
negotiations with China. We invite them to discuss with us at length. 
Participant 4: I agree. I don’t think in the real world, we’d ever authorize strikes 
against the China homeland without being into a major conflict. I think that’s a 
US red line there, so I would say we’d not authorize that. 
 
Participant 2: If worse came to worse, I would say something with deniability 
where one of our satellites malfunctioned and hit something. 
 
Facilitator: And we just got a response from China to what we responded to their 
actions. China will use the SJ 21 and 25 against commercial imaging satellites, 
not the SBI. 
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Participant 5: I still think physical maneuvering of our assets is a hard line for us. 
 
Participant 2: Yeah. That goes against all the norms of the outer space treaty. 
 
Participant 5: We could say we consider it a clear violation of the OST? 
 
Participant 2: I guess if they haven’t launched the 21 and 25s yet, could we do 
some kind of cyber attack to mess up the launch of them? 
 
Participant 5: I feel like it’s important to publicly tell them that we consider 
physical maneuvering of our equipment as a hostile act? 
 
Facilitator: Now, it’s time for another phone call, we can invite the China team 
over. 
 
Participant 5: And I’m just realizing it’s the commercial imaging satellites, so 
maybe I actually take back the language that I just proposed because we have to 
be careful--- 
 
Participant 2: I mean, we’re still trying to protect the use of space by all nations. 
We wouldn’t let them mess with a ship at sea if it’s in international waters. It’s the 
same thing here. And it’s almost like, if you want to do something like that, they 
should pick a military target as opposed to just a civilian target. 
 
Participant 6: And that’s why I think we should just continue on with the cyber 
attacks, so that way we’re staying in the gray zone and not escalating.Because 
they’re escalating! But if we stay ambiguous with our electronic warfare and 
cyber attacks, then we still stay under that threshold. 
 
Facilitator: A response from Industry. We thank the US government for 
acknowledging the risk we are taking and we appreciate the indemnification 
you have indicated you will be doing. However, we would like the US to know 
that our primary concern in this crisis is that China is trying to blur the military 
commercial line in space. Any response the US takes and any agreement the US 
and China come to should make sure to respect protections for the commercial 
space sector.
Participant 2: I think we need to message them back and say we totally agree, 
and we believe in maintaining the accepted norms, and that that is our primary 
concern. 
 
Participant 5: Well, can we mention that it could be an on-ramp to further 
escalation to make our position clear on this issue?  
 
Participant 6: I don’t think we should be giving industry a lot of information just 
because they are still able to talk to China. 
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Participant 2: I think we just tell them yep, we agree with you. We’re trying to 
protect you all. 
 
Participant 4: Does anyone know how we’re handling Starlink in Ukraine right 
now? Because my understanding is Russia is conducting non kinetic actions 
against Starlink satellites, which is a US based company. They’ve declared that 
they’re a military target, and I don’t think we’ve seen dramatic US responses to 
that. 
 
Participant 5: We have not. I’m pretty sure we’ve maintained ambiguity 
specifically for the reason of not wanting to get ourselves roped into a tit for tat 
situation in case of future aggression against commercial targets. 
 
Participant 4: So I would say we’d probably do the same here. We’d publicly, 
like you’re saying, accept the norms and then conduct grey zone operations in 
response. 
 
Facilitator: Do you want to include this middle sentence? 
 
Participant 4: I wouldn’t have number two or three. I think three is more of an 
internal discussion point. 
 
Facilitator: Okay, great. 
 
Participant 5: Did China respond to our request to chat? 
 
Facilitator: They have, but their Facilitator said that they were taking a few more 
minutes to prepare their thoughts. So hopefully they’ll be over soon. 
 
Participant 4: Why don’t we say we’ll be working with the UN and Congress 
to pass economic sanctions or something along the lines… basically we’ll be 
conducting economic sanctions and working with international partners to 
respond. 
 
China Representative: So I’m here to talk to my American counterpart. And also 
to open by saying that we are very angry and we’re very displeased by the fact 
that the US just launched an unprovoked attack against our ISR satellite. 
 
Participant 2: I don’t know what you’re talking about. 
China Representative: And that’s exactly what a guilty party would say, 
but basically we’re here to deliver China’s message and also clarify any 
misunderstanding through communication. So the first thing is we talked about 
three different levels of escalation, that will launch FOBS and that will conduct 
ground based jamming from Chinese based sites against US C2 infrastructure 
that’s located in orbit whenever they overflight the portion of China that our 
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jamming assets can touch because we want everyone to know that we did it. 
The third escalation option which we consider to be the highest is, and this is 
not a military action but a peaceful demonstration for which we will use one of 
our space cleaners, to de orbit a commercial satellite. And we choose our targets 
very carefully, so we choose a satellite that belongs to a company that only takes 
federal contracts to support the US military exclusively. So we de-orbit one of 
their satellites as a kinetic demonstration of Chinese intent because what we 
perceive is still that over the course of the entire negotiation the US has been 
very aggressive and we still believe that the weather situation interfering with 
our satellites was actually of US origin. We are still willing to talk. That doesn’t 
mean that the Chinese are not willing to talk. We’re very willing to talk but we 
fundamentally reject the paradigm that the US put forward that we have to talk 
to you on every separate domain. We want to talk about real concerns. We want 
to talk about real strategic balances, right? Across all domains. Now our primary 
concern is the South China Sea, the US aggressive presence in the West Pacific. 
So that’s what we will be responding to. That’s the message that we wanna send. 
 
China Representative: I’m also available to answer any questions and 
clarifications as well. 
 
Participant 2: We appreciate you coming over and, first of all, we’re more than 
willing to send some academics over there to help you guys understand the space 
weather phenomenon, which I guess you’re having a little problem with. But the 
next thing is, as we mentioned, we feel that your first two levels of escalation, 
we fear are gonna put us down a slippery slope and might escalate to nuclear 
exchange. You know, launching a FOBS, how can we be assured that it’s gonna 
be a conventional weapon? That’s causing problems. The disrupting of command 
and control again, people might fear that that’s the first sign for some kind of 
first strike attack. And then even though you’re going to de-orbit a commercial 
satellite, it is gonna be an American commercial satellite. You know, if you’re 
wanting to show your capabilities, you’ve got plenty of satellites that you can 
show us your capabilities with, and that would be fine. We’re open to discussing 
it because we’re to a point now, where we feel we’re going to both deploy 
interceptors and we want to do everything we can to not start an arms race in 
space. We’re willing to be open to a diplomatic dialogue of limiting not only these 
weapons but others, and we feel an opportunity that we can start talking about 
these and actually have some form of success. And also if they are deployed, we 
need to set down ground rules, set out no go zones. Yes, we feel like the command 
and control networks and other things like that are too important, and China 
understands too, it’s the same with how you say a strike against hydroelectric 
dams would be considered reasonable to respond with nuclear weapons. We’re 
trying to maintain some assurance of both sides that we’re not going to be blind 
in some form of escalation. So we would like to sit at the table and really start 
working on some of these issues. 
China Representative: Yes, but I think the important thing here, and I’m not sure 
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why this message just keeps not getting across, is that from our perspective, this 
is not an escalation, the escalation has already started. The escalations started 
the day that the US started deploying IRBMs and hypersonic missiles within the 
Western Pacific, and started developing warheads that could actually maneuver 
and cloak and have capabilities to invade existing missile defense system. That’s 
already an escalation. And further escalation through space imagery on the South 
China Sea, that’s what we care about, right? Because you guys keep talking about 
technological safeguards, but we care about our states first. Sure, we may one 
day be able to reach that point, but we wanna talk about what we care about first, 
right? We don’t wanna get accustomed to your rules, to your escalation letters. We 
wanna talk about our concerns first, right? We have not received any responses 
that conform to our concerns, or conform to our perception of escalation. So that’s 
what I would say through unofficial channels. Are there any questions that I can 
clarify? 
 
Participant 4: I think one of our approaches is that the perceived actions that you 
believe the US is conducting and the proposed escalation response of tiers one 
through three all indicate the dangers of further conflict without establishing 
ground rules about how we utilize space and how we utilize these SBI systems 
and their inevitability. Would the Chinese team be open to discussion on that or is 
the China team focused on linking those issues with other geopolitical concerns? 
 
China Representative: The POA’s fundamental doctrine is joint operations. 
Everything is linked. The aerospace force does not operate alone. Neither does the 
rest of the POA. And China always links everything together. The US always tries 
to say otherwise, but China always does. For us, a concern is a concern, a strategic 
concern is a concern. This is in my backyard, this is the South China Sea. I care 
about this. Now that Taiwan’s less of a concern, this is what I focus on, right? 
 
Facilitator: I might have to cap this just because we only have about twelve 
minutes left to communicate. I’m sorry to cut off any discussion, but we can 
continue over email. 
 
China Representative: Feel free to visit our humble palace as well. We will have 
a banquet for you at the people’s hall. Hopefully with better Peking duck than last 
time. 
 
Participant 4: Can we request before he leaves a proposal, correct me if I’m 
wrong team, but I think there’s very few red lines that the US team has in terms of 
linkages, I think we’re open to a variety of different negotiations and options, so 
maybe a requesting a proposal from the China team linking any issues including 
missile appointments in the South China Sea toward improving ground rules 
on SBIs and and their deployments. So maybe what are the critical issues to the 
China team that we need to be considering? I request that proposal? 
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China Representative: So this will be through unofficial channels, right? We 
would say that the US should make a proposal? If you made that official ask that 
we request China make a proposal, we may not respond--- 
Participant 5: Can you clarify through the unofficial channel where your sticking 
points are? 
 
China Representative: We’d say maybe the US should make a gesture, right? 
Like, at our core interest in this instance, touch something on that, right? Our red 
line is the South China Sea, you just touched it. Make a gesture that allows us to 
understand you didn’t mean it, that you’re sensitive to China’s concerns. And then 
we can start talking about other stuff. 
 
Participant 2: But China also just rammed one of our ships. 
 
China Representative: Oh no, that’s a peaceful demonstration. We very carefully 
picked a civilian vessel. 
 
Participant 2: I mean in the Philippines. 
 
China Representative: That was an accident, right? That, we could actually 
go every other way depending on how we wanna interpret it. But our official 
position is that we’re not the ones ramming the Filipinos. The Filipinos were 
openly provocative and they were bad at seamanship and over the course of this 
provocation unavoidably accidents happen. 
 
Control Representative: Hi everyone, sorry just dropping in. If anyone’s still 
visiting from other teams, we do need you to return to your team room just to 
finish out the last 10 minutes of gameplay. 
 
China Representative: Alright, I gotta go. Thank you! 
 
Facilitator: So there are a few communications. From industry, in regards to 
SBI deployment, the commercial sector recommends deploying enough SBIs 
to maintain parity and avoid giving China unilateral advantage, but also advises 
against deploying so many that it seems as though the US is trying to outright 
negate China’s nuclear capability. Furthermore, we recommend that after this 
first wave of deployments, the US government could keep reserves on the ground 
ready to deploy if China expands. We also request that the US avoid detonating 
objects in orbit as much as possible. We would, however, appreciate notice if the 
US receives any intelligence about Chinese activities that could have an adverse 
effect on the commercial sector. 
 
Participant 2: That sounds like what we had planned anyway for the deployment. 
 
Facilitator: Yeah, which is perfect. And then from Control, for the sake of 
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understanding, Control wants to point out that this is a big departure from the 
USG stance. This is in response to what we wrote to China. It is written into 
service level agreements exactly what is going to take place in regard to any 
indemnification. To date, the USG has not said it will indemnify commercial 
companies even if they’re in direct support of military operations. The starting 
point is full compliance with standing service level agreements. The USG would 
probably feel very leery to change that during a crisis like this in particular. 

5: But wasn’t that our position? 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, what are they actually responding to? 
 
Facilitator: They’re responding to the China points and then us saying… 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, because in their message at 6:05 they said we acknowledge 
the US government for the risk and we appreciate the indemnification you have 
indicated you will be providing.  
 
Facilitator: Okay, I can just respond and say this is in alignment with the US. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think everything is in alignment with current US policies 
and practices. 
 
Participant 5: And in understanding of the outer space treaty, right? Like we 
were more so responding to, in our statement that they’re reacting to, towards 
upholding the maintenance of norms established by the outer space treaty and 
recognized by the US? So then on the China points, what are people thinking 
about that? Do we want to ask for a gesture? 
 
Participant 4: I was wondering the same thing. I’m really not too familiar with big 
levels of strategy decisions, but I think it’s reasonable that the US could be open 
to doing a goodwill gesture of some kind. I don’t know, we could have the missile 
deployments in that region finish their training and support security cooperation 
and return to home bases, something that saves face but does satisfy some of their 
concerns. 
 
Participant 2: We could take the example from the Cuban missile crisis and 
remove an older weapon system or something that shows that we’re taking 
something off the board, but nothing that’s gonna actually affect our readiness. 
 
Participant 6: Yeah, I agree with that. 
 
Facilitator: I have an inject from industry, does the US intend to deploy SBIs 
before the end of April to beat China to the punch? We as the commercial sector 
supporting SBIs would need to prepare accordingly. 
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Participant 2: I mean we already have them up there so… we are planning on 
meeting their deployments to maintain parity. 
 
Participant 6: Can we say we’re planning a phased approach?  
 
Participant 2: Yeah, that’s good. Then, do we want to offer the Chinese something 
like removal of an older weapon system? 
 
4: I would say yes. I think with the construct of the game, it’s difficult to 
negotiate. I 
mean obviously it would be difficult in real life, but I think there’s some artificial 
constraints here. So I think yeah I think we try to do something.  
 
Participant 2: Since this is set in the future so I don’t know what we have 
specifically, but can we write that in a way as a back channel that we’re willing to 
remove an older weapon system as a show of good faith? 
 
Facilitator: Okay, I can send this over to China. 
 
Participant 2: Also in good faith as requested, we look forward to the opening of 
the diplomatic dialogue on the removal of other weapon systems from the region 
to provide stability. 
 
Participant 5: Do we wanna say that we will commit to refraining from physical 
attacks beyond our allies EEZ zones or is that getting a little too promising for us? 
 
Participant 4:I think that’s too promising. I don’t even think we’d say this. I think 
we’d probably realistically couch it in some sort of language of, we’ve removed 
the system because of end of life or we’re replacing it with a new system. There’d 
be some kind of diplomatic cover that we would do. I don’t know if we’ve ever 
done anything and called it a goodwill gesture blatantly. 
 
Participant 2: We could just be like, hey, we’re, we’re doing this. 
 
Participant 5: Wait, is this through the back channel or publicly?  
 
Participant 2: Back channel, yes. 
 
Facilitator: Great. I think I can send it off then. And that will be the last 
communication of today. 
 
Participant 5: So do we now go back to the other room? 
 
Facilitator: First we make the slides for the questions. So what might the US 
or China do to counter one another’s space based interceptors operations in 
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supporting satellites as well as proximity operations and incidents and interference 
activities attributable and non attributable? 
 
Participant 5: I think this is where we specified that I think we’re still preferencing 
jamming and cyber actions over RPOS because we want to not further provoke 
the situation. And then I think we’re supposed to choose one type of satellite, 
right? Is ISR still the consensus here? 
 
Participant 2: I think so. 
 
Facilitator: Anything else that anyone wants to add? 
 
Participant 6: Maybe establish keepout zones? I guess that would fall into our 
ISRs. 
5: Do we wanna specify that we’re gonna continue to pursue negotiations around 
FOBS? Nuclear capabilities in space… what was the other? I think there was 
another thing, protection for command and control satellites and early warning 
systems? Sorry is this going to Control? 
 
Facilitator: No, sorry, this is our presentation, like our briefing. 
 
Participant 5: Okay. 
 
Participant 6: Would repositioning some of our more vulnerable satellites be too 
escalatory? 
 
Participant 5: Which ones? 
 
Participant 6: I’m not sure. Just, is something worth mentioning, or maybe not. 
 
Participant 2: Do we wanna deploy SBIs to protect our vulnerable satellites, 
maybe? 
 
Participant 5: That also gives cover to the phase deployment that we’re pursuing. 
 
Participant 2: So if they put something there, then we’ll have a way to take it out. 
 
Participant 6: Yeah, that makes sense. 
 
Participant 5: Yeah, maybe we could even say in response to future aggressive 
maneuvers. 
 
Facilitator: Awesome. Does anyone have anything else to add to this one?... And 
then the second question is, are there any diplomatic off ramps possible to the 
crises that the teams are facing? What might they be? 
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Participant 4: I think we’re doing a fairly aggressive job of trying to do 
negotiations with the China team, so I think I think we’ve seen potential for 
that. This maybe a facet of the game, but it seems difficult to really understand 
where their red lines are, and how do we begin that negotiation? I don’t know if 
that’s a comment here, or maybe a comment in the hot wash later. My feeling is 
that it seems hard to get that ball rolling because I think the US team is open to 
negotiation. 
 
Participant 5: Yeah, I feel like we could honestly cut one of the bullets from the 
previous slide that addressed this and paste it in the pursuing the negotiations part. 
 
Participant 4: And then maybe add rules of the road, kind of the ground rules… 
accepting that SBIs are going to be deployed and trying to mitigate escalation 
concerns. 
 
6: Yeah, and I feel like we didn’t really get a lot of clarification with China. So 
maybe 
we could potentially propose a pause in proximity maneuvers of military 
satellites?  
 
Participant 5: I’m trying to think if we can involve a… like how Pakistan we’re 
utilizing in our current situation with Iran, like any other allies in the region or 
anything? Like if we’re having trouble engaging the Chinese and getting clarity 
from them, like maybe starting a larger discussion involving other nations that 
China might have an incentive to sign on to could be an idea. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, maybe through a multilateral treaty proposal of some kind 
or UN proposal. Also with Iron, we decided we’re utilizing third party friendly 
countries to conduct negotiations, I don’t know who that would be for China 
specifically in this region, but maybe we utilize a Chinese ally to encourage 
diplomacy. 
 
Participant 5: And then that’s just a treaty proposal for the bullet. 
 
Facilitator: Okay, and then question three, and we can always go back and just 
read through them again to make changes before presenting. How does industry 
view the unfolding crazies as it affects their business if at all? How might the 
US private space industry appeal to the US or Chinese governments? Please 
elaborate. Is this only for industry? Let me double check. 
 
Participant 2: I mean, they seem to be worried that they’re gonna lose their 
satellites and no one’s gonna pay for them. 
 
Participant 5: Yeah, and the way that implicates us is we’ve already committed 
to financial support throughout the crisis. We’ve reaffirmed our commitment to 
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covering liability through our commitment to the OST principles more generally, 
which is maybe what we can use as cover for our position on the ambiguous 
commercial dual use designation. 
 
Participant 4: I would advocate scaling that back. I think we may have goofed a 
little bit and overstated the USG’s position on indemnification and payment for 
military damages. I think we just say that we support the status quo in regards to 
USG support for commercial assets damaged by another state actor, something 
along those lines that basically we support the status quo and we reaffirm the 
boundaries between commercial assets and military actors. Just so we’re not 
promising something that the US government wouldn’t actually promise or do in 
reality. 
 
Participant 5: No, that’s a very fair point, yeah. 
 
Facilitator: Awesome, and this is more for industry, but we can definitely say that 
regardless. Anything else we wanna throw in here? 
 
Participant 5: Maybe just clarify that deploying the SBIs is not an all at once 
thing. It’s part of the phased approach with the goal to maintain parity. 
4: Yeah, agreed. And then maybe at the bottom, maybe in parentheses to indicate 
not for China, that the US government will conduct a number of gray zone 
activities to affect all aspects of the Chinese development, procurement, and 
deployment of these capabilities. I think we generally do that across the board. 
 
Facilitator: Sorry, could you say that one more time? 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, for the procurement and deployment of Chinese space based 
interceptors. 
 
Participant 5: I’m good to look at the next slide. Do we want to specify anything 
about the South China Sea stuff here? 
 
Participant 6: Well, I think it’s hard because they keep saying South China Sea, 
but they’re not specifying exactly where and we do have locations there, so it’s 
not like we don’t care. So maybe if they want to specify where? But maybe their 
tactic is to be ambiguous. 
 
Participant 4: I think he’s trying to role play how China reacts in the real world. I 
think he’s doing a fairly good job. It’s just frustrating for the game. 
 
Participant 6: I agree. He’s very good at it. 
 
Participant 4: I think that from my perspective this is fine. I think we’ve hit the 
major diplomatic offerings. 
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Facilitator: These are the two main questions and then this was something that 
we were asked to send an official response to during the game. But we also don’t 
have to, just cause we have extra time if we wanted to address it, but we can also 
choose not to. It’s not part of the presentation. 
 
Participant 5: Well yes, we do want to pursue the diplomatic talks, but I think 
we’re all just responding to the most recent directive from Control of what our 
president was pushing for here, which is to not militarily escalate. So is this kind 
of us providing a contingency plan if the president changes position? 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think it’s about identifying that first mover advantage. At 
what point do we maybe disregard the diplomatic talks and, and realize we have 
to capitalize before we lose it all. That’s how I interpret that anyways.  
 
Participant 5: Well then probably, I feel like a red line there would be the physical 
maneuvering of our space assets in orbit and or FOBS deployment. I think FOBS 
is kind of a big deal given the nuclear possibility. 
 
4: I’m not sure about that. I think China has routinely tested the FOBS. It’s not a 
massive improvement in capability, it’s just a nuanced approach from a different 
direction. I don’t think the joint force cares too much about the FOBS. 
 
Participant 5: Okay. Well, do we think that there would still be a red line around 
physical maneuvering of our assets in orbit or no? 
 
Participant 4: I think if there’s enough space based interceptors that it 
compromises the US’s ability to apply nuclear weapons, I think that would reach 
a red line. So there is a number eventually. Like if they put 20 I don’t think we’re 
worried, if they put 2000, and the game indicates that they could stop a full 
launch, I think that would be a concern. So I would say yes, there is a red line, as 
soon as different elements of the triad are evaluated to not be effective then I think 
we would start proactive action. 
 
Participant 2: I think that’s kind of what we agreed on. 
 
Facilitator: I can also save this as a draft in the emails again because it’s not part 
of the presentation and we can kind of sleep on it and circle back. 
 
Participant 4: So what’s left for us? What’s our next task? 
 
Facilitator: It’s just to finish these slides. So we’re just done a little early. 
Everyone can take a little break if we don’t have anything else to add, and I can 
send these over to the core team. And then Participant 2, are you prepared to 
present on these? 
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Participant 5: I have one other thought that might be shot down. Because we said 
that the desire for inspection of our sites was no longer relevant, and I’m just 
thinking about their tunneling capability and I’m wondering if that’s something 
that we would want to potentially try and negotiate more access or oversight on 
given the escalation? I don’t even know if that’s something that they would ever 
agree to do, but I’m just throwing it out there as a discussion point. 
 
Participant 4: You’re talking about the building of silos and bunkers to hide 
military assets by China? 
 
Participant 5: Yeah, and I’m thinking in response to their request to have similar 
types of oversight into our sites as well. But again it may not be realistic. I feel 
like I’m answering my own question as I’m saying it out loud, because it doesn’t 
feel super realistic, so I think unless anyone else has their wheels turning I think 
we can disregard that. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think it’s just too common. I think all the major state actors 
bury everything. I think that’s just the reality. I think the US military is aware 
of that and posturing to counter that. But I think we could talk about maybe silo 
restrictions, the numbers of things they’re burying, just maybe not the burying 
itself. 
2: That’s something that we’re trying to open up, linking this with other 
discussions. 
 
Participant 5: Oftentimes we offer things that we know they’ll never say yes to 
and that would never actually come to pass just as a show of good faith. But I like 
the way you phrased it, which was a little bit more vague. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, maybe in the theme of countering one another’s space based 
interceptors, we’re not just responding in space we’re responding across the 
theme of integrated deterrents, we’re posturing assets in the South China Sea,  
we’re conducting diplomatic attacks, we’re doing a variety of things all with the 
purpose of countering space based interceptors. 
 
Participant 5: Which indeed is adopting their viewpoint they said, which is that 
they want to link the regional dynamics with the grander scheme. I think this 
looks great. 
 
Facilitator: Awesome. Then if we’re good to go and we’re happy with this and no 
one has any other additions, we can all take a ten minute break before the last half 
hour, and I can send these over. 
 
Participant 4: Can you go to the last slide, number four? 
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Facilitator: Yeah, totally. I did get confirmation from the Control Representative 
that this is mainly for industry, but they did say everyone is welcome to share 
their thoughts. 
 
Participant 4: Oh, you’re saying the question itself is mostly for industry. 
 
Participant 2: Alright, so we’ll meet in the big room in about ten minutes. See 
everyone there!
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Private Industry Team Meeting

Participant 1: Thanks to our Facilitator for sharing the PowerPoint. Yeah I gotta be 
honest, I’m still a little confused, so can you walk us through what we do now?  
 
Facilitator: There is a lot going on today, so I have a slide that shows what is 
going on at each phase of the game. I also have a tab with an email for our team 
pulled up, so if we want to communicate with the US team or the China team 
we can do that. I can send anyone a message. Just let me know what we want 
to say and we can workshop something like we did with our message to the 
United States yesterday. But, for the moment, what we are meant to do is think 
about how we would want America’s president to respond to China’s in progress 
development of an SBI constellation and then maybe tell the United States what 
we want in some way in the next thirty minutes. 
 
Participant 1: And then also talk about targeting lists? I gotta be honest I don’t 
know a lot about Chinese space capabilities in granularity. I don’t know if anyone 
here does. 
 
Participant 2: I sort of do. It depends on what they assume for this scenario. It’d 
be more of like, their space situational awareness satellites because they provide 
queuing and targeting. If the US was at active war, I’d say target only their space 
based situational awareness radars on the ground and any telescope sites, but I 
don’t think that’s a part of this scenario. But anything that allows them to queue or 
help queue their space based interceptors onto commercial satellites--- 
I mean, do we want to talk about, does the US have the ability to launch a 
VLF transmitter satellite? That might be useful in terms of preempting further 
escalation with nuclear weapons in space if that is an issue just to prevent the 
pumping of the Van Allen belts that would then damage many other satellites. 
 
Facilitator: And we already have an inject. So this is in the chat, but I’ll also read 
it out. The death of American Coast Guard personnel is met with public outrage 
in the US. The White House, however, wants to avoid any escalation that would 
result in a major war with China. At the White House situation room, the president 
meets with his military and security advisors who suggest a way to deter further 
Chinese provocation would be to temporarily disable or degrade some of China’s 
most important satellites. The president’s advisors point out that it is especially 
timely to do this because of solar disturbances that could be used as a plausible 
way of denying responsibility for the interference. As for which Chinese satellites 
should be targeted, the president’s advisors recommended focusing on one type of 
satellite, the missile related systems which would get Beijing’s attention most as 
they were the latest, greatest, and the ones that would bear in the most coordinated 
forces generally and specifically. 
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Participant 1: Okay, I don’t know if this is trying to break the thing, but I would 
say target their other ISR satellites rather than their missile warning satellites. If 
the Chinese are already on edge, with any sort of space weather then it’s gonna 
be an issue for us to directly recommend jamming them. I would say any other 
secondary satellites again that are used for queuing. I mean, if they’re up in 
GEO, which I think they said that they are, then they’re not gonna be useful for 
either assisting their naval operations back on earth. I would say degrade and jam 
their ISR and potentially localized communications, anything that they can for 
navigation also within the area to impede their operations, that would be a strong 
response. 
 
Participant 1: Facilitator, are you taking notes? Or how do we know our response? 
 
Facilitator: I can write down something that we would want to send to the teams.  
 
Participant 1: Or is this something we verbally tell the US team? 
 
Facilitator: At 630 one of us can go there to talk to the United States about what 
our position is, but we can also communicate via email in the meantime. If we 
want me to be taking notes on everything we’re saying and sending that over to 
the other team I can, but if we also just want to have a dialogue about things we 
can do that too. 
 
Participant 1: Alright, I just want to make sure whoever goes over to the US 
government isn’t forced to recreate it from scratch. But we can just discuss as a 
group for now. Please continue, 
2. 
 
Participant 2: No worries. That was kind of it essentially, again, just blinding 
everything but their missile warning capabilities, degrading their space situational 
capabilities by whatever means that we can. If we can somehow conduct 
electronic warfare against either ground based sites or impede their ability to track 
and locate any satellites that could be potentially targeted by their space based 
interceptor constellation or any other constellation, whether it be RPA or other 
things. I would recommend that and for the commercial satellites, I would start 
if possible lowering the operational altitude to the bare minimum, that way that 
if any debris is generated, any kind of Kessler effect or Kessler syndrome would 
be greatly minimized to the very low Earth orbit, and thus reduce the chance of 
further effects that would impact our operations. 
 
Participant 1: Alright, let’s pick that up in a minute. I think it’s a thing we 
should discuss as a group because as the commercial sector I think we’ll have 
opinions on that. One thing I would also add and you mentioned, but just really to 
emphasize China has about ten space based SSA satellites, so definitely we would 
be focusing on those. It’s not just their ground stations. But also do we want to try 
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and interfere, like you said, to degrade their SSA capabilities? They have a lot of 
ground stations internationally, do we wanna try and do anything to those in terms 
of jamming or cyber attacks or anything like that? 
 
Participant 2: I would recommend that. I mean, if we have any input into the US 
government side of things. 
 
Participant 1: Apparently we do. 
 
Participant 2: Well, then that’s what I would recommend. Make them as blind as 
we can without openly going to war, and then that’ll hopefully show them that 
the US’s stance is if you’re gonna do this, this is what is gonna happen to start 
and then if need be, we can escalate from there. But it also reduces the risk of 
inadvertently making them too cautious and making them think that we’re about 
to commit some kind of first strike action by intentionally not going after their 
most critical and foundational early warning systems. 
 
Participant 1: All right, great. Participant 4, I see your hand raised, what do you 
think? 
 
Participant 4: I think we’re speaking with an industry perspective about what the 
US is looking to do in China and what strikes me is I am not a fan of this idea 
of, we want to deter China and we want to do this in some way where there’s 
ambiguity as to whether it’s deliberate interference or whether it’s this space 
weather or naturally occurring anomalies. On the one hand, I’m not sure that 
accomplishes the deterrence effect. I hate to tell the government how to deter, 
but that looks like a very confusing deterrence message, and second, in the 
midst of that confusion, I see the potential for China to reach potentially very 
unpredictable conclusions about who’s responsible for that. And so any of us that 
contribute to this mission could find ourselves, even if we don’t contribute to the 
mission, China could find us interesting to respond to for whatever reason, and 
that ambiguity could be the pretext for why they picked my company that had 
no involvement in the activity. So that’s my commercial view. I don’t like this 
ambiguity. It strikes me as ineffective as deterrence and very high risk as a sector. 
 
Participant 1: What do other people think about that? 
 
Participant 2: I concur, being ambiguous in such a way with such assets is not 
wise. 
 
Participant 1: Let’s make a statement and say this is what you’re doing or make it 
clear that it’s what the US is deliberately doing as opposed to being solar weather. 
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Participant 2: Yes, say that we’re actually doing these actions because we believe 
you’re being in a threatening posture, but we are not interfering with your national 
survival by jamming or interfering with early warning systems. 
 
Participant 1: Does China have a lot of space based early warning systems? I 
know they have some missile tracking but not a lot I don’t think. 
 
Participant 2: I think the scenario kind of predicts that they would have a lot, I 
think they said 10 or 20 in GEO which I think that is what they’re planning out 
from what I’ve researched. They have a lot of ground based radars though, a ton. 
 
Participant 1: Other thoughts about targets for China? 
 
Participant 8: You may have discussed this yesterday, so I apologize, but I think 
I wonder if we also just need to have a quick discussion about exactly what our 
position is as commercial providers? Because I think we’ve talked about what 
we might advise the US government, but I think we just need to have some 
understanding amongst ourselves about what position do we want? What is the 
outcome of this that we might want for the commercial industry? And obviously 
because we’re a group of commercial operators we’re gonna have slightly 
different positions, but do we have any customers who might be affected by 
any of these actions taken? Are we wanting to continue long term business with 
some of these people in different regions? And of course obviously, we’re gonna 
be worried about where debris is being created and where we operate. So I just 
wonder if we might need to have a quick check in about how in on this are we and 
how much are we gonna step back? 
 
Participant 1: We did discuss this yesterday, and just to clarify one thing really 
quickly, we are not commercial operators, we are the commercial sector. So that 
can include operators, it can include launchers, it can include SSA providers, it 
can include orbital data centers. So just to make clear, it’s not just the operators, 
but it’s other folks as well. And the point we made yesterday, which you’re 
highlighting as well, is that it’s not it’s not a monolithic entity, it’s not one 
perspective, you know, those who are supporting SBIs are gonna be happy to 
see them being done because they’re gonna make money off of it, but others 
who have to operate in that environment and are not making any money off of it 
probably don’t want it to happen because it’s gonna increase their costs. I think 
probably the only thing everyone agrees on is that they don’t want their costs 
to go up generally speaking, and then also they don’t want a lot of overly rigid 
regulations, you know, they want a predictable stable operating environment with 
light regulatory touch. Other thoughts from folks though? Oh wait hold on, we got 
a clarification from Control.  
 
Facilitator: Yes. The US team asked whether the 30 April date for launching is 
public knowledge and Control clarified that the US government knows from 
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classified Intel sources that China is actively launching with an intended goal for 
the end of April and the Washington Post has also talked about it based on open 
source geo-intelligence. 
 
Participant 1: Okay. I don’t think that changes us at all. 
 
Facilitator: I don’t think that that is very relevant for us, but they did loop us in on 
this. But I do want to ask if any of what we’re talking about is something we want 
to communicate to the US team early on to inform their discussions before we go 
talk to them in person or do we wanna just discuss as a group first? 
 
Participant 6: I was going to say that it looks very clear that the US government 
wanted to target early warning and we are very opposed to that. So I think we 
should let them know very fast. Also, I have a feeling that this recent inject means 
to tell us that it may be that the US wants to reply to the SBI deployment by China 
with other deployments or we may have to think about other things like an RPO 
campaign on those SBIs that have been launched, or some kind of maneuvers or 
exercises around them that we can support. 
 
Participant 2: Just in relation to that, I feel like our position knowing that this is 
happening as US industry or industry in general, we don’t want the Chinese to 
have the monopoly on SBIs in space because they then have the potential to lock 
anybody out. So whether that be from launches, because a rocket launch is just the 
same as an ICBM, in fact it’s a lot easier to hit than ICBM. And so I feel like we 
would want to say you must respond in some way to their SBI system, whether 
that be encouraging the US to deploy it ahead of theirs to kind of ensure detente, 
that’s essentially my piece about that. 
 
Participant 1: Do we know when they’re testing the SBIs? Have they done any 
space based intercept attempts? 
 
Participant 2: To my understanding that information hasn’t been made clear either 
way. Other than that the US has some early SBIs. 
 
Participant 1: Cause in yesterday’s brief out, the US team said they are deploying 
and testing SBIs. So does that mean space based interceptors? Can we ask about 
that? 
 
Facilitator: Yes, can you repeat and I’ll send? 
 
Participant 1: I’d like to know if the US has tested in space with the space based 
interceptors that created debris. Because I think that’s something that we all agree 
on, we prefer not to create debris that we have to operate in. There are some ways 
one might be able to mitigate that a little bit, but I’d just like to get a sense of 
where they are with that. 
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Participant 2: If anything because of how we did with both Burnt Frost and, I 
think even USA 
1903 in the 80s, and Burnt Frost being the more recent one, they’d probably 
engage a very low Earth orbit satellite that’s literally just about to reenter. The 
US has demonstrated great caution compared to India or Russia or China when it 
comes to live ASAT tests in low Earth orbit. 
 
Facilitator: Okay, I just sent the question. I will let you know when they get back 
to us. 
 
Participant 1: Then also we want to let them know that we’re worried about 
escalation, and if the US were to interfere with China’s early warning satellites, 
we worry that that would lead to escalation and would make it a more dangerous 
environment for us to operate in. So we’re actually recommending against that, 
right? As a group, do we agree on that? 
 
Participant 5: I concur. 
 
Participant 3: Makes sense to me. 
 
Participant 1: Okay. When they respond, can we email them that? 
 
Facilitator: So I asked Control whether the US has tested SBIs in space because 
I think that’s more of a question about the lead up. Then I will send the US and 
Control a message communicating that we don’t want escalation right now, so I 
think we can do them independently. I’m drafting up the second message right 
now. 
 
Participant 1: All right. Well while we’re discussing that, Participant 2 mentioned 
the idea of recommending the commercial sector that they start lowering down to 
lower altitudes so that if they’re dealing with debris… Well actually how would 
the commercial sector lowering themselves affect the reentry of debris? Because if 
they are targeted that means the debris would be lower. 
 
Participant 2: Yes, the debris would be lower, so any resultant debris field would 
immediately or rapidly within days or weeks reenter. If we can do any inclination 
changes, which would be expensive, but since I assume whoever can or who 
ever is operating the largest constellations can be posed to start changing their 
inclination that would make it harder for the space based interceptors to engage 
and intercept the satellites. 
 
Participant 1: I mean, would that come at a pretty great cost to us? I think about 
when there are solar flares and space weather and the satellites have to keep 
maneuvering themselves to keep from reentering. It burns a lot of fuel and there’s 
a lot of concern, and also it would affect missions, right? If you’re on a mission 
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that you need to be, let’s say at 500 km out and you have to move down to 200, 
are you gonna be able to continue to do what you’re supposed to do? So we might 
do it but say we’ll do it but we want to be reimbursed for this.  
 
Facilitator: I have a response for the clarification question, which is that 
developmental tests were conducted during the negotiations, but they never fired 
at orbiting objects, so there was no debris. And then I have a draft message to 
send to the United States about our position about targeting, which I sent in the 
chat. And if that looks good to the team, I can send that. 
 
Participant 1: Sure. It says we would like the US to know we are worried about 
escalation. We figure if the US were to target China’s early warning satellites this 
could create an unstable situation which would be detrimental to the functioning 
of the space commercial sector. Works for me. What do you guys think? 
 
Participant 6: Should we add what we said about targeting SSA instead of ground 
based operations? 
 
Participant 1: Is that something we’ll discuss when we go in? 
 
Facilitator: I actually added a line saying we look forward to meeting soon to 
discuss next steps. 
 
Participant 7: Would it be better if we advise more than express fear? Like give 
them advice on how they should move instead of expressing our fears? 
 
Participant 1: We can say we recommend that the US does something. Because 
we are worried about installation, right? So we recommend that the US not do it 
because our worry is that if the US does then…. is that what you’re saying? 
 
Participant 7: But to an extent, it’s more like the ambiguity suggestion that was 
discussed before. There is the idea of using Control’s ambiguity where we can use 
ambiguity tactically, not strategically. So the US should neither confirm nor deny 
the involvement but they should privately and publicly signal that it’s not seeking 
permanent damage to China’s strategic learning systems. So we let China wonder 
who did it because using that increases the demand for the private industry and 
it preserves deterrence without destroying the market and also strengthens the 
industry’s political leverage wherein the White House becomes more dependent 
on the private industry. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, so do other people agree because that’s actually the opposite 
of what we’d been saying earlier? 
 
Participant 7: It’s just a suggestion, expressing an advisory stance more than fear. 
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Facilitator: I think part of the problem is that we don’t quite yet have an advisory 
stance, but we’d still like to communicate something to the US while we put a 
stance together. If we want to wait until we have a more coherent stance I can 
wait. 
 
Participant 1: I’m okay sending the message as is now but then formalizing our 
stance before we talk to them directly. We can have a stronger message to send 
at that point. But I think the point of sending it now is like, look, we really don’t 
want you to do this because we’re worried about how it would affect us. 
 
Participant 3: I have a quick quick little thought based on what was talked about 
before, it would kind of tie into the ambiguity piece if when we do talk to them, 
we say instead of just targeting those, you’re also gonna hit some other satellites 
and things as well. So that way it’s kind of spread across so it doesn’t look like it 
was just a targeted thing. That creates some of that ambiguity, so maybe that could 
be part of our position. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, good point. Can we send this message now, the email as it is?  
 
Facilitator: I sent it.  
 
Participant 1: Problem solved. Okay, Participant 3, continue? 
 
Participant 3: Maybe the comment about ambiguity could tie in with what 
was said earlier about if we’re targeting those interceptors, the SBIs, if we’re 
specifically targeting them, whatever it was we were gonna do to them, then we 
should also target some of the other satellites that China has as well, so it looks 
more ambiguous instead of a targeted thing. 
 
Participant 1: Why would targeting more satellites be more ambiguous? 
 
Participant 3: Well, I guess so it doesn’t look like you’re specifically going after 
their interceptors. That way you can say it was the solar flares or whatever that 
was going on. Because solar flares don’t know what electrical systems they’re 
gonna mess with. It’s gonna be a lot of things, right? 
 
Participant 1: What do other people think about that? 
 
Participant 8: I suppose I’m still sort of trying to work through the spectrum of 
interests too, because I think what I’m thinking about as a commercial industry 
person is the industry is really broad. I’m thinking about members of our industry 
who are involved in verification procedures who do LEO observation or ground 
based services or whatever. Every one of these options that we’re going through is 
gonna impact those sectors of the industry quite differently. And I think that’s why 
I liked the point that we’re worried about escalation because that makes it really, 
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really broad. 
 
Participant 8: So, I think again with the targeting of different things, then that’s 
gonna implicate other parts of the industry who would be involved in providing 
verification advice. So I suppose I’m getting back to the point which is we’re 
worried about and everything you do is gonna impact us badly, and we can’t at the 
moment predict exactly what that impact is going to be. So yes it might need us 
to maneuver in LEO, but it might require a whole lot of other things as well. So 
maybe that big ticket item is whatever you do, just be aware it’s gonna massively 
disrupt the commercial space industry and that’s gonna disrupt you in ways that at 
the moment are probably unpredictable. 
Participant 1: Right, those kinds of consequences for US national security 
missions. Other thoughts? 
 
Participant 5: On my end my take away here is, I’m understanding the desire 
to deteriorate further any Chinese provocations, but maybe interferences with 
these systems really do carry a significant risk of escalation because China could 
interpret such actions as an attempt to undermine its strategic deterrent rather than 
as any limited signal. So maybe from an industry perspective on our end, we’re 
seeing that an escalation cycle in space would really just threaten the stability of 
the commercial space environment, increase risks to dual use and commercial 
satellites. It could raise insurance and operating costs and really potentially place 
commercial infrastructure at greater risk for retaliation in that regard. So I would 
encourage that the US just leverages its comparative advantages, things like 
launch capacity, resilience, and rapid reconstitution, rather than actions that could 
be perceived as attacks on strategic warning systems. I know we already sent the 
message for the US, but maybe we just add that in our verbal discussion. 
 
Facilitator: Really quickly, I have another inject. I’m sending it in the chat, 
but I’ll also read it out loud. The Control team says a widely used commercial 
earth observation satellite operated by the US based firm provides imagery 
that significantly improves the ability of US and allied forces to track naval 
movements in the South China Sea during a regional standoff. Chinese officials 
publicly accused the company of acting as a military intelligence officer and 
warned that in times of crisis, these commercial systems will be legitimate 
military targets. US commercial firms supporting hostile military activity cannot 
assume immunity. Multiple commercial and military satellites begin experiencing 
intermittent signal interference and temporary loss of control. Attribution is 
unclear, analysts disagree whether this is deliberate or natural, insurers warn 
commercial operators that they may not be covered and their premiums for cover 
will increase. 
 
Participant 1: The insurance company is always coming in to take your money. 
This is where indemnity would come in handy. Do people have thoughts on this? 
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Participant 2: Begin counter EW operations immediately, because interference 
would have to be unnatural. It’s not from solar storms or anything else because 
it can’t reach down that far into LEO. If commercial Earth observation satellites, 
unless it is having a natural problem or hit with a micro-meteroid if it’s having 
issues with its control systems, it’s probably being attacked electronically, which 
is a clear attribution to China. 
 
Participant 1: Do we want any kind of support? Financially or with regards to 
insurance or cyber protection or anything like that? Yeah, we’ll request cyber to 
protect detection as well as requesting counter EW stuff. 
 
Facilitator: I can send that to the United States right now. I will also say that we 
are meant to send someone to speak with the United States team in six minutes, so 
now might be a good time to hash out who we want to do that. We can send one or 
two people. 
Participant 6: Okay. 
 
Participant 4: It seems to me that what we’re really gonna care about here is 
while we would appreciate counter EW stuff to protect and defend, the kind 
of support that the the military has planned to provide for commercial at times 
like this. But at the end of the day, what we’re gonna care about is, ok, services 
have now actually been disrupted as we’re providing services to the military and 
intelligence customers, what is the bottom line on this? Does the money from the 
customer still come or not? And I think that would be informative for how we go 
forward as commercial actors because if the money stops coming, if our asset is 
degraded by an adversary’s action, our motivation to put our assets in harm’s way 
has to be diminished. So knowing what the US intends to do in terms of payments 
through this crisis where our output is degraded is gonna be instructive of what 
commercial will be able to continue to provide through conflict or through this 
crisis at least. 
 
Participant 1: Other thoughts? 
 
Participant 8: I would go further. I would say this is gonna seriously damage our 
business. We want our US government customers to continue to pay us for the 
services that we’re providing, but we’re also going to be in breach of contracts to 
all of our other customers, so we want full indemnity for what’s being done. 
 
Participant 2: I was gonna say if we don’t respond to this, or encourage 
responding to this Chinese will just do this at will. How do we know that if the 
US backs down that the Chinese won’t continue to just keep on screwing the 
commercial industry over? We have no guarantee of that from the Chinese.  
 
Participant 1: One of the things I always said about electronic warfare is I think 
it’s very usable. It’s reversible and it’s temporary, but the person who’s being 
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jammed does not know how temporary it is, right? You don’t know if it’s gonna 
happen again or always or what have you, so that’s definitely a concern. 
 
Facilitator: I have a draft of a message we can send to the United States leading 
up to sending someone there in person to further discuss these requests. 
 
Participant 1: I think this captures it. 
 
Participant 6: Retaliation is maybe a bit strong. Should we ask for protection from 
the US government instead? 
 
Participant 1: Oh, we asked for cyber protection. I think the point is that we want 
to make sure that this is not unanswered. So retaliation can be a lot of things. 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, it’s meant to be strong but also vague. 
Facilitator: Okay, I will send that.
 
Participant 1: And then I would actually recommend sending Participant 2 and 5 
over. Are you okay with that? 
 
Participant 2: I can stay in this room and jump on the other and just be muted on 
this one. I won’t transfer any information directly, but I just want to have the notes 
up for reference.  
 
Facilitator: I’m also pasting everything in one message. There’s a lot of notes, but 
you can see it in the chat. 
 
Participant 1: So we talked a lot about this. We wanted the ambiguity and 
our recommendations to not go after targets that would immediately lead to 
escalation. We’re worried about costs, We’re worried about stability. There was 
the point about it’ll affect the different parts of industry differently. Big ticket 
item, it’s gonna have an effect on the commercial sector which will affect US 
National Security. I think this really captures it well. The one part we didn’t come 
to agreement on is whether we wanted the interference to be deliberately apparent 
that it’s the United States or whether we still want the US government to be 
ambiguous. What did people think about that? 
 
Participant 3: It’s almost interesting since we got this other inject that maybe you 
do want to be more apparent about it. 
 
Facilitator: Then Participant 2, the link is in the chat whenever you’re ready.  
 
Participant 2: Roger that. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, and Participant 5? 
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Participant 5: I can give it a go. Alright, I’ll see you guys. 
 
Facilitator: Good luck. 
 
Participant 1: Do we have other stuff we want to discuss? Building on the point 
about how different commercial sectors will be affected differently, do we want to 
try and spell out our thinking about how the operators versus the launch providers 
versus the SSA people will be affected differently? Or does that not matter? 
Because it looks like they’re focusing mostly on what’s actually in space, but a lot 
of the space systems are not in space, so maybe we can talk about that a little bit. 
We talked about cyber protection, but I’m thinking, when Russia invaded Ukraine 
they went after ground terminals, so things like that, do we want to focus on that a 
little bit? Or does anyone have thoughts about that? 
 
Participant 8: I think that’s important because I suppose in a sense you’re 
talking to people potentially who use spaces very much as the strategic asset 
and we’re working in supporting that part of the industry. But perhaps it’s also 
worth reminding the US that there is the potential for an impact on day to day 
operations, on banking. There is an effect that it could potentially have on say the 
US population. Just a friendly reminder that the space industry now is embedded 
in all parts of life. It’s not just a strategic asset, and potentially services also that 
we provide to our other strategic partners in the region. Because I think that’s part 
of the scenario too, the US still has their own good relationships with Australia, 
Japan, et cetera, and we’re probably providing services to them. So, what are we 
going to say to our regional customers if our service is disrupted? 
 
Participant 1: Right, like there was just an article last week about New Zealand’s 
using Star Shield now. 
 
Participant 8: Yeah, so are we gonna say to New Zealand by the way, it might be 
disrupted a lot next week, but it’s all ok and don’t worry, and don’t tell anyone! 
 
Participant 1: We also didn’t finish discussing whether we wanted to recommend 
moving satellites lower. I kind of feel like that would be a lot. 
 
Participant 6: I have a feeling anyway for commercial satellites that the capability 
of moving that you have is quite reduced. They are not planned for this. So if you 
put down some satellites, you’re never going to be able to put them up. You’re not 
going to have the capability for that. This sounds like a very last resource situation 
when escalation has gone very high, so we are in active war.  
 
Participant 1: Right, because the thinking was that if we ourselves became targets, 
that means the debris would come down later, so basically it’s a suicide mission 
for us. So maybe not so much. 
 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

137

Participant 6: There was a comment stating that 30 April was the date on which 
the Chinese were going to launch the first batch of interceptors. We’ve not thought 
about this, but maybe the US government is thinking of launching ahead of them. 
I really doubt they are going to launch in a way in which our interceptors can 
intercept the deployment of the satellites. I really doubt that. It will not be very 
intelligent from the Chinese government given that we only have twenty satellites 
I think. 
 
Participant 1: And what is the current date? Are we in April or January? 
 
Participant 6: Yes. So, we tell the government that we are ready to launch earlier if 
it’s necessary and can the launchers modify their schedules to provide early lift to 
the US government if they need?  
 
Participant 1: That’s something to discuss. Because the launch industry would 
be fine. But the operators would probably not be fans of that, right? I was just 
reading today, you know, all the new stories have been coming out about Amazon 
Leo getting special dispensation to not have fifty percent of their satellites up. 
Part of the reason that they said was we have had a hard time getting on launchers 
because we keep getting pushed off for military payloads and things like that. 
Our team should be back any minute now, right? So we can bring that up. Other 
thoughts? Do we want to make the point as well that this is gonna affect the 
private sector independent of space?  
 
Participant 7: I have a thought on an escalation scenario. There is the demand for 
resilience products on the one hand and the other is the damage of commercial 
infrastructure. So maybe it’s dependent on the type of company and the 
industry. Also, the unclear distinction between commercial and military space 
activity. Even with the inject it was very unclear, there’s no distinction between 
commercial and military space activity. 
 
Participant 1: In terms of what? 
 
Participant 7: The inject. 
 
Participant 1: I’m rereading it… multiple commercial and military satellites 
begin intermittent signal and variance and temporary loss control. So commercial 
operators haven’t been covered. So we’re not sure on the terms of the difference 
between commercial and military, how? 
 
Participant 7: I feel like there is a collapse in the distinction between commercial 
and military space activity there. 
 
Participant 1: Right. And there should be?  
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Participant 7: Well when that line disappears, every satellite operator becomes a 
combatant and every satellite becomes a target. 
 
Participant 1: I absolutely agree. Okay. But is there a distinction? I mean, for 
some, maybe, but for a lot of them not as much, right? Participant 6 were you 
gonna say something? 
 
Participant 6: I think the Chinese are trying to enforce this, they are trying to 
claim that the neutrality for the commercial satellites is lost and they’re active 
combatants. So they are supporting military forces, they are forced projections so 
it’s part of the combatant forces. 
 
Participant 3: I was just gonna make a goofy joke. I was gonna say we need to put 
red cross stars on them or something so that they know, but that’s not gonna work 
either. 
 
Participant 1: It’d be a good way to get up and service them. Any other thoughts? 
 
Participant 8: I think that would just freak them out. Because this is exactly the 
sort of panic I suppose that China can cause, saying oh, by the way, did you know 
you’re now targetable, and we’ve seen that what this does is to destabilize that 
relationship between the industry and the government because all of a sudden now 
it’s like, you’ve got to have our back, right? 
Government, because you’re the ones who are putting us in this situation now, and 
whether that’s true or not is another thing cause they’ve gone after that contract. 
But yeah, I think this is causing a little bit of a fracture in the closeness of the 
connection between commercial and government. So this is why we would be 
wanting to say hang on a minute, we want to be indemnified by government here. 
We didn’t know that we were gonna become targetable.  
 
Participant 1: Okay, and we have an injection from China. One, China will 
be placing more ships in the South China Sea for climate disasters to conduct 
freedom of navigations. Two, three levels of escalations taken: A, launching of 
FOBS to make the US understand we are serious. B, disrupt command and control 
networks by jamming or dazzling in space. C, deorbiting US SBI, toe them off 
orbit with SJ 21 and 25 as a protest against commercial companies supporting 
military activities. I wasn’t aware that militaries conducted protests. That’s 
interesting. Yeah, also they operate in GEO and SJ 25 is the gas station, not the 
mover, but that’s fine. We’re not fighting the scenario here. We’re just going with 
it. The SJ 21 in this timeline does LEO and GEO it does it all. 
 
Participant 6: I’m a bit surprised how launching a FOBS is the lowest level of 
escalation or is that the highest level of escalation? I mean you cannot bomb 
another country and say that that’s the first level of escalation. 
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Participant 3: Just to let them know that they’re serious, right? 
 
Participant 1: They were doing FOBS testing in 2035, weren’t they? 
 
Participant 8: But the FOBS is not doing anything though right? They’re just 
proving their capability. They’re just launching it and saying well we could do 
damage next time. 
 
Participant 6: So it’s launching a test but not with an active target, you mean? 
 
Participant 8: It’s a bit ambiguous but I think if it is the A point, maybe it is. 
 
Participant 6: That would make sense.  
 
Participant 1: A FOBS isn’t really affecting space. The threat is we can reach your 
homeland with an ICBM, right? That’s the real threat. I would say B would be the 
least escalatory. And also disrupting command and control networks is extremely 
non-escalatory, right? I always thought during war games, if you went after the 
command and control, the assumption was you would have to go nuclear because 
you don’t know for sure what they’re planning on doing and you gotta beat them 
to it. 
 
Participant 3: I was gonna say this feels like a celestial cold war. 
 
Participant 8: And this is an unusual one for China to to pick, right? Because 
again, they’re always trying to play the the moral high ground. Launching 
something to show you have capability without doing any harm, sure, but actually 
disrupting command and control is right up there on the list of escalatory things. 
 
Participant 1: And then just to be clear, Facilitator, is this a message that they’re 
publicly announcing or is this back channel? 
 
Facilitator: Well, it was sent to everyone, but the Facilitator just asked if they were 
supposed to send the message to everyone or if they were just supposed to send it 
to Control, so TBD. 
 
Participant 1: An intelligence breach! Haha.  
 
Participant 4: It occurs to me that of these options, the one that really impacts 
commercial is B. Because the SBIs are currently government owned space 
systems, launching a FOBS is missile defense government business, but we 
have a big play as commercial and space industry in command and control. 
And so in addition to being of unknown escalatory quality because how good is 
China’s judgment on what they’re disrupting, they may judge the seriousness of it 
differently than we do. They may think they’re hitting a low priority thing that we 
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actually value highly and it is the option where they’re more likely to hit us. 
 
Participant 1: Although, then they say the SBIs are being operated by the 
commercial sector just in secret? 
 
Facilitator: Just to clarify really quickly. China’s actions are meant to be public 
knowledge. These are things that they are actively undertaking, so we would 
know about them. 
 
Participant 1: Okay. If they can deorbit a US SBI though, that’s, as you said, a 
government owned asset. That does mean that they could do that to any satellite, 
right? Unless it has maneuverability or some way of fighting back or what have 
you. So if they think we’re accurate targets or lawful targets, or whatever, they 
might go after us next.  
 
Participant 6: I don’t know what it means that commercial satellites support. I 
mean, if you have some early warning or tracking systems, that could be operated 
by industry, but the actual execution of force is not going to be executed by 
industry. That’s something not potentially realistic. I don’t know what it means 
here exactly. 
 
Participant 1: I would say probably either in terms of communications or satellites 
for sensing and stuff like that. You know, I’m thinking about the proliferated war 
fire space architecture, that sort of thing. Are people ever coming back from the 
US team? Are they being held hostage? 
 
Facilitator: I’m trying to get them back right now, I’m sorry. 
 
Participant 4: Thinking ahead to seven o’clock, would we have any interest as 
industry in calling the China team? I don’t think we do. I think that presents all 
kinds of problems and difficulties, but it’s a decision point for us as a team. 
 
Participant 1: I think we’d worry about Wolf Amendment issues, right? If nothing 
else we can discuss. 
 
Participant 2: Let alone treason, I don’t know, something like that. US industry 
usually talks through intermediaries like, space warning. 
 
Participant 1: Can we call the Chinese commercial team? All right, so do you 
want to report back? How did the briefing go? 
 
Participant 2: Good. Did you get the alert about the escalation? Yes, so we 
immediately said, please respond to the FOBS. I don’t know what action the US 
is going to take on this, but, again, a very strong reaction to both the removal of 
the SBI from orbit and the FOBS. And to do anything, try to preempt the FOBS 
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by launching electrodynamic tether and VLF satellites to reduce the effects of any 
orbital nuclear detonation. 
 
Participant 1: We actually had the opposite discussion, right? Participant 4, do you 
want to say what you thought the US commercial sector’s response would be? 
We actually thought it would be complicated since the FOBS are something that’s 
really targeting the US homeland.  
 
Participant 4: Yeah, the FOBS is really a government problem. The deorditing a 
US SBI, it’s either really a government problem or it’s very localized to affected 
companies, but the threat of disrupting command and control seems to be of broad 
concern across industry both for its ambiguously destabilizing qualities since 
China may not accurately judge what they hit and because we as industry are 
major contributors in some of those capabilities. 
 
Participant 2: Roger that. I guess the point I’d like to make to kind of add context 
is that if the FOBS is nuclear armed and it detonates, it doesn’t matter if it’s only 
aimed at the homeland, if it detonates on orbit, it will kill all of our satellites. So 
we will have nothing, let alone the homeland threat. So that’s why the on orbit 
thing and also the demonstration is equally threatening to us with the removal 
of the SBI. But I guess I should have made this more clear, to them, to continue 
the counter EW and hacking operations, but that’s what we said was support and 
protection against that. That second point was something I’d already thought of 
and brought up, but I do concur that they’re all major threats. 
 
Participant 1: I see we’ve got a message here, but I just want to really quickly 
say one thing. If you’re gonna do a FOBS, you don’t do it to launch a nuclear 
weapon in orbit because why would you? If you’re gonna do that, you can just 
do it off regular ICBM, you do a FOBS because you want to indicate you can 
go far. Right? And you don’t necessarily need a nuclear warhead for that. But 
we have an inject here. In Beijing and Washington, the advisors to the Chinese 
and American presidents warn there’s a fleeting window to prevent a major shift 
in the correlation of forces between the US and China to deny the adversary’s 
ability to deploy a significant space based missile interceptor system. There’s a 
heated debate as to what this might require militarily and what significant might 
mean and when that level of capability will be achieved. Among the options the 
presidents must consider is if they will authorize strikes against each other’s 
country’s sovereign territory. Each team should decide what military action, if 
any, should be taken, and when to prevent what level of space based missile 
defense it finds unacceptable. In addition each team should decide if it wants to 
approach the adversary about diplomatic talks and off ramps as to whether they 
escalate. All right, so obviously we’re gonna be talking about what we want to 
recommend to the US government. 
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Participant 2: Yeah, obviously our position is please do not start a war but if war 
should be declared, hit their launch sites and space situational awareness and 
ground based ASAT capabilities as fast as you can. If  we’re responding in that 
manner, that’s what I’d recommend because that negates their ability to do any 
significant damage. 
 
Participant 1: I guess the question is what does a strike mean, right? To be 
honest, I think any kind of kinetic strike is gonna be really escalatory, and so 
again I would emphasize little green men, you know, where you have plausible 
deniability that it’s your folks or doing a cyber attack or some sort of jamming 
or that sort of thing as opposed to destroying launch sites because I think that 
would be hard to come back from once you physically affected another country’s 
territory. 
 
Participant 2: I have no idea what Control wants to add into that. I assume when 
they say strikes it’s kinetic, but if it’s non kinetic and we can do that, absolutely. 
We’ll start with EW and hacking and go from there. 
 
Facilitator: I think that last bit might have been to more generally nudge the US 
to respond to the initial targeting list request because we still haven’t heard from 
them today other than the conversation we had in person. 
 
Participant 5: Okay. I think going off of what that term significant is, I think we 
need to clarify the threshold for a significant capability. It must be very clearly 
defined before either side takes irreversible action there. So we should really 
oppose strikes on sovereign territory because they would transform a space crisis 
into a major power war, and make specific to us, commercial space infrastructure, 
a target. So maybe we respond, to preserve US launch and reconstitution 
advantages, we focus on hardening commercial systems, deploying defensively if 
necessary, and urgently pursuing off ramps that would protect strategic stability in 
the commercial space environment.  
 
Participant 1: Yeah, I think that all makes a lot of sense. And your question about 
what do we determine to be significant SBIs? I guess the question is what do we 
think the SBIs are gonna be used against, right? Because if they’re gonna be used 
against the US nuclear arsenal, we’ve got enough missiles. We’re fine, we’re 
gonna get through. Like that’s not a concern. So they can have a million of them 
up there before we’d really have to start worrying, right? But if we’re worried 
about them being used against US satellites, then that’s a different number, and 
that can be a much lower number. So what do we think they would be used 
against? 

Participant 8: Even a rougher calculation than that gets back to the who has the 
most to lose question here, doesn’t it? I mean we still have the most assets, right? 
And it’s not up to industry to tell the US government who to target, but maybe it 
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is messaging just to be clear, we’ve got a lot more targets that are out there and so 
we’re more vulnerable. So in the equation that needs to be factored in. 
 
Participant 1: Definitely. And Participant 4, you’re saying if we were to do a 
kinetic strike against launch facilities, that would be at an increased cost to us 
because they have a lot more launch sites than we do? 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think we all agree it’s a bad idea for a number of reasons, 
but the math also means it’s a more escalatory thing for us to do in terms of the 
number of things that have to blow up. 
 
Participant 1: So it wouldn’t be like two sides getting blown up would be a lot 
more.  
 
Participant 2: Well, that’s not necessarily true because those heavy launchers 
are gonna require dedicated infrastructure. China does have a lot of launch 
capability, but they’re mostly in smaller launchers. They use their existing ICBM 
infrastructure to support small launchers if not directly derived from them. So 
that’s where their resiliency is, but they can’t launch a constellation like this, that 
would be threatening piecemeal, they’d be out of major launch sites. Same as us, 
but assuming in this future, we probably have more than they do with how the 
build out at Texas and Florida is going. More centralized of course which does 
have a risk at our side of them striking us and removing a significant portion of 
our capability, but again, they’re also in that same boat if they’re launching with 
super heavy launchers. Just to make that clear. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, noted. So, do we think that we would become targets for the 
SBIs? We as in the commercial sector? 
 
Participant 2: It depends on how many they launch. I mean if they only launch a 
couple dozen, they could ruin our day for several satellites. They could potentially 
create a larger debris field in certain higher altitude orbits that are trickier to 
remove. I think the critical density is between 600 and 2000? So if they create 
further debris in that area, we have problems to potentially deal with unless we’re 
all in 600 km and below orbits, which I don’t think we would be, but that’s a point 
to clarify maybe. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, and then Participant 4 said actually PRC might think that 
they were doing a less escalatory option by hitting commercial, which they might 
be, you know, if you choose between Starlink and nuclear command control, 
obviously you want Starlink to be hit. Then is this an inject, Facilitator? 
 
Facilitator: So the China team sent their actions, and this is the United States 
response to that. 
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Participant 1: It says, we want to negotiate, prohibit FOBS, and set ground rules 
for operation. We’re prepared to discuss verifications for the PPWT, and we’d 
like to revisit the PTBT. We’re going to meet their deployment of interceptors 
with numbers we feel will continue the status quo. We want to negotiate no go 
zones for the deployment of the command and control satellite systems. We’re 
going to look at economic ways to protect our industry from the adverse effects 
being caused by unlawful actions by the Chinese. Thank you, US government. 
Sanctions uphold the rule of law and rally partners in the South China Sea to push 
back. That’s good. So it looks like we’re gonna maybe get the indemnity we’ve 
been asking for. Yay. 
 
Participant 5: I think that from the private sector, we support the US focus 
on negotiations, verifications, sanctions, alliance building, rather than direct 
military escalation, but our biggest remaining concern is China’s effort to blur 
the distinction between military and commercial space assets, so any agreement 
should explicitly protect commercial infrastructure and preserve a stable 
environment for space commerce. 
 
Participant 1: I don’t disagree with any of that. That may be something we want to 
tell the US government, right, in an email? 
 
Participant 5: We could just say any agreements that you guys do put in place 
need to explicitly protect our commercial infrastructure. 
 
Participant 1: Also encouraging them that we like this approach as opposed to a 
more escalatory kinetic approach. But also, the Chinese blurring the line between 
military and commercial, which they’re not really doing necessarily, but we will 
say they’re doing. I mean, they’re not wrong, like if you’re a commercial actor 
and you’re providing services that’re being used in an active military conflict, 
then you are a lawful target. So that’s not wrong, but we can make that point. But 
I’m trying to figure out the no go zones, like what does that mean for deployment 
of command and control? 
 
Participant 2: It’s basically saying you won’t get near our early warning satellites 
and we won’t get near yours. 
 
Participant 1: I mean that’s good, but  with my limited knowledge of RPOs, you 
don’t have to get close to something? You can be coplanar and that’s almost as 
damaging and threatening as being near them, right?  
 
Participant 2: I assume it’d have to include that also.  
 
Facilitator: Two quick things, can I send this to the United States to let them know 
what our concern is and then second is this is the time for second red phone call. 
We can send a representative to go talk to the China team if we want, which I 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

145

don’t know if we do, and we could technically go talk to the US team if we want 
again, but we did just talk to them for quite some time. I like this email, but I 
would also like to say not just that we support the US actions, but specifically 
we appreciate the indemnification that you indicated you’ll be doing and 
acknowledging that they’ve done that, which is also just more to lock it in. Other 
thoughts? 
 
Participant 8: I think just in relation to the the language there about we should 
make sure to carve out protections of the commercial space sector, I think we 
should say make sure to respect legal protection of the commercial sector because 
I think that would bog them down in discussions with the Chinese that they don’t 
need to get into about carving things out just respect the ones that exist. 
 
Facilitator: I’m sorry could you repeat that again? 
 
Participant 8: So China would say that they are respecting the position of 
commercial space operators, but that the US is using commercial space operators 
to undertake government activities, so I just think rather than say make sure to 
carve out protections, I would say should make sure to respect protections because 
they would say that it already exists within international law. So just switch carve 
out with respect. 
 
Facilitator: And then what is the language you wanted to use for the 
indemnification side of things? 
 
Participant 1: Say we thank the US government for their acknowledgment of the 
risk we’re taking and appreciate the indemnification that you’ve indicated you’ll 
be doing, or something like that. Any other thoughts? 
 
Facilitator: Great. Sending it now.  
 
Participant 1: So now what are we discussing? Do we have anything else we 
wanna bring up?  
 
Participant 2: Do we have anything we wanna say to the Chinese in a red phone 
call? 
 
Participant 1: Let’s say we can do this legally without being considered 
treasonous, ok, let’s just make up that part of it. We can let them know that this 
is affecting Chinese allies and partners by affecting the US commercial space 
sector that can have consequences for their regional leadership. I mean, they’re 
not gonna listen to that, but we can just be like, hey, this is hurting you almost as 
much as it’s hurting us. I don’t know if that would be well received or not, but it’s 
something. Other thoughts? 
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Participant 8: I mean that would be along the lines of say a meetup at IAC or 
some neutral ground. We might have an industry round table, and it’d be great to 
chat to you about the effects on your clients in that region, something like that. 
I don’t know if we need to communicate that, but that might be useful to the US 
to have us back channel in that way. I think that would make sense if we had 
mentioned that at the beginning when it was at the point where there was some 
escalation, right? But now that they’re actively targeting US satellites, it might be 
too long to wait. But I like the thinking. 
 
Participant 8: There are a few states that work with both China and the US. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah. You’re right. We never really landed on what we would 
recommend or what our thoughts were about the number of SBIs the US would be 
putting up? Do we wanna discourage a lot? Do we want to encourage a little? Do 
we wanna encourage a lot? What are we thinking? 
 
Participant 2: The more the merrier, I guess? It only strengthens the US’s posture 
and would hypothetically deter the Chinese from trying anything. If the US 
doesn’t and the Chinese do deploy a system, that’s disadvantageous for us because 
then they can block us from doing anything. 
 
Participant 5: I would just note that we need to deploy enough SBIs to maintain 
strategic parity and prevent China from gaining a unilateral advantage, but we 
want to avoid a deployment scale that appears intended to negate China’s nuclear 
deterrent. 
 
Participant 1: Right, their response, right? 
 
Participant 3: Didn’t it say we only had a limited number available? 
 
Participant 2: We have like 40 or a few dozen up right this moment, and then we 
have the ability to launch up to 800 per rocket and we can launch 35% faster at 
the Chinese.  
 
Participant 1: Alright, and we got an inject response from the US. We agree we 
believe in maintaining the accepted norms and that is our primary concern. I don’t 
know if there’s accepted norms that they’re doing, but, I appreciate it. I think 
they’re using accepted norms as in non kinetic or non aggressive, so I support 
that. 
 
Participant 5: And I don’t think maybe we need to establish a number, but rather 
just deploy enough interceptors to demonstrate operational capability and alliance 
reassurance. And really we could do this maybe from a phased approach too, so 
phase one would be deploying enough interceptors to demonstrate operational 
capability. Phase two could be maintaining the launch ready reserves on the 
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ground, and then phase three would expand only if China expands. 
 
Participant 1: I think that’s a really good thing to send to the US. I would also ask 
that they not blow up anything in orbit until they absolutely have to. Can we send 
that message to the US? 
 
Facilitator: I’m drafting something now. And that was a no on a message to China 
because we couldn’t really figure out anything helpful to say at this point. 
 
Participant 5: Maybe we can just highlight where our strengths are? So in a sense, 
America’s advantage is not just the number of interceptors in orbit, but the ability 
to launch and replenish them faster than China. So China’s strength might be the 
constellation it has an orbit, but America’s strength would be the constellation it 
can put in orbit faster or tomorrow. 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, we can reconstitute faster. 
 
Participant 1: Yes, we can. I’m trying to think, can we message through the media 
or have news stories that we can leak this messaging out to? A Twitter bot farm? 
 
Facilitator: We could try to do that. But really quickly, does this look good to send 
to the US and then I can draft up a message that we’re making a Twitter bot farm 
to inundate public media with the messaging that we want? 
 
Participant 1: I think this captures the phased approach. I would just add as well 
though, and this is my personal request if you guys agree with it, that the US thus 
far has not blown up anything in orbit, and we would like them to continue to do 
so unless they really have to. 
 
Participant 2: I agree. Should we state though that if the US sees any hostile 
action coming from China, they should respond immediately that way they get 
ahead of anything that they try and then we aren’t scrambling when something 
does happen? 
 
Participant 1: Well, I mean, do they need us to tell them that? 
 
Participant 2: I feel like we’d say it anyways.  
 
Participant 1: Maybe if they get a warning or an indication of something that’s 
gonna be happening, if they can let the commercial sector know so we can re 
protect ourselves accordingly. 
 
Participant 2: Great. 
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Facilitator: I added those couple sentences, and I’m sending that unless I hear any 
objections in the next couple of minutes. 
 
Participant 1: Yes, that’s good. Now we’re gonna start working on our Twitter bot 
farm, right? 
 
Facilitator: Yes. 
 
Participant 2: Begin the campaign exactly. This is where the Russians can play in. 
So yeah, the Twitter bot farm was gonna be highlighting the narrative about the 
turned effect. Do you want to repeat what your argument was, Participant 5? 
 
Participant 5: Wait which part? Not the phased approach? 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, cause they may have more but we can respond… 
 
Participant 5: Right. So I was saying America’s advantage is not the number 
of interceptors in orbit, but the ability to launch and replenish them faster than 
China’s. I had also mentioned that China’s strength is that they do have a strong 
constellation in orbit, but America’s strength would be the constellation that it can 
put up more quickly. 
 
Participant 1: So our bot farm will be saying, they may have the numbers, we can 
respond quickly and faster and more. 
 
Participant 2: Do we want to do the bot farm without the approval of the US 
government?  
 
Participant 1: They’re doing other things at this point. We’re working on 
messaging. We’re trying to keep the Chinese from really leaning into it, right? 
Because we want a stable predictable operating environment, so this is us doing 
our best without developing our own nuclear ICBMs. 
 
Participant 3: And if they know that capability and if they wanted to stop it, it 
would create a totally different kind of war issue if they started coming after our 
launch sites terrestrially. 
 
Facilitator: Okay, how does this look? 
 
Participant 1: That works for me. Other people good? Great. 
 
Participant 8: I know we’re not allowed to like resist the game or do any of those 
things, but we don’t have any information about what the broader space activities 
are that are going on at this time. Like, do we have any commercial LEO space 
stations, do we have any humans in space at this time, because if that were the 
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case, if I happen to have a commercial space station, you know, I would be 
wanting to message about preserving the humans and all this other stuff that is 
happening. So I just suppose there’s a lot more information that would be useful 
to us in terms of crafting what that publicity Twitter campaign might wanna focus 
on. 
 
Participant 1: We can make it up. 
 
Participant 2: I feel like if this is any real risk, we’d tell everybody to get down as 
fast as possible. 
 
Participant 1: Hopefully.

Participant 2: I don’t think we’d pull a Russia and just test right in the line of fire 
of innocents.
 
Participant 8: Yeah, but, we’re also trying to deter anything at the moment, right? 
So yes we would, but for the sake of messaging we should consider. 
 
Participant 3: Here’s maybe another interesting question. So obviously the 
commercial sector that is in the US is very tightly working with even the US’s 
allies on a lot of different kinds of things and projects. How would something like 
this in reality bring the allies into the mix? Or could it potentially? And then that 
could change the conversations with China. 
 
Participant 1: That’s true because if we lose our ability to provide some of these 
services, the the clients of the services would lose that too, and wouldn’t be our 
allies. 
 
Participant 3: So I wonder if that could be a negotiation piece, or part of the 
negotiations or part of the deterrence of China acting poorly, if the entire global 
community is a part of this conversation. 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, if you actually conduct these actions, a global sanctions 
package that will immediately impact China, that might actually make them stop 
or really second guess this because if it’s more than just the US sanctioning China, 
if it’s a greater effort by Europe or the greater Asia region, then I think they might 
have second thoughts. And then maybe threatening to not assist them with energy 
imports or other means, not a blockade, but just like, we’re not gonna sell you oil. 
I think that might be a thing that changes the game because I think the US could 
put pressure on whatever oil exporters that aren’t Iran or Russia to reduce supply 
or to sanction them. So that might be an option. 
 
Participant 1: It might be. I’m just thinking, do we think our allies, even though 
they would be affected by this, would they say this is your war, you guys started 
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this, you’re dealing with it, and why are you dragging us into it? Would we just 
say to them because it will affect you, you’re incentivized to get involved? I’m 
just thinking about the Strait of Hormuz, the Europeans are like not our monkeys, 
not our circus. 
 
Participant 2: I don’t know if this would be different in that regard because I 
concur. They might be more materially impacted because at the end of the day 
versus the Strait of Hormuz, if all of the global navigation systems are no longer 
working or something of that manner, that’s gonna materially impact them 
significantly. 
 
Participant 1: I think it’s the case for the quad to jump in, right? 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, get them to do something.  
 
Facilitator: So I I’m not really sure what their intention in saying this was, but 
Control responded to our social media posturing by saying China is still working 
toward the deployment of its full smart hawk system. It is not yet April, they are 
not done, which I think we know. We can just say something like our intention is 
to spread a narrative that even if lagging behind China in deployments the US can 
quickly catch up. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, agreed. Perfect. 
 
Participant 6: Okay, so is the US planning to launch ahead of the Chinese? 
 
Participant 1: That’s an excellent question. So Facilitator, can you send that to 
Control and then send Participant 6’s question to the US, if they’re intending on 
launching earlier than the end of April? 
 
Facilitator: So just does the US intend to deploy any SBIs before the end of April? 
 
Participant 1: Right. Because we as the commercial sector supporting SBIs would 
need to prepare accordingly, right? 
 
Participant 2: Yes, start producing all the bits and bobs, flywheels, star trackers, all 
that. 
 
Facilitator: Okay, I just asked the US team whether they intend to deploy SBIs 
before the end of April to beat China to the punch because we as the commercial 
sector supporting SBIs would need to prepare accordingly. I’ll let you know what 
they say. 
 
Participant 1: Perfect. Thank you. 
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Participant 2: I was gonna bring up Send Cut Send if you know them. They’re 
American based. It’s amazing what they’ve actually been able to do. They could 
probably bend and form and make most of the life jacket bodies and machine out 
a lot of the hardware for this quite quickly, and they’re only growing bigger, it’s 
kind of crazy how they’ve just popped out of nowhere over the last eight years or 
so. 
 
Participant 1: Where are they based? 
 
Participant 2: They’re based in Nevada, but they’re basically expanding the entire 
United States and they actually already make cubesat buses for some company. 
But they could make a lot of the mounting hardware, in mass and quickly. All 
the things that aren’t the kill vehicle itself and maybe the rocket motors and the 
propellent tanks, but they can make any other structures. And then industry at this 
point should have the means to make the solar panels and thrusters. You know, if 
SpaceX wasn’t doing it all, it’d be the greater spread of industry. They could make 
the life jackets and GNS but not the kill vehicles.  
 
Participant 1: Don’t the solar cells depend upon rare earth minerals? What am I 
thinking of? 
 
Participant 2: Certain ones do, but for what we’d want for this application, 
we could get away with silicon ones. Celestial is currently a US company that 
actually bought out the tooling from a German company and they’re moving it 
all over to the United States. And then SpaceX and Blue have their own in-house 
production lines and are tooling up to stupendous capacities. Spacex wants to 
do a hundred gigawatts. That’s huge. That’s like immense, that’s more than we 
would ever need for this. I’d be worried about the flywheels, the batteries less so, 
the sensors, and then the kill vehicles themselves. That’s kind of a tougher nut 
to crack. But I think people are working on that. Lockheed Martin might have 
actually done something interesting. They’d know how to do it and Raytheon. 
 
Facilitator: The US team says they are planning on meeting China’s deployments 
to maintain parity with a phased approach. 
 
Participant 1: Oh yay! Our idea. 
 
Participant 2: I was gonna ask, could we deploy any kind of systems? I know I’ve 
been talking about it and they were mentioned in the briefings, but can we deploy 
systems ourselves to hedge the bets against either orbital detonations of any kind 
or continual ISR or greater ISR capabilities to assist? 
 
Participant 1: You mean, can we the commercial sector? 
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Participant 2: Yeah, can we preempt that ourselves? Cause the science is there 
and the technology is public, so we could do things to potentially negate the 
worst effects. We could pre-deploy debris removal satellites and other measures 
to negate any significant debris, whether that be with dedicated debris removal 
satellites or something like the RPO satellites. 
 
Facilitator: We have two minutes left to take actions for this move, so we don’t 
have to stop our discussion, but if we want to say anything else to Control or any 
of the other teams, we should do that now. 
 
Participant 2: Can we ask them if we can do that? Deploy ourselves? And if so, 
does anybody agree that we should be doing that regardless? 
 
Participant 1: I mean if there’s ADR stuff, assuming that there’s an ADR 
capability, then yeah, we should probably be pre positioning those just to be safe. 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, so we would be pre-positioning and launching any debris 
removal satellites at the bare minimum, and if possible, we’d be launching or 
deploying systems that could assist with de-energizing the Van Allen belts. 
 
Facilitator: Okay. 
 
Participant 8: Would we do that though? I mean we would have to make the 
request to the government saying, would you like to meet with us, or could we 
provide you with a description of the technology that you’ve just described 
which may assist with preemptive protection of our strategic position? You know, 
offering to go and brief them on those things to see if they wanted to pay for us to 
do them. 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, also do keep in mind that outside of this specific instance, 
operationally we want those systems in place because they reduce the wear on the 
satellites because there’d be a lessened radiation environment. Their computer’s 
electronics would not be as damaged as rapidly. 
 
Participant 1: Again assuming that China is gonna launch a nuke, though. 
 
Participant 6: Regarding the radiation and the VLF satellites, maybe this is a 
complicated topic so maybe we should ask the US if we should start investing into 
developing these systems or deploying the systems if they are. But regarding the 
ADRs, maybe we can just apply for licenses as a way of signaling. And that’s it. 
 
Participant 1: We can ask them to expedite the license process. Because if you’re 
investing in the technology now it’s too late, right? It’s not gonna pay off on an 
immediate threat. But we’re gonna assume we have ADR capabilities, we just 
need to get them up there. We would like to have that. 
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Facilitator: Okay, technically communication is closed. I drafted a message I think 
that hopefully gets across what we were talking about that I can send to the US 
team. 
 
Participant 1: Looks good.  
 
Facilitator: Okay, now we should switch gears to answer the briefing questions. I 
can share a slide again. 
 
Participant 1: Alright, so the questions are, what might the US and China do 
to counter one another’s space based interceptors operations and supporting 
sites as well as RPOs and incidents and interference activities, attributable and 
nonattributable. What were the next two slides? Are there other questions? 
 
Facilitator: Yeah. 
 
Participant 1: We’re answering all of those? 
 
Participant 2: Should we? We might be able to answer the first, but for the second 
one, unless we’re just adding additional feedback… 
 
Facilitator: We can give our perspective on what diplomatic off ramps would be 
most beneficial for us so that we could see the US and China taking as an industry 
team, even though we wouldn’t be the ones taking those diplomatic off ramps. 
 
Participant 1: Can we start with the third one, the one most directly for us? And 
then we can kind of answer the other two. Is that ok with everyone? 
 
Participant 5: Yep. 
 
Participant 1: So the third one says, how does industry view the unfolding crises 
as it affects their business if at all. How might the US private space industry 
appeal to the US or Chinese governments? Please elaborate. I think we’ve already 
agreed we don’t have a lot of sway with the Chinese government at this point 
unless we’re gonna say look it could affect your allies as well, right? 
 
Participant 3: I was gonna say, I think that that part about the allies is probably 
important just to mention. 
 
Participant 5: And I would definitely highlight that this crisis is not just a military 
issue because now it involves insurance, it’s an investment crisis, supply chain 
crisis, market confidence crisis. And I think China’s statement that commercial 
systems may be legitimate targets is particularly alarming, because if these 
services make a company targetable, then nearly the entire commercial space 
sector becomes exposed. So we just wanna highlight that. 
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Participant 1: And then I think building off your point, it’s not just a military issue. 
If the space sector is really impacted, there is possibility of setting off a global 
catastrophe in terms of the economy.  
 
Participant 5: Exactly. I was gonna say industry should tell the US to protect 
commercial operators from becoming de facto combatants and we should tell 
China that attacks on commercial systems would damage the global economy and 
undermine confidence in all these markets including China’s.  
 
Participant 1: So I guess we do have a lot to say to the Chinese government. 
 
Participant 5: I mean at least that way we are giving a response to both entities. 
 
Facilitator: The China team just sent a response to our social media posturing. I 
know we just switched gears, but I’ll send that in the chat if people want to look 
at that. I don’t think we should send another reply because we are well past the 
communication time now, but just so people are apprised of the situation. China is 
condemning us. 
 
Participant 1: China condemns America extending its influence over commercial 
sectors which are supposed to benefit all mankind. As an attempt to control 
rhetoric like this, we will not back down, we urge the US to show restraint, we’re 
addressing the global community to come together and avoid the strategic spiral 
to higher escalation with the Americans launching their SBIs. China condemns 
American militarization of social media and advises the US to take a longer view 
of history, learn the chain of proper provocation of China by the US, including 
the string of US military bases and deployment in the Indo-pacific. Okay, so that’s 
SOP from them. Okay, so we’ve talked about talking to the Chinese government. 
Is there anything we specifically want to continue to appeal to the US government 
independent of what we’ve already done? And once again, I’m only seeing half 
of you guys, so if you guys just want to unmute and talk. Do we want to just 
emphasize to the US government again that they need to ensure that either if we 
get targeted, we’d like protection. We really highlight cyber protection maybe? 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, that’s probably worth highlighting and as well the financial 
protections. You know, this could be the kind of crisis that basically says, look, a 
commercial insurance market will never mature in this kind of a risk environment. 
You need to offer protections, war risk insurance like protections for commercial 
providers in this environment. 
 
Participant 1: I know there’s a lot of insurers leaving the space sector because 
they claim they don’t make enough money off of it. It’s becoming too expensive, 
so we definitely need to focus on that. And then I know what we said before, but 
again, we really want to focus on the point that was made earlier about the need 
to ensure that any escalation is gonna be affecting the space sector as a whole, and 
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that’s gonna have long term consequences for the US security establishment. Just 
to really underline that. 
 
Participant 4: If we’re the commercial sector broadly and not strictly the space 
sector, if I’m in the business of providing other services, you know, terrestrial 
capabilities that provide PNT or terrestrial comms, I’m probably looking at how 
I can prepare to scale up, to backfill services that may be compromised that 
have been customarily provided through space. They may be suboptimal, they 
may be more expensive, but they may become more commercially viable in this 
environment where space is under particular threat. 
 
Participant 1: Good point. 
 
Participant 5: I just made a little response to China’s condemnation if we want to 
send it. 
 
Participant 1: Respond to the US or to China? 
 
Participant 5: Yep, because they were saying China condemns the use of America 
extending its influence, so I was just saying whether the first provocation was a 
military base, a satellite deployment, or a social media campaign is less important 
to us than the precedent being established today. Once commercial systems 
become accepted targets, every space company and every space varying nation 
will bear the consequences. Because their last couple sentences were about who 
started it first. This is where our focus is as industry. 
 
Facilitator: I think that’s a good point and we should definitely work it into the 
brief we’re about to give but I don’t want to derail the other teams too much from 
their questions especially because we don’t have that much time left before we go 
to the other room. If this is something we still want to communicate tomorrow at 
the very beginning we can do that and we can definitely talk about it in the brief. 
 
Participant 1: I think we capture some of that. Anything else we want to add to 
this slide? 
 
Facilitator: Do we want to add a quick bullet on generally how the unfolding 
crisis… I mean I guess it’s kind of worked into the other two here, but do we 
have an elevator pitch as it were on how the unfolding crisis might affect industry 
generally? 
 
Participant 1: If we’re talking about industry in general, I think costs will go up, 
even if you’re gonna be making money off of it as an SBI provider or what have 
you because you’re working in a more unstable and unpredictable environment. 
 
Facilitator: Great. I think we can move on then.  
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Participant 1: So the first one, what might the US or China do to counter one 
another’s space based intersectors operations and supporting satellites? I guess 
in terms of what they do for RPOs, incidents and interference activities. So how 
would we respond to SBIs, RPOs, and interference? Is that the question? 
 
Participant 2: All of the above, I guess? 
 
Participant 1: So we will do all that? 
 
Participant 2: I mean, not that we would do it, but the government would, I guess. 
 
Participant 1: Do you think RPOs are gonna be helpful in terms of dealing with 
SBIs? If there’s a lot of SBIs I don’t know that you can do a lot of RPOs near 
them. 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, that’s true. I mean, if there are any other targeting satellites 
that aren’t a part of the key missile warning system, I would say that you could 
probably target those since they will probably be fewer unless they’re doing some 
kind of brilliant eyes type situation where they have an equally large number of 
sensors. 
 
Participant 1: But I mean do you need to get into space in order to jam or interfere 
with them? 
 
Participant 2: You can probably maintain dazzling on several at once, and then 
if you really want to, you can permanently damage their sensors with a ground 
based laser. 
 
Participant 1: Well, that’s assuming the sensor you’re trying to interfere with is an 
optical sensor. 
 
Participant 2: Yeah. It could certainly potentially interfere with laser links. I mean 
there’s the physical burning damage and then there’s just the blinding/interference 
of the same wavelength. 
 
Participant 1: So assuming that they’re using lasers for communication, which for 
the large constellations, that’s what SpaceX does, right? With Starlink?
 
Participant 2: Yeah that’s what everybody does generally, lasers in space to space. 
Lasers in space to ground is more difficult. 
 
Facilitator: This might be the place to mention that the commercial sector would 
be, I think we decided, broadly against kinetic action. 
 
Participant 1: Yes, definitely. 
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Participant 2: Yes, please don’t shoot unless you absolutely have to. 
 
Participant 5: I was gonna say maybe some non destructive measures we can 
mention are things like jamming and spoofing command links or temporary 
interference with like C2 networks maneuvering satellites close… I’m trying to 
think. Then I guess from RPO actions, towing or deorbiting assets? We could 
frame it as a protest? 
 
Participant 4: The military is not a protesting organization! I wanna nip this in the 
bud. Haha. 
 
Participant 4: One of the things in line with what you’re getting at with non 
kinetic stuff is we could suggest increasing visibly coordinated actions either 
between US and commercial assets, commercial and commercial assets, or US 
and allied, or even allied and commercial, basically where multiple satellites do 
a thing at the same time and it can complicate China’s sense making capacity 
of what is going on, and demonstrate the ability to act in a high degree of 
coordination. That’s not terribly escalatory because it’s just doing things in 
a synchronized manner, but it can have an effect that can degrade their sense 
making capacity. 
 
Participant 1: By sense making capacity, you mean affecting their intelligence 
gathering in terms of what we’re doing or understanding our patterns and 
behavior? What do you mean? 
 
Participant 4: Just, when they have more things to detect and and characterize… 
You know, there’s more things happening, they’re happening simultaneously, and 
then they have to sort of make more assessments about what’s going on. 
 
Participant 3: Throwing them off the trail. 
 
Participant 1: I think that makes a lot of sense. My concern would be, do we as 
the commercial sector want to link ourselves even more closely with the military 
in terms of their objectives by doing these kinds of coordinated activities? Having 
said that, the Chinese have already said they believe the commercial sector to be 
military targets if they’re doing these sorts of things. So I guess they’ve already 
made up their mind about us, but do we need to worry about that? 
 
Participant 8: I was just gonna say this is what I’ve been trying to work out is in 
a sense, our messaging to China is gonna be different from our messaging to the 
US on this one, I think. Because I’m thinking we want to say like in the public 
sense, we are commercial operators, we are all about creating benefits in space 
for everyone. It’s a bit insincere, but it’s important that we have the freedom of 
operation in space. I don’t think that we would want to be seen absolutely and 
publicly throwing ourselves 100% behind the military. I still think there’s some 
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importance in trying to maintain that we provide a whole lot of other services that 
are purely commercial in nature that benefit humanity, blah blah blah. So I think 
that that messaging is probably still important. And we can say we are operating 
for peaceful purposes, we’re in compliance with international laws. I still think 
that somehow, we need to be sending that message. 
 
Participant 1: I definitely agree, and I think that correction you made, Facilitator, 
about the coordinated action between US and allies and potentially the 
commercial sector I think that captures that reticence there. One of the things 
we’re gonna ask or emphasize is that the US does say they’re in support of the 
rule of law, you know, the existing legal regime, et cetera. SBIs are not against 
any of that, so they can do SBIs and that will technically be okay with the outer 
space treaty, but just emphasizing that. 
 
Participant 5: Should we highlight any destructive options if needed? Like ASAT? 
 
Participant 1: What do you guys think? If we were to recommend last resort 
ASAT. What would that be? Against their nuclear C2? Not against their SBIs 
because that’d be too much to be able to interfere with. 
 
Participant 4: I mean something like their thousand sails, their answer to Starlink. 
They hate Starlink so they want to understand its logic, but it’s highly proliferated 
numbers mean you take out one, it can demonstrate that we’re serious, but 
it doesn’t produce tons and tons of debris and it doesn’t degrade the overall 
capability a great deal, as opposed to systems that are contained in a smaller 
number of spacecraft. 
 
Participant 1: I guess the question is, do we wanna open up this can of worms but 
only do it halfway? Like once we’ve made the precedent that we can target each 
other’s satellites, do you want to make sure we do it at a rate or something that 
they can’t recover from? Or do we think we can just do a little bit and then stop it 
at that point? I know the Chinese believe escalation can be a dial you turn up and 
down. 
 
Participant 4: It’s hard to think about what we could do that would be 
comprehensive to their space capability. You can hit something more important. 
I think the question you get is, do you want to hit something that’s quasi 
commercial and highly proliferated or something that is more precious and more 
clearly of the state? And it doesn’t have to be one or the other, it could be a range 
or a mix, but I think it has to be a set of the whole in any case. 
 
Participant 1: If we’re doing this as the last resort, would we not go for a military 
target? I’m just trying to think through l what I think of when I think of last 
resorts, like this is the Hail Mary pass at this point. 
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Participant 4: I mean if, if we were really at the last resort, what I would want 
to blow up is the command centers, the Beijing command center and take out or 
seriously degrade the ability of TT&C and all the spacecraft. 
 
Participant 1: Can cyber do that? Kinetic really makes sure it gets done, but cyber 
you don’t know necessarily.  
 
Participant 4: A lot of unknowns there. We could postulate capabilities in the 
game. 
 
Participant 5: We still need to answer the second question before 8 as well, right?  
 
Participant 1: Yeah. Let’s go to that… Are there any diplomatic off ramps possible 
to the crises the team are facing and what might they be? 
 
Participant 2: I’d say halting the deployment of each side’s respective SBIs and 
promising not to replace them as they age out. 
 
Participant 5: Yeah, I was gonna say mutual pause on destructive space 
demonstrations, maybe no interference with early warning or C2 satellites. 
 
Participant 3: I guess in China, unclassifying the commercial systems as military 
systems. 
 
Participant 5: To that end we could have maybe a joint technical investigation for 
satellite disruptions. 
 
Participant 1: What do you mean? Disruptions or destructions? 
 
Participant 5: Disruptions. Like maybe some kind of joint group or technical 
investigation for any disruptions. 
 
Participant 1: So if there’s a question of whether it’s solar flares or deliberate 
interference. 
 
Participant 5: Right, they can then have some kind of intentional meeting or 
investigation to look into these things. Or maybe more broadly we can have an 
emergency US-China space hotline in the event that we don’t have certain things 
in place now. 
 
Participant 1: Is there a space hotline in this scenario already or no? There’s not, 
right? 
 
Participant 1: I think that’s a good idea to put that in place. Are there other things, 
thinking back to what the demands were earlier about the investigations on 
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CONUS and all that, obviously I don’t think I see that happening, but are there 
other things that could be done that would meet earlier requests, I guess? 
 
Participant 5: Maybe talks on FOBS limits? And space based interceptor 
thresholds. 
 
Participant 8: We had a bit of a discussion about fostering cooperation through 
some commercial projects or using regional networks to build collaborative 
projects, some very vague work. Could the commercial sector work with its 
commercial partners who are in the region to potentially build a bigger space 
alliance of some kind?  
 
Participant 1: Maybe we can either do joint scientific research on space weather or 
we can finally recommend getting rid of the Wolf Amendment. I think that’d be a 
nice diplomatic gesture. 
 
Participant 5: I agree, I think that would be great. To which, I think from a private 
industry lens, we should have a non-targeting pledge for commercial satellites. 
 
Participant 1: Oh, that’s a good idea! Not legally binding, just a declaration that 
they could make.  
 
Participant 4: For all these lines that include drawdowns or or central limits, I 
think the idea that if we as US aligned actors are offering something to China, 
something that is phrased or couched in terms of numerical parity will help 
because China is very sensitive about that and if our interceptors are both at some 
early stage, we can still describe them as on par, and the drawdowns sequenced to 
stay on par. That probably wouldn’t hurt. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, so would that be for the first bullet? 
 
Participant 4: It’s for all the ones where there’s a mention of drawdown or central 
limits basically. The recognition that we need to sort of draw down further from 
there in a sequenced manner. Or a coordinated manner I should say.  
 
Participant 1: Okay, this is something we want to keep in mind as we go through 
these negotiations. Good point. 
 
Facilitator: We have a couple minutes until we have to go back. Do we wanna go 
through these one more time before we go back to the plenary room? 
 
Participant 1: Can we add, we want the US not only to act in support but make 
statements saying it is in support of the current legal regime. Okay, this slide is 
good. The diplomatic off-ramps are good too. Can we go to the last one please?... 
Everything looks good, unless anyone has any last minute changes. We head back 
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to the Plenary now, right?  
 
Participant 8: Yes, we just got an email telling us to go. 
 
Participant 1: Thanks again Facilitator, another fantastic job. I’ll see everyone in 
the Plenary.   
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China Team Meeting

Facilitator: I’m gonna go ahead and share the PowerPoint. 
 
Participant 1: Would it be possible for me to share my screens for a second? 
That’s great. These are slides from a short presentation of the Aerospace 
force, from about like two weeks ago. The Aerospace Force has three tests, 
five missions, you have enter/exit space, ensure open use of space, that’s the 
defensive deterrence in space and then they have the defense mission and the 
blockade mission. That triangle is a creation of the authors, but the point is to 
know their philosophy, right? Information is first because that’s what they care 
about. Everything else, blockade your space base, blockade your launch vehicle, 
blockade your orbital launch, that’s all secondary. That’s in sequence, right? I 
wanna make sure you misread things. I wanna influence how you think, how you 
communicate, how your people think, that’s what I want. And actually because 
China fights as a joint warfare thing this is a big thing for them. So they don’t just 
fight a space battle, right? They think as a holistic whole. And in terms of defense 
missions, spacecraft defense is considered the most difficult. That’s all I wanted 
to share with everybody now for some extra team context. Facilitator, you can 
resume sharing the slides. 
 
Facilitator: Great.  
 
Participant 1: I guess the first thing is the target. What do you all think we should 
do? Let’s get a concept going first and then we can go into details. How do you 
think China would respond to this? What would they try to do? I’m just gonna try 
to call on people on my screen. This is not a 
class, don’t worry. If you answer wrong, there’s no penalty and there’s no wrong 
answers actually. Sorry, Participant 8, would you like to give it a shot? 
 
Participant 8: Okay, sure. I was thinking potentially I guess there’s three various 
levels of options for demonstration target lists that would vary on how high of 
risk they would be. I would see, potentially like the lowest risk option would 
be to match what the United States has been doing with a level of reversible 
interference against any sort of non critical assets or infrastructure. Just to show 
that China can impose the same level of costs, but while deliberately showing 
that they’re exercising some level of restraint, next would be a more moderate 
level of escalation, which could potentially look at targeting any sort of the more 
commercial support infrastructure, that wouldn’t be critical for the strategic 
aspects of it, but if there are any commercial satellites that might be secretly 
supporting the US smart rock system I’m assuming China might have access 
to intelligence to figure out which those are, and also signal that the support 
architecture for the system is vulnerable. So like I said, this would be maybe a 
little bit of a higher level signal but still below attacking any of the core strategic 
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systems or any of the military related installations there. And then of course the 
highest escalation could potentially look at a demonstration against strategic space 
command control assets. So high value assets that are central to the smart rock 
operations that could be potentially linked to strategic stability. But that could lead 
to further difficulties of entanglement with strategic systems down the line. So 
that would be, I guess in my mind, the three levels of targeting that I was kind of 
thinking about. 
 
Participant 1: Any thoughts from anyone else? How about Participant 5? 
 
Participant 5: On the second point, I would say we have to consider the fact 
that when we attack commercial infrastructure that could lead to a situation that 
creates a precedent for the US to invest even more or have the precedent to set up 
their space based interceptor system to an even bigger extent. I think that that’s 
one point and another high escalation point that depends on how much economic 
independence we’ve reached could involve interfering with time stamping on the 
US stock market in order to drive the market down. But that obviously only works 
when we are so far independent of the US financial market that we can allow that. 
And if there is no redundancy in the time stamping of the market. I think that the 
safest option would be the lowest risk, but I would not say a non critical asset, we 
could, for example, jam the US space based interceptors that are already in space 
to just send the signals that we have the capability to do that and then to further 
engage in talks.  
 
Participant 1: So I have a question for everyone because it seems like we’re 
building deep into three levels of escalation. Yes, the chairman has instructed us to 
come up with three targets, but the important question is to what end. What are we 
trying to achieve? Everybody feel free to speak up. 
 
Participant 6: China should demonstrate capability to do something to the US 
but according to the scenario of the Sprawlty islands, I think China should avoid 
triggering the US. I think this escalation model is kind of meaningful. We should 
separate the target and method, so targets are like commercial, military, strategic, 
which will each be more escalatory. Then the methods are lower risk reversible 
jamming or a cyber attack to the communication systems. The highest method 
would be kinetic destruction.  
 
Participant 1: I do wanna pose this. There’s a difference between what we think 
the rational thing for China to do is and what we think China might actually do, 
right? And since we’re the red team, I think we’re obligated to play the latter. 
Thank you for pointing out the stakes in the South China Sea, I think we missed 
that earlier. If the South China Sea is the ultimate goal that China is trying to 
achieve, have more influence, kick the US out, and make sure they actually back 
down. And now we’re escalating into this unstable space situation. How do you 
think we’re gonna proceed with the demonstration in order to achieve that given 
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that the US still wants stability? 
 
Participant 2: So I’ll think out loud with you just as I go about digesting what 
we’re being asked to do. So, degradation happened temporarily to nearly 20 
Chinese satellites. We suspect that the US probably did it, but the US said no, it’s 
a weather issue. So talks happen but it’s useless and China is wondering if the US 
has been genuine. 
 
Participant 1: So a little bit of context, they definitely believe the US did it and 
there’s nothing the US could ever say that would convince the Chinese otherwise. 
To this day, they still believe that the US intentionally bombed their embassy, 
right?  
 
Participant 2: Yugoslavia. 
 
Participant 1: Right. So there’s no explanation that we would accept. So if we are 
the Chinese people making decisions over here, we gotta take that as a fact that 
yes, the US did it and they’re lying to us. So what would be our next step? 
 
Participant 2: Depends on what our goal is. Are we trying to get some discursive 
point scoring here and claim some more high ground or are we trying to actually 
deter further US attempts to attack our satellites? 
 
Participant 1: As Participant 6 very usefully reminded us the stakes here are the 
South China Sea. We want the South China Sea, right? And earlier we talked 
about the level of significance of the Aerospace force’s missions is information 
first, right? And then we talked about other things, we talked about space 
based blockade, orbital blockade, and then, launch blockade. So again I would 
encourage everybody to think this way. There is of course the temptation to 
think we’re gonna try not to provoke the US. We’re gonna have to match their 
escalation ladder, but I would encourage everybody to think beyond that because 
again the Chinese doesn’t necessarily have to play by your escalation ladder 
rule, and they love the fact that, even though they perfectly understand the US 
escalation ladder, they love to play this like, Eastern mystique thing. Like, oh no, 
we have different understandings than you. They perfectly understand what the 
US does, but they would take every chance they can to pretend they don’t and get 
advantage from that. 
 
Facilitator: Just to interject real quick, Control sent a clarification message to 
all teams saying the US government knows from classified intelligence sources 
that China is actively launching with an intended goal for the end of April. The 
Washington Post has talked about it based on open source geo-intelligence. 
 
Participant 1: Sorry launching what? 
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Facilitator: Let me go back to the scenario. 
 
Participant 5: I think it’s a space based interceptor. 
 
Facilitator: Oh, yeah. China’s smart hark space based interceptor system. 
 
Participant 1: Right. So we haven’t launched that yet. Sorry, I missed that. 
 
Facilitator: So we’re actively launching it.  
 
Participant 1: Okay, cool. So that doesn’t change anything, right? 
 
Participant 3: Well, I think there could be two possibilities for China. One is that 
to create pressure that China can declare a statement, it will declare the South 
China Sea as a no fly zone in protest of US escalation. It could be a form of 
creating pressure that we are willing to escalate if the US doesn’t want to come 
to our terms or whatever. And the second one could be to launch some military 
targeting, the command and control center in the Western Pacific region, and I’m 
not sure whether it would be a low risk posture or moderate or high. 
 
Participant 1: But it’s not even that, right? My point is, how are we supposed to 
be the good guy here? We gotta be the good guys. We can’t just be evil for evil’s 
sake. 
 
Participant 3: We have the moral ground, but we are also willing to take action. 
 
Participant 1: So what’s our moral high ground? Because it’s not just the US, 
right? We’re also trying to win this rhetoric, win the war and the propaganda war, 
right? Three warfare talks about this is very important. We gotta win the discourse 
and then he legal wars. So we can convince other people or the people not looking 
too closely to be on our side. Sorry, I didn’t mean to cut you off.  
 
Participant 3: Now I’m thinking, f it’s a matter of creating a narrative then I need 
to think more about it again. 
 
Participant 1: I would encourage everybody to go that way. Everything we do has 
gotta be creating a narrative that’s good for us and accuses the US. 
 
Participant 2: May I ask a question? 
 
Participant 1: Of course.  
 
Participant 2: I assume because it’s an inject that means it’s new information 
that just arrived for US government and so given that we assume the attack 
on Chinese satellites was done by Americans, if you put those two together, it 
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means that Americans attacked our satellites before they even have anywhere 
near confirming information that we were planning on actively deploying our 
SBIs. If they have confirmed information that we’re gonna deploy, they can argue 
it’s some kind of preventive strike but if they attack us before they even have 
information we’re gonna deploy, then this is a preemptive strike which makes it 
way more provocative and problematic on international law grounds. 
 
Participant 1: Facilitator can we confirm whether this inject is open to everybody? 
I don’t know if everybody gets it but I’m a little bit confused. Does this mean the 
US government is telling everybody that their intelligence has discovered that 
China is gonna do this and they’re basically telling the rest of the world this is 
happening? 
 
Facilitator: I can ask Control, but I think what he’s saying is that the US 
government knows from intelligence that China’s actively launching and that the 
Washington Post has seen it on open source satellites and mentioned it as well. I 
don’t know if they’re connected, like if the US has given that information to the 
Washington Post or if it’s entirely separate. 
 
Participant 1: Are we as China team meant to see this inject? Are we meant to 
know? 
 
Facilitator: Yes.. 
 
Participant 1: Okay so essentially, the Washington Post did a story and then 
the US government intel sources also confirmed that they know China’s 
gonna launch. Is that the correct interpretation? Okay then I think you’re right 
Participant 2, they attacked our command and control and then they leaked the 
fact that we’re gonna launch. 
 
Participant 2: I guess I was trying to think about that intelligence that just came 
in. Did the US go about attacking/interrupting our satellites before that confirmed 
information about our intent to fully deploy? Or did the attack happen after they 
had confirmation about our intent? 
 
Participant 1: Well, the attack, the unexplained disruption happens way before, 
right? Because this is new. This just came out. The unexplained disruption is 
during the briefing, so it already happened.  
 
Participant 5: But we could use that to frame the discourse in a way. Such that 
us launching launching the smart hawks is a reaction to this attack and that that 
is kind of a way of ensuring our self defense in space, and then we could choose 
if we mention explicitly the US or just say we don’t know where it’s from and 
therefore we have to put more effort in it to be faster to frame the discourse that 
we’re just trying to defend ourselves in space. 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

167

Participant 1: Yeah, because one of the things I’m thinking is the US is probably 
operating from their playbook as in, they think once they leak it it will delay our 
launch, right? So what do you guys think we should do? Should we proceed with 
the launch? Should we add anything to it? Should we do anything differently? 
 
Participant 3: Can we deny that we are not doing anything like this? And it’s just  
US propaganda? 
 
Participant 1: Okay but what does that get us? 
 
Participant 3: Well, it’s just like creating our own narrative that the US is falsely 
accusing China’s peaceful space launch program or space program and trying to 
undermine its effort of its own civil defense. So initially we can just claim that we 
are denying, we have any intention of doing such thing. 
 
Participant 1: But remember, like from move one, we did talk about how we 
needed to launch those SBIs because the US missile threat was so overwhelming. 
And now it’s 2040, right, over the course of all the talks I assume that the US 
hasn’t actually pulled back anything, all the deployments are still in place. Can 
we confirm that with the Control team? That all the deployments mentioned 
during move one, all the US hypersonic and intercontinental IRBMs and medium 
range missiles deployed in the Western Pacific, are still in place and nothing has 
changed. We might actually need to think about actions, right? Let’s do a two step 
process. What are we trying to achieve with the demonstration? If our goal is to 
get the US to back off on the South China Sea without us needing to do anything. 
We don’t wanna back down, right? What can we do to not change anything we 
wanna do and blame the US for it? 
 
Participant 3: More military demonstrations in the South China Sea to show 
that China is in control of that region. And also those exercises should focus on 
not only military assets, but the command and control centers in the Philippines 
or Korea or Japan that if things escalate, we’ll target. That will just be a 
demonstration, nothing else so that the US can feel the pressure that it could 
escalate. That’s one message we can send. 
 
Participant 1: But how do we come off as the good guy here if we’re just targeting 
them? Even if we wanna target US spaces, how do we pretend that this is for the 
good of the region? 
 
Participant 7: If I may jump in, like Russia for example, pretending that we need 
to protect the people in the area because the bad US is trying to attack everybody. 
Or we could also claim that we need more ships there because of some natural 
disaster happening. Just excuses. 
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Participant 1: Sorry, I totally forgot the limitation here, because the role that we’re 
playing here is the Aerospace Force. So Xi has asked the Aerospace Force to pick 
three demonstration 
targets, right? It could be ground, it could be space, it could be anything, but it 
has to be within the capability of the aerospace force. So that means space based 
assets or ground based like EE jammers, electromagnetic jammers as well, laser 
dazzlers or even ASAT missiles, right? So in terms of these, what can we do and 
what message do we wanna send out? 
 
Participant 2: For the target, do they have to be American and do they, is there a 
limitation on whether they are civilian or military? 
 
Participant 1: No, we should differentiate military and civilian targets, but that’s 
more for escalation concerns. But then again, we don’t have to play their game. 
That’s the thing. We don’t have to acknowledge the existence of the ladder just 
because they want us to. 
 
Participant 9: If I could just jump in real quick. In terms of the political framing 
I was just thinking that as China we’re demonstrating the military pressure in 
China’s immediate periphery and that creates reciprocal risk that neither side 
should wish to incur. I think we should also perhaps look at how the United States 
describes its military deployments as defensive and stabilizing while portraying 
China’s response as aggressive. We reject this logic. It is a consequence of 
the regional security environment shaped by decades of American military 
predominance. So China will not accept a situation where every Chinese response 
is treated as an escalation while every American action is treated as maintenance 
of the status quo. 
 
Facilitator: Real quick, we have an inject from Control. A widely used 
commercial earth observation satellite operated by the US based firm provides 
imagery that significantly improves the ability of US and allied forces to track 
naval movements in the South China Sea during a regional standoff. Chinese 
officials publicly accused the company of acting as a military intelligence provider 
and warned that in times of crisis these commercial systems will be legitimate 
military targets. US commercial firms supporting hostile military activity cannot 
assume immunity. Multiple commercial and military satellites begin experiencing 
intermittent signal interference and temporary loss of control. Attribution is 
unclear. Analysts disagree whether this is deliberate or natural. Insurers warned 
commercial operators that they may not be covered and their premiums for cover 
will increase. I’m gonna post that in the chat if y’all want to read it.  
 
Participant 1: So that’s good news. That’s exactly what we do if our goal is the 
South China Sea. So, we gotta come up with an answer in a couple minutes. So, 
I’ll give a few of my own thoughts and please feel free to dismiss or add anything. 
I’m thinking for the space force to demonstrate anything, it needs to make a 
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gesture that the South China Sea matters for China. And how do we get the US to 
back down? They’ll have to understand the stakes are pretty big and they might 
not want to do that. What do you guys think the equivalent stakes for the US 
would be for the South China Sea? My thinking is almost like, how about if I 
play in your backyard? What do you think? I would go for CONUS or for Hawaii 
even, right? I would try to basically position some of my assets above CONUS 
positions or Hawaii positions. Maybe I’ll launch a FOB. I don’t have a good sense 
of target selection, so I’ll leave that to everybody here who’s more qualified, 
but I would want to do something like the launching of a FOB which is easily 
attributable to China. So they know we did it, because we need them to know we 
did it. The South China Sea action, we probably did it, but we don’t want them 
to know we did it. We just want them to understand we might have done it. But 
this is explicit. I’d be launching a FOB, trying to target something and then if not, 
we’ll let it fly a few orbits and then de-orbit just in the middle of the Pacific or 
something. That’s I think the lowest level of threat that we can provide, the lowest 
level of demonstration that we can provide. It’s basically saying we are serious 
and we are willing to use this to hit your ground targets. We’re not doing it this 
time, but you know we have the capability to do it and we’re willing to signal that 
we are willing to do it. That’s the lowest level, I think. 
 
Facilitator: Wait, what are we launching? 
 
Participant 1: Fractional orbital bombardment devices. FOBs. So basically, it’s 
one of those things where you launch and they orbit the earth a few times and you 
could choose basically to de-orbit them and strike any targets. In the continental 
United States or anywhere you want depending on which orbit you go. But the 
reason they are called fractional orbital bombardment devices is because they 
can’t stay in orbit forever. So they’ll eventually come down after a couple orbits 
depending on how long you want them to stay up there. But they’re not satellites. 
They’re flying very low. The gist of it is basically it challenges everybody’s 
missile defense system because nobody has perfect coverage. And, you know, if I 
change the angle, where you’re coming from, where it accelerates, which altitude 
it enters your airspace, I can pick the weakest part of your air defenses to come in 
and hit the most unexpected part of you. So that’s what FOBs are usually used for. 
It renders the rest of your air defenses basically useless. 
 
Participant 5: Just one short question, can FOBs be intercepted by the space based 
interceptors? 
 
Participant 1:It depends. Yes, of course they can, but it depends. But the 
interesting part of the FOBs is they have the capability to rapidly change orbit 
because they have to. Think of it almost like a space shuttle, but a suicide space 
shuttle with bombs. That’s an easy way to think about it. 
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Facilitator: Alright, so we only have a couple minutes left before we have to send 
this to the other teams and Control. So is there anything else we wanna add or 
change? 
 
Participant 1: So we need two more targets, right? What do you guys think? The 
first thing I’m thinking about, FOBs, and we’re also sending out ships in the 
South China Sea. That’s for sure. 
 
Participant 3: China could also target Guam, the Marshall Islands, and also 
encirclement of Japan or Korea. 
 
Participant 1: With what? This needs to be Aerospace Force capability. 
 
Participant 3: In terms of Japan and Korea or the Philippines it could be  naval 
assets and for the FOB, Hawaii could be a more escalatory action. So in terms of 
that initial stage, it could target Guam and the Marshall Islands.  
 
Participant 1: Are we targeting any of their space assets? 
 
Participant 3: Yeah, we can. 
 
Participant 1: Would that be the highest level of demonstration? Disrupt their 
command and control network? 
 
Participant 3: Are we going to target or attack? If attack it’s the highest one, or if 
we just make a statement that we will take these actions, it could be a moderate or 
lower effect of demonstration. 
 
Participant 1: I’m trying to adopt what earlier we talked about the three different 
levels, right? So the lowest level is launching FOBs because you’ve done 
nothing. You literally just tell them, oh, we have the capability to do this. Second 
is reversible things. So I’m jamming your command and control. What’s the 
highest? If you want to destroy something to make a huge point, what are we 
gonna destroy? 
 
Participant 1: Let’s take about two minutes to think about this. Any points 
welcome. 
 
Participant 3: Well, it will definitely be the military bases in the Pacific region 
especially Philippines, Japan, and Korea--- and now what the ASF is capable of 
doing, so. 
 
Participant 1: That’s not something the ASF is capable of doing. That’s a problem. 
The capability of the ASF is basically like you can dazzle lasers at satellites, you 
can jam them and for satellites you can destroy them. You can de-orbit them. You 
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can probably interfere with communications on the ground. That’s what I would 
suggest, right? Disrupting command control or even jamming ground based 
communications on CONUS. But we need a higher level. The maximum position. 
 
Facilitator: So about the regional question, there is no change. The US is doing 
a joint exercise over multiple domains with the Philippines and their SBIs are 
limited and designed for regional threats. The exercise is part of the regular 
schedule to maintain their cooperation with the Philippines. And we also gotta 
send our response to the other teams and Control. 
 
Participant 1: How about let’s shoot down one of their SBIs? The US SBIs are in 
orbit already, right? 
 
Facilitator: Yes, they should be. 
 
Participant 1: What do you guys think? 
 
Participant 5: Yeah, I think maybe not shooting down but de-orbiting because 
when we shoot them down we create debris so either de-orbitting or via  a cyber 
attack kind of just defunct the one or several of the SBIs.  
 
Participant 1: So I like the idea of de-orbiting and I also love cyber, but the 
problem with cyber is they won’t know we did it. So we want them to know 
we did it. So I would suggest something like the SJ 21 and SJ 25, like the space 
truck, you literally just go and toe them off orbit. And you can say this is a protest. 
This is not even an attack because we’re using civilian assets. We can say this is 
a protest, both against US actions to deploy these and also against the fact that 
US commercial companies are supporting this SBI program. So we’re also using 
our ostensibly civilian assets SJ 21 and SJ 25 which were supposed to be towing 
space trash for this. What does everybody think? 
 
Participant 5: Would we kind of de-orbit one of their military parts of smartrock 
or one of the commercial parts? 
 
Participant 1: Commercial parts is probably better, right? Because we want to 
basically be less provocative, but also a kinetic demonstration. What do you guys 
think? 
 
Participant 2: I like the idea of doing commercial targets. I mean the US 
government sector gets the message and maybe the US commercial sector also 
will think oh, if I don’t tread the line carefully enough, who knows how I might 
get dragged in? 
 
Participant 1: Oh yeah, they get scared easier. You’re right, that’s fantastic. Yeah, 
let’s do that. We have all three levels of escalation. Sorry Facilitator I forgot what 
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we’re supposed to do, we’re gonna go back and basically talk about our next 
steps? 
 
Facilitator: No, we’re just making an announcement and we’re sending it to all the 
teams, so I’ll just take this and we can edit it here. 
 
Participant 1: So we have three levels of escalation. First of all independently, 
China needs more ships in the South China Sea for disaster relief and for freedom 
operations. For the three demonstration targets that the chairman asked us for, 
basically we have three different levels of escalation for the chairman to choose 
from. And the lowest escalation for that is basically launching FOBs. And this 
has a time component, and so there will be MFA announcements and declarations 
to go with the launching of the FOBs. I was thinking like we could coincide the 
launch of the FOBs with this US announcement of us launching SBIs. We can 
say this is a protest, this is a demonstration of US interference, we can go through 
the entire nine yards of why we think the US is the aggressor here. They not only 
disrupted our command and control system, but also made up the story of our 
launch in order to preempt any potential launching of SBIs, which we have every 
right to do because we need to protect ourselves. So we’re launching the FOBs to 
make the Americans understand that we’re serious, right? If defensive operations 
are unachievable, then, we’ll have to go on the offensive. So that’s basically the 
lowest level we’d go. The second level is we start using our ground based assets 
to conduct intermittent jamming of US space based command and control. At least 
we do this with what ASF’s capability within China can do. So that means they’ll 
lose command and control of everything above China when they orbit over China. 
Do we agree this is all about just jamming? Do we wanna cause some permanent 
damage through laser dazzling? What does everybody think? 
 
Participant 2: I’m leaning against it mostly because I don’t want China to be seen 
as the first party to take escalation to the next level and get blamed as the bad 
person here. I don’t know how other people think. 
 
Facilitator: We’re out of time so we have to do this as quickly as possible, sorry.  
 
Participant 1: So the third one is basically destroying US commercial imagery 
satellites that we identify as selling their intelligence data to US firms. So we’ll 
make sure this particular satellite firm is fully funded by the US and they only 
do government business and nothing else. So we’ll target them and we’ll use our 
commercial capability SJ 21 and 25 essentially space tow trucks to de-orbit them 
and we’ll have an announcement from the MFA to accompany those as a protest, a 
demonstration and not a military action. That’s our actions. 
 
Facilitator: Does that look good? Anything need to be changed? 
 
Participant 1: Looks good. Let’s hit send.  
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Facilitator: I don’t know if they’re planning to send us an inject, but I guess we 
can keep discussing. The US should be sending us something, we should be 
seeing what the US has soon. 
 
Participant 1: And then we can discuss with them at seven PM? 
 
Facilitator: I don’t think we’re seeing them until eight. I think we have a red 
phone call where we can send someone to the US or they can send someone to us. 
 
Participant 1: Okay so I guess the next thing is we have questions to answer.  
 
Facilitator: We need to see what the US is doing but we can keep discussing for 
now. Then after the red phone call we’ll continue to respond to the crisis and send 
messages, and then we’ll make the briefing questions.  
 
Participant 1: So now that we’ve sent them our preliminary, we can still change, 
right? Because we’re assuming that, you know, we would not do all three. We’re 
probably starting from the lowest, so. 
 
Participant 1: We could discuss more, do we wanna add anything? Do we wanna 
change anything? Do we wanna subtract anything? Or do we wanna do anything 
else to achieve our goal? 
 
Participant 2: I’m very ignorant about the military technical aspect in terms of 
plausible deniability thinking about how we respond. We talked about space junk 
before, is it ever possible to claim we didn’t directly hit an American satellite but 
somehow space junk just happened to hit one? And we make sure it moves in the 
direction we need it to? 
 
Participant 1: So, it is possible, but, usually satellites can get out of the way. They 
have the capability to get out of the way. Everybody tracks almost the entire sky 
and larger debris to ensure they have enough time to get away. But what cyber 
can do is hack into that map and make people think there’s something coming my 
way, so I’ll burn my satellite fuel expending Delta V trying to get away and then 
shorten the satellite’s life. Now, thinking of that during a very acute crisis like 
this, what are you trying to achieve here? Like, are you trying to attack their stuff 
or are you trying to do something that that they will know you did but not have 
proof.  
 
Participant 2: I’m thinking along the same lines of the scenario which says 
something about how we think Americans did it, but Americans can somehow 
blame it on some third party impersonal force, the weather.  
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Participant 1: I’m trying to think if there’s anything within the Chinese capability 
to do that. I might be all out. I suppose it’s possible for us to hack into one of the 
satellites and just let them collide into another one, right? 
 
Participant 5: But I think colliding satellites is not in our interest because when we 
collide a satellite into another satellite we create debris that could affect us in the 
end, so I don’t think we should produce more space debris. We should maybe try 
to render the satellite unusable with microwave technology. That’s the question if 
we have that already in 2040 or direct energy capabilities to blind the satellite so 
that they actually can’t use it anymore, but I would not provoke collision between 
two satellites. 
 
Participant 1: But it’s not provoking, right? It’s like I want you to know I did it, 
but I also want you to know that there’s no way you can prove it, right? As for 
the collision question, this is an open question because I haven’t looked into this 
closely enough, but different altitudes have different escape velocity, right? What 
if we do this at low Earth orbit? 
 
Facilitator: Yeah, sorry to interrupt real quick. Control sent some clarifying 
questions for our actions. To clarify SJ 21 and 25 are in geo. Do you want to use 
these systems against Leo targets? It is doubtful that China has adequate fuel to 
achieve this. And then the second question, can you clarify why China dazzle 
and jam C2 networks in space as opposed to using ground based systems? What 
specific systems do you intend to use to accomplish in space jamming with your 
satellites? 
 
Participant 1: We talked about using ground based jamming system to jam US 
space based C2 infrastructure, right? I think that’s a communication issue. As 
to the fuel, I’d say this is 2040, so we don’t know what they have. We’re saying 
SJ 21 and 25-like. They don’t necessarily have to be in geo. If they were to be 
proliferated, right? We’re basically cleaning the entire orbit, right? There will 
be different spacecraft stationed, probably still at geo, but they would have to 
have the capability to reach different orbits and they would have refuelings. 
If this is one of the capabilities that China intends to use, they’ll build up fuel 
storage and refueling capacity just like everybody’s doing right now. Let’s just 
say the proliferation of the HGS system means there’s a lot more that’s capable 
of reaching different orbits, right? Ostensibly for cleaning debris. What does 
everybody think?  
 
Facilitator: Anything else to add on to these or should I send it back to Control? 
 
Participant 1: I’m sure everybody here knows more about space than I do, 
so please… For the second question we could also clarify because earlier 
we said we’re using ground based systems based in China to jam US space 
based communication infrastructure. So part of the US C2 communications 
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infrastructure would eventually orbit over China at some point. And that’s when 
we use China’s ground based jammers to interfere with them. And so they’ll 
lose some capability at that point, but soon they’re out. So we’re being very, 
very careful, right? We’re not exposing any of our potential capabilities outside 
of China. We’re also not causing any permanent damage. And it is definitely 
attributable to us because it’s very clear when they fly over China, they’re just 
dead, and we want them to know because that’s the point of the demonstration. 
The thing is, we’re not exposing any capabilities outside of China. We might have 
mobile jammers outside of China and friendly countries. We might have ground 
stations, things like that, but for this demonstration, we would only use assets 
within China because they would know they’re there anyways. 
 
Participant 5: But do we also have jamming capabilities in GEO, or do we just use 
the ground based ones because that’s the only possibility we have because that 
could be a kind of a further step up in the escalation ladder. 
 
Participant 1: So space based jamming is hard, right? Like that’s the thing. It’s 
really hard to generate enough power. So, if anybody here understands differently, 
let me know. That’s just my very, very rough understanding. You just don’t have 
enough wattage. 
 
Participant 5: But there was last year, repeated jamming attempts of Russian 
satellites kind of close to the GPS signal which led to a tracking down of a 
Russian GEO constellation, which was responsible for that. Because it’s 2040, 
maybe we could argue, yeah, we solved that one. 
 
Participant 1: That’s a good point. But do we wanna do that? Is there any benefit 
in doing that? We can probably do some of that, but what does that get us? 
 
Participant 5: I think the only benefit would be if our network is not touched by 
that interference, 
I don’t know the technical capabilities for making the differentiation there, but I 
think to spark some uncertainty in the US to to jam for a few minutes navigational 
systems to spark uncertainty in the population, but I don’t think that is really 
adding up onto our goal of the South China Sea. It was just an idea. 
 
Participant 1: So that might go toward some of the unattributable things, right? 
We want them to know we did it but we don’t want them to be able to prove it. 
But for this one, because they’re asking about the jamming part. This is one of the 
three demonstration targets. We want them to know we did it. 
Facilitator: Real quick, I have an injection from Control. In Beijing and 
Washington, the advisors to the Chinese and American presidents warned that 
there is a fleeting window to prevent a major shift in the correlation of forces 
between the US and China to deny the adversary’s ability to deploy a significant 
space based missile interceptor system. There is a heated debate as to what this 
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might require militarily and what significant might mean and when that level 
of capability will be achieved. Among the options the presidents must consider 
is if they will authorize strikes against the other country’s sovereign territory. 
Each team should decide what military action, if any, should be taken and when 
to prevent what level of space based missile defense it finds unacceptable. In 
addition, each team should decide if it wants to approach the adversarial about 
diplomatic talks and off ramps to what otherwise escalates. So I’m gonna go 
ahead and copy this message so everyone can see it. 
 
Participant 1: So I want to take a step back. Some of you might be more equipped 
to handle this than I am, so please speak up. But this clearly is trying to pit both 
sides against each other saying your goals are obviously to stop the other side 
from having enough interceptors so you can have dominance in launch posture, 
right? You just have more missiles where you can do more. But my instinct is 
telling me this is not how the Chinese would think. 
 
Facilitator: Alright, do we wanna send this back to Control as our answers to the 
questions? 
 
Participant 1: What does everybody think about these answers? Good? Let’s 
send it. Now we can go back to the scenario. So we have a window to disrupt the 
US SBI launch, that might require striking CONUS, and the US clearly has the 
capability to do that too. Do we want to do it?  
 
Participant 2: Yeah, is the presence of American and Chinese SBI in space a 
possibility? Because I feel like now they are making it  sound like either or. 
 
Participant 1: What I’m thinking is I would rather much more just back down and 
then expose the entire world to the fact that the US just launched a bunch of SBIs 
and they’re also aiming all the missiles at me, so they’re definitely the bad guys. 
Cause I would just stare cause I’m not stupid, I understand the US have first strike 
security, but I also understand that they won’t do it. Cause, what do they have to 
gain? 
 
Participant 2: Where is the sense of urgency from? The scenario is making it look 
like if we don’t try to attack the US first now somehow we’ll be dead within days.  
 
Participant 1: The US would have military superiority. But the problem is China 
has grown up facing US military superiority, right? Yes, that’s scary, but we also 
have decades to handle it. We always do it through indirect means, right? That’s 
the entire freaking point of net assessment, right?  
 
Participant 2: Exactly. I mean US military superiority over China is not new and 
now maybe they’re having one more dimension in which the US might achieve 
superiority for now. But how is this different from before? And then why the 
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urgency to start a war? 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, so you can nuke me til kingdom come, but I can also destroy 
your infrastructure, create doubts among your people, have fifth columnists. I can 
fuck you up pretty good, right? 
 
Participant 5: And also they rely kind of under commercial satellite support so we 
could try in the long run, through cyber attacks to with plausible deniability really 
interfere with the commercial aspect, so that’s a weak point in their system that 
we can exploit. 
 
Participant 1: These are all great and I want to basically put an umbrella on top 
of all of this because my understanding is this is what China does all the time, 
right? They conduct lateral deterrence, basically they always want to mix all 
issues together, right? And the US is always trying to clear out issues. We don’t 
trade horses from different things. That’s the US position, but the Chinese position 
has always been, why not? That’s exactly what I want. So we’re not playing your 
game of strictly trading nuclear for nuclear and strictly trading space for space, 
right? 
 
Facilitator: Real quick, the US has sent two messages. Their first message they 
gave at the same time we gave our actions. We want to negotiate, prohibit FOBs, 
and set ground rules for operation. We’re prepared to discuss verification methods 
for the PPWT and would like to revisit the PTBT. We’re going to meet their 
deployment of interceptors with numbers that we feel will continue the status quo. 
We want to negotiate no go zones for the deployment of the command and control 
systems. We’re looking at economic ways to protect our industry from adverse 
effects that are being caused by unlawful operations from the Chinese. Sanctions 
uphold the rule of law, rally allies and partners in the South China Sea to push 
back, diplomatic pushback. That’s their public message. That’s the message they 
sent to all teams, and then they responded to our actions. I’m gonna go ahead 
and post the first message real quick into the chat so y’all can see it. And then as 
a response to our actions, we consider the deorbiting of a US SBI to be a hostile 
act and against all space norms. We urge against launching FOBs because we fear 
it can be misconstrued and might cause escalation including but not limited to 
nuclear exchange. Disruption of command and control networks can also cause 
escalation because of fear of nuclear exchange. Any Chinese satellite that attempts 
to conduct proximity operations will be considered a hostile act and destroyed 
immediately. We will conduct whatever necessary self defense operations to 
protect our satellites. 
 
Participant 1: So it’s not SBIs. We’re targeting their imagery satellites, and it’s 
a commercial imagery satellite. That needs to be clarified immediately because 
that’s not what we did. That’s what we decided explicitly against. And it’s also 
very important for them to understand that it is a sequential event, right? So, go 
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from the lowest to the highest. And there’s a time sequence involved. I think we 
can now send people to talk directly to them. Anybody want to go? I’m looking 
for volunteers.  
 
Facilitator: Alright, so I’ve sent that to the US and control that we’re using the SJ 
21 and 25 against commercial imaging satellites and not the SBI. And then control 
says that it’s time for the red phone call, so if we want to send anybody to the US. 
And they said that China’s experiencing disruption to its ISR satellites. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, they’re playing the stupid proportional game, so. Anybody 
want to go?  
 
Participant 8: Before we do send anybody I think we need to establish if we do 
even want to send somebody and for what reason? 
 
Participant 1: I think the only reason we would send people to go is to basically 
reiterate our message, right? It’s just because of the format. Every one of our 
actions is supposed to also be accompanied by an MFA person’s declaration and 
speech. But due to the format we don’t have time to actually do that. Every step 
on the escalation ladder will have that going on. We’ll have official declarations. 
It’ll be posted, there’ll be Tweets, there’ll be articles, and those tones matter, 
right? Cause we don’t just let actions speak for themselves, that’s not the Chinese 
way. 
 
Participant 2: I can go, I just don’t know what should be our message to them. I 
was reading the American messages from just now and it sounds like more or less 
the stuff we want to say. I kind of boiled down to the US will pursue reciprocal 
and reactive escalation, all options are on the table, we care about third parties 
like industry and allies, but ultimately we want to talk it out peacefully through 
diplomacy. 
 
Facilitator: Just to interject, the US is requesting we send somebody. 
 
Participant 1: We don’t actually have to send somebody, we could refuse to talk 
to them, that’s an option too, but, as I was thinking, if we want to send somebody, 
the point will be telling them, as we talked about earlier, we want to trade horses, 
right? We don’t care what the US wants, what we care about is the South China 
Sea and what we care about is how do I appear to be the nice guy over here? So, 
we’re gonna tell the US, back down, call this off, and then we can talk. Everything 
we talked about here is about a general balance, right? It’s not a specific balance 
within certain fields. That’s not how we roll and we refuse to talk to you that way. 
And actually the US has never specifically told us they don’t cross link issues, 
right? They never mentioned that. They just keep saying, we’ll do this, we’ll do 
that. So if they do that, then that’s their communication problem, right? It’s not 
China’s role to accommodate US brainrot, right? 
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Facilitator: So I posted the US team link in the chat. 
 
Participant 1: I can go. I’ll come back and share their position and,, I hope you 
guys will talk now that I’m not here, so that’s probably better. 
 
Participant 6: Can I make a quick comment to that? China also continues to 
experience disruption to its ISR satellites the scenario says and still it’s unclear if 
the US did this or not, but as the Chinese position maybe we can say that China’s 
disruption to its ISR satellites is by the United States and kind of initiate a hostile 
inference. 
 
Participant 1: Exactly. That’s great. That’s fantastic. I’m gonna go in accusing 
them of that, because they definitely did that and we don’t have to provide proof 
cause we never do. Okay, so I’ll go, and you guys keep discussing. Thanks. 
 
Facilitator: Alright. 
 
Participant 2: Now that we’re without our ringleader, what should we discuss? 
 
Facilitator: We can expand upon any of the options, we can look at the briefing 
questions and start thinking about them because we’re gonna have to answer them 
pretty soon. 
 
Participant 2: There’s a question about are there any diplomatic off-ramps to the 
crisis? What do people think about diplomatic off-ramps? The US and China 
seem to be pursuing more unilateral actions as a way to build up and accumulate 
potential leverage before they even try to talk genuinely. So are we placing hopes 
in bilateral talks in the future? Hoping that things will change as one or both… I 
think they get enough chips on their end of the table, now they can actually make 
deals or talk deals, or are we placing hopes in perhaps some kind of third party 
mediation or multilateral outlet? 
 
Participant 3: Well China may publicly criticize the US action and the demands 
that the US makes, but also then it will make a statement that China is still open to 
talk. And I don’t think there will be any mediation but could be bilateral talks in a 
neutral country. So like Singapore. 
 
Participant 8: As a show of good faith one off-ramp you could potentially 
consider is agreeing to mutual deployment freezes with the smart hawk or smart 
rock deployments within a specific time frame while talks are being had about 
the situation. As well as potentially capping any sort of deployment speed since 
the United States has a stronger surge capacity when it comes to launching the 
systems. Those are two potential ways of maintaining some level of advantage for 
China while also appearing open to negotiations or talks with the United States. 
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Participant 5: We could also argue for the revival of our UN plans with Russia 
to prohibit space based interceptors in order to gain time and also facilitate a 
discussion or a working group or stuff like that, which could give us an advantage 
because if other countries are involved we could find our alliances which could 
help us in those discussions. 
 
Participant 6: I totally agree with the last point and mutual deployment freezes 
and then to add on to the reasons I think that if the US rejects the proposal from 
China, China can argue internationally that the US is driving escalation more 
strongly or I think the problem in the US is the government and private sector 
exist to promote satellite activities, so I think that this proposal could also increase 
concerns within the US private sector and it can paralyse them, so it’s also a good 
option I think. 
 
Participant 2: I think in the scenario somewhere they say something about how 
the US can deploy like 30 or 40% faster than China or something. So it’s good for 
China if somehow we are able to get the US to either put a cap on it and therefore 
the US is at the same disadvantage as China or even a freeze in general. And I like 
the point also about how China can be the party that calls for this freeze or cap, 
and knowing that if it happens good for China and also knowing that most likely 
the US may not agree to it, in which case it gives China the talking point to say 
we are the good guy that wants to de-escalate. It’s the US that’s causing problems 
for everybody. And so it gives us the moral high ground. Any other thoughts? 
There was also a point earlier about pledging to work towards some kind of UN 
working group as a way to again project genuine or not goodwill in terms of 
working stuff out. Where a third party that we know will be slow and inefficient 
and most likely not even going to fix the problem, but at least make it look good 
that we seem to be wanting to fix stuff. 
 
Participant 8: I think the US also said that they were open to discussions on 
the PPWT as well, so that could be another avenue for discussions on a more 
multilateral setting that China could show more global interest in leading the way 
on alleviating tensions between the two nations. 
 
Participant 2: That’s great because it makes a third party think that we are trying 
to solve not just our problem but a global public problem in general, too. Any 
further thoughts on the diplomatic off ramp question or should we move on? 
 
Facilitator: There’s one other item, deciding on any additional military action, 
to be taken and when to prevent what level of space missile defense it finds 
unacceptable. 
 
Participant 8: I think we’ve discussed this a little bit today and also yesterday that 
China’s typically pretty firm and it’s against first use when it comes to military 
attacks, so I don’t think at this time that China would consider launching any sort 
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of military action, in the first place. ButI would say that we would remain open to 
a response in self defense, should have come to that, but China’s not gonna be the 
first one to take any aggressive military actions. 
 
Participant 2: Sounds great. No first use always sounds like the good guys and 
who knows one day if we ever get to a situation where we may need to consider 
preemptive strike options, that will depend on the perception of American 
intention and America has given us plenty of evidence that the intentions are not 
good. So if any miscalculation does happen, we’re gonna blame it on the US side. 
 
Facilitator: The industry team sent an action. So the industry team said that actors 
in the US space commercial sector provide covert funding to a Twitter bot farm 
to spread the following narrative across social media. The US’s advantage over 
China and space is in its ability to launch and replenish SBIs more quickly than 
China while China has a strong SBI constellation in orbit, America can deploy 
and respond more quickly and thoroughly. 
 
Participant 3: Is Twitter banned in China? 
 
Participant 2: Yeah. And Facebook and more recently even LinkedIn. For a long 
time, LinkedIn was the only major Western social media platform that’s allowed 
in China. But given the sheer amount of complaints about how Chinese spies 
were recruiting Western people as potential agents through LinkedIn, I think 
more recently they created a parallel Chinese version that’s unconnected to the 
international version. 
 
Participant 3: So, as long as Chinese people don’t know that the US has the upper 
hand, why should we care what the international media thinks? That’s just my 
thought. 
 
Participant 8: Will that may be true but we’re not the people of China we’re the 
government of 
China, so I’m sure the Chinese government is probably aware of what’s being said 
on Twitter. 
 
Participant 3: Yeah. 
 
Participant 5: We could kind of engage in a campaign to render the US as a nation 
of decline because in 2040 it’s a question if the US is anyhow on the same level 
of innovation as we as China are, so we could kind of do a media campaign that 
just renders the US as a desperate former big power that tries to hold on to status 
whereas we offer modern technology for states that cooperate with us. 
 
Participant 8: Yeah, I think that’s true because you could frame it in the way that 
China already has these SBIs placed, and so it would be like the United States 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

182

playing catch up to Chinese capabilities. So harkening back to Cold War era, 
Sputnik panic, where the United States started to spend a lot more time on its 
space program, kind of similarly echoing that. 
 
Participant 1: I’m back, I can update everybody when there’s a break in the 
discussion.  
 
Participant 6: I think China can ignore this narrative. I mean the Chinese social 
media campaign is completely completely done by the CCP and the CCP knows 
that there is a technical difference between China and the US, so ignoring the 
narrative means we understand better we don’t have to say anything. 
 
Participant 3: I think China can also declare a joint commercial operation with 
any other country and show that it only thinks about the economic welfare of 
the regional countries or regional partners and doesn’t have any intention of 
escalating any security attention in the region rather simply economic benefit to 
shape its own narrative that it’s a good country. 
 
Participant 2: I was just gonna piggyback a point made earlier about the US being 
a declining power, and so we can ignore it. I love that. I think Chinese propaganda 
would probably say like, we advise the US not to behave like the late stage 
Soviet Union where they spent all their energy on military expansionist goals and 
procurement, as a way to start off their decline we advise Americans to spend their 
energy and resources and look after their own people instead. 
 
Participant 1: I love this. 
 
Participant 2: We probably won’t say late stage Soviet Union just because they’re 
a buddy of ours in the Communist Bloc, but I mean something to that effect. 
 
Participant 1: That’s fantastic though. So a little update from the American side, I 
clarified everything we did and they’re very stuck on the fact that the things we’ve 
done have nuclear escalation possibilities, and surely China also wants to prevent 
this, they said. So I told them China’s concerns are across multidimensions, so 
we fundamentally reject the US understanding of focusing on one domain of 
escalation against another. I did switch to track 1.5 and 2 and tell them, we would 
love to see you guys show some sensitivity towards China’s red lines and central 
concerns. Such as the South China Sea and territorial integrity now that Taiwan is 
less of a concern. And also tell them that from our perspective, this is not an equal 
negotiation because the provocation has begun long ago. The moment that the 
US deployed everything in the West Pacific, all their missiles, all their hypersonic 
vehicles, and their improvement on their nuclear warheads. That’s where the 
provocation comes from. And so actually they just requested that China to have 
a proposal on what sort of issues are important to us and we could talk about 
that. So I told them if they send this over as an official request, China would not 
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respond. 

Because remember, we have to be the good guys and good guys don’t make 
demands. So basically through track 2 and track 1.5, we very gently suggest 
that they should make a sort of a gesture, appreciating China’s sensitivity on the 
issues. So, that’s as far as we go. We’re waiting for them to respond and then we 
can keep talking about our rhetoric and how we’re gonna shape the entire thing. 
 
Facilitator: Real quick, the industry team wanted to say that their intention is to 
spread a narrative that even if lagging behind China in deployments, the US can 
quickly catch up. 
 
Participant 1: Do we want to send a message back? Because I really want to send 
a message back that says like, China condemns this militarized use of civilian 
industries? 
 
Facilitator: Yeah, we can send a message back. 
 
Participant 7: I think that’s great. 
 
Facilitator: I’d object to America extending their technicals into the otherwise 
global public square that is social media. 
 
Participant 3: Can we also say that China will not back down from such insincere 
provocation of the US? 
 
Participant 1: Yeah. We condemn the use of this. We will not back down, but we 
urge the US to exercise restraint and we urge the rest of the global community to 
join China in maintaining strategic stability, and not escalate through launching 
more SBIs. 
 
Facilitator: Okay, so this is going to the industry, Control, and US team. China 
condemns the use of America extending its influence like this and we will not 
back down but we urge the US to show restraint. What else did we wanna add to 
that? 
 
Participant 1: We urge to show restraint and we urge the rest of the global 
community to come together and avoid this strategic spiral, into higher escalation 
with the American launching of their SBIs. 
 
Facilitator: Okay, can y’all all see it? It says China condemns the use of America 
extending its influence like this and we will not back down, but we urge the US 
to show restraint. We urge the rest of the global community to come together and 
avoid this strategic spiral into higher escalation with the Americans launching 
SBIs.  
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Participant 1: I want to add a little bit here. China condemns America extending 
its influence over commercial sectors which are supposed to benefit all mankind 
like this. I just wanna get all mankind in there. 
 
Participant 2: I wanna throw in the phrase militarization of social media 
somewhere. 
 
Participant 1: Well, we could put that in at the end. China also condemns 
America’s militarization of social media as an attempt to control global rhetoric. 
 
Facilitator: China condemns the use of America extending its influence over 
commercial sectors which are supposed to benefit all mankind instead of social 
media militarization as an attempt to control global rhetoric like this and we will 
not back down, but we urge the US to show restraint. 
 
Participant 1: What do you guys think? Maybe cut out the social media 
militarization part and put it as a separate sentence after the SBI statements so 
they don’t confuse the two. 
 
Participant 2: I wonder if this should be a separate message or if it can be part of 
this, but basically how China advises the US to take a longer view of history and 
learn that the chain of probability began not with China but with the US, including 
a string of American military bases and deployment along the Indo-Pacific blah, 
blah, blah. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, and we can start with the most recent one, right? Is the recent 
blah blah blah, which extends to--- We can do that here. Do you want to do it 
here? Alright, well, go ahead. 
 
Facilitator: Does this look alright for everyone? Any changes? 
 
Participant 2: I just put a sentence into the chat. So you can copy and paste it. 
 
Participant 1: That’s fantastic. 
 
Facilitator: Alright, how does that look? Do you want me to read it out one more 
time? 
 
Participant 1: I think we can all see it, right?  
 
Facilitator: Alright, and that’s the last communication. Now we have thirty 
minutes to go over the briefing questions and formulate answers. So here are the 
Move Two briefing questions and then I went ahead and made a slide for each of 
the questions so we have a lot of space. 
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Participant 1: What might the US or China do to counter one another’s space 
based interceptor operations and supporting satellites as well as rendezvous and 
proximity operations and incidents and interference activities attributable and non 
attributable. Let’s probably start with the second question. It’s probably easier.  
 
Facilitator: We had a lot of notes for diplomatic off-ramps if y’all want me just to 
copy and paste that real quick to the slides so we can look at it. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, yeah. Let’s do that. What I’m thinking about here is we gotta 
win, right? So, how do we make the US basically concede the South China Sea 
first? 
 
Participant 2: We either trade something with the US in exchange for South China 
Sea or we make the South China Sea neighboring countries feel so abhorred with 
the US that they want the US out or at least want us to be in too. 
 
Participant 1: So our entire strategy is basically characterizing the US as an 
aggressor and in order for the aggressor to want peace, because they want to talk 
peace, we say, well, you know, you gotta back off first and then we’ll talk peace. 
That’s reasonable.  
 
Participant 2: We’re not replacing one dominant power over another in the 
neighborhood. We are there to help keep peace. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, we’re creating a community of common destiny. I wanna 
check with the Facilitator, are we supposed to still be playing from China’s 
perspective or are we actually stepping away from the role and generally thinking 
about what would be an acceptable offering for both sides? 
 
Facilitator: No, we’re playing as China, so what diplomatic off ramps could we 
offer as China or would we accept as China? 
 
Participant 1: So the off ramp as China is basically just for the US to get off SCS, 
right? Like at least promise that we could accept it if the South China Sea were 
declared a demilitarized zone. What do you guys think? 
 
Participant 2: I’m thinking about whatever defense utility we might get from 
deploying SBI. Can we make a proposal to Southeast Asia and South China Sea 
neighboring countries and say, we can extend the coverage to you too if you guys 
kick Americans out or whatever? 
 
Participant 3: One thing I want to add, there is a treaty of a Southeast Asia nuclear 
weapon free zone that China supports but the US does not so we can add this as a 
demand, that the US needs to recognize this treaty. Immediately China will gain 
support from the Southeast Asian countries for this one. 
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Facilitator: What’s the treaty called? 
 
Participant 3: Southeast Asia nuclear weapons free zone. 
 
Participant 1: That’s fantastic. 
 
Participant 3: Basically if the US agrees on this, they cannot actually deploy not 
only nuclear weapons, but any kind of assets that can carry nuclear weapons. 
 
Participant 2: Can we use that treaty and say that American nuclear summer range 
shouldn’t be deployed to the area at minimum? 
 
Participant 3: The US stance is that they think that they have freedom of 
navigation, so that’s why they don’t support that. But on the other hand, China 
supports that because it will make the other countries not roam around in this 
region. 
 
Participant 1: So in practical terms that means that US SSBNs can’t actually get 
into Chinese waters and China’s SSBNs would have to leave China and go very 
far anyways. So that’s actually in China’s interest to have that. That should be a 
secret. The Control team could probably know that, but the US should not think 
about that. What do you guys think about the thing I just proposed to the US that 
they should make a gesture on the South China Sea? Before we even begin the 
talks. 
 
Participant 2: They started the chain of provocationso they should be the first one 
to extend the olive branch and give something. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah. 
 
Participant 2: The Chinese like to say, create a conducive atmosphere for talks. 
 
Participant 1: So the off ramp wouldn’t necessarily be in space, not even in 
nuclear realms, it’s what’s at stake, because again, chasing space superiority 
or nuclear superiority has never been China’s goal. China’s goal is strategic 
superiority. I think we got two tied away then, let’s go on to three.  
 
Facilitator: Do you all want me to go ahead and get rid of what was on the top? 
 
Participant 1: No, I think those are actually good.  
 
Participant 3: I would like to add one thing about the treaty, China supports that 
politically, but they never actually ratified it, they are not bound to it by any law. 
And so we just want to make sure that it is clear that if China demands that, that 
means it also has to concede to be in a formal agreement with the US that we’ll 
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have a treaty that says we won’t deploy any kind of nuclear assets in the region. In 
short, China supports that politically but they haven’t ratified it and the US does 
not support it politically nor have any legal instruments in this treaty. So China is 
also conceding something. 
 
Participant 1: I just wanna clarify something, and correct me if I’m wrong, even if 
China signed this treaty, it doesn’t really do anything to China, right? All China’s 
land based nuclear weapons are inside China. All China’s nuclear bombers are 
flying over China. All of China’s SSBNs have to leave anyway, so it doesn’t really 
impact China, right? 
 
Participant 3: And also it actually benefits us in a sense because it literally creates 
the narrative that China is the good guy here and wants to make peace. 
 
Participant 1: That’s fantastic. Let’s do that. It costs us nothing, so I think the 
last two points on the diplomatic off ramps, that China can argue internationally 
that the US is the side driving escalation, we keep that and the US being open to 
PPWT gives an option for global interest and helping alleviate tension… let’s also 
do that cause it’s great for the US to give in for literally nothing. I don’t think we 
gave up anything, have we? That’s good, right? Then, what about the first four 
points? They’re still good, right? We can keep all of them. Now on to the third 
question because we also got some time. 
 
Facilitator: I think the first question is more important. This is more for industry. 
 
Participant 1: Oh, ok, let’s do the first one then. 
 
Participant 1: What might the US or China do to counter one another’s space 
based interceptor operations in supporting satellites as well as rendezvous and 
proximity operations and incidents and interference activities, jamming/cyber 
attributable and non attributable, so I think for some of these we have our opening 
moves, right? We used FOBs and then we used ground based jammers very 
clearly that we want the US to do that. Those are the three moves we did. The 
important part is that for all of this we need to have a rhetoric to go with it, right? 
Because what’s going on is important, contesting space superiority is important, 
but always what’s more important for China is how we can spin this. How can 
we make this sound like we’re the good guys? So remember the third thing where 
we used ostensibly peaceful sort of space trash recycle trucks to drag one of their 
commercial imagery satellites out of place and de-orbit it. So that’s considered 
a win because the US is gonna protest and we’re gonna say this is actually a 
peaceful protest against US violent aggression with military assets. And we can 
argue that FOBs is merely a demonstration and no one will take a single launch of 
FOBs as any serious indication of a nuclear weapon launch, right? 
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Participant 2: I wonder whether the question is asking about our offense or 
our defense when it asks us how we can counter the other side’s interception 
operations, interference, etc. Cause it sounds like it’s asking us how we would do 
defense rather than offense. 
 
Participant 1: I have a question here as well, Facilitator. Can we clarify, what 
do they mean? If we’re talking about tactics, operational tactics, how do they 
counter, how do they do all of this? Well, none of us have a classification to read 
that. There’s very little open information and if you’re just talking about current 
technology that China possesses and can conceivably use. That doesn’t have to be 
this war game, right? Like we can just go do research and write a paper on it. So 
what exactly are these questions trying to get to? Can we get a clarification from 
Control? 
 
Facilitator: Yeah, let me send that to Control real quick. 
 
Participant 1: Is it just a pure technical question or is there any dimension that 
could benefit from game play? Because if it’s a doctrinal question I would ask 
everybody to refer to the aerospace forces textbook. 
 
Facilitator: So, is this a technical question or a dimensional question? 
 
Participant 1: Is it more of a technical question or is there a dimension that could 
be explored through game play like political decision making, or posturing? When 
they say counter, do they mean physically counter or do they mean, I’m gonna 
accuse the US of doing this thing and then I’m gonna win the rhetoric and make 
the US look like the bad guy, right? It’s just unclear to me which one it is. 
 
Facilitator: I would say it’s probably more rhetoric and posturing, but I’m gonna 
send this to Control and we’ll see what they say. 
 
Participant 1: I think we can proceed under the assumption that it’s the posturing 
part, right? So for any sort of proximity operations, and I’m thinking out loud, 
please stop me anytime you want, but for that we used the space trash truck 
analogy, right? And we only did that because the US militarized space first. They 
used commercial imagery as a way to attack China. This is a protest with our 
civilian assets. So the next step for any sort of RPO incident, we would accuse the 
US of militarizing space first. And for SBIs--- 
 
Participant 2: If I may jump in very quickly on that point because I think we can 
criticize the US somehow for pursuing civil-military fusion including space and 
thereby making it even harder to maintain rules of engagement in space.  
 
Participant 1: We can accuse NASA of having a long history of conducting 
military flights and missions, right? There are several shuttle missions that’re still 
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classified through the state because of payloads. What about the SBIs? What can 
our rhetoric do to counter these? 
 
Facilitator: Control said that they want both technical and non technical answers. 
 
Participant 1: Okay, that makes sense. To counter SBIs, from a strategic 
perspective, you just accuse them, right? You don’t actually need a lot of other 
stuff to do that. 
 
Participant 3: We can say that China will only deploy SBIs that it thinks is 
necessary for its minimum deterrence. So there won’t be any number, it’s just a 
vague term, so that it can pressure the US to reduce its numbers. 
 
Participant 1: For physically countering SBIs, and we will hold this in reserve, 
we do not destroy or jam SBIs until we absolutely have to, as in if we ever decide 
to launch a bunch of nukes against the US. In that case we’ll use any and all 
means which would include assets capable of deorbitting SBIs, assets that’re 
capable of blinding and dazzling SBIs. That’s everything. And also mobile assets 
deployed everywhere else in the world, right? Like in another game we used to 
basically hide mobile laser dazzling vehicles and installations in our collaborating 
countries that we have exchanged space programs or observatories with. But this 
is just the reserve. They are capabilities that we understand we have, but we will 
never demonstrate them because there’s absolutely no point in demonstrating 
them. It benefits us to let the world see that the US has so many SBIs that they’re 
smothering China. It benefits us to have that rhetoric. It also benefits us for the 
US to underestimate us, so there’s no point in letting anybody know that we have 
ways to counter them until we’re actually countering them. 
 
Facilitator: So we don’t have to answer the third question, but we can if y’all want 
to or we can look at the other two. 
 
Participant 1: We haven’t actually answered the first question about interference 
and cyber activity I think. How do we counter those? Jamming and cyber activity 
and the issue of attributable and non attributable actions. I feel like this is an 
easy question to answer because nobody else is gonna jam China other than 
the US. Also we’re so big on cyber unless it’s criminals playing with cellular 
constellations. We’re not the ones who have to worry about this. Is there anything 
else anybody wants to add on to this? 
 
Participant 4: I do have a couple of comments here on the middle bullet there 
about not following rules of engagement in space. The rules of engagement are 
something that each country determines for itself or sometimes as a coalition so 
I don’t think that that would be the right term. You can say maybe not following 
international law or norms or something like that. 
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Participant 1: Yeah, that’s good.  
 
Participant 4: And if it comes to the use of commercial assets, it could say that the 
US is not following the principle of distinction under the law of war and if you 
want to escalate more, that they’re even engaging in an act of perfidy by hiding 
behind the legally protected status of these civilian entities in order for their 
nefarious military plans to succeed. 
 
Participant 1: And then the US is gonna say that Q ships doesn’t count. And we’ll 
say you have no Q ships in space. 
 
Participant 1: And we have to clarify our earlier use of the SJ 21 and SJ 25 space 
truck to essentially de-orbit commercial imagery as an act of protest. It’s not an 
act of war, it’s an act of protest. And we made that distinction by basically saying 
this is a civilian operation and it is well announced and it is meticulously planned 
to avoid any sort of fallout. So it is a protest. 
 
Participant 4: I wonder if even better than that might be that maybe it’s a domestic 
law enforcement action. China is big on its own national security law and 
recognizes there are some consequences for the commercial player, but that’s an 
option. 
 
Facilitator: It’s about time to head back to the Plenary if there’s any last 
commentary or amendments to what we have on these two slides. 
 
Participant 1: We’ll do domestic or military action for the jamming part, in the 
second part of our escalation we used jamming against US C2 assets crossing 
over China. So we’ll say that’s actually a domestic and legal action. Because of all 
of this escalation we don’t feel safe anymore, so we feel it’s necessary to secure 
our own borders and that’s just a domestic law enforcement action. Then I think 
we’re ready. 
 
Facilitator: Alright, see you guys there. 
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Move 3

Plenary Meeting

Facilitator 3: For today, we have our same objectives which I hope you are 
all familiar with. We are on Move Three, the same three teams, but the only 
difference today is that during game play, the US and the private industry team 
are going to be sitting together. Just for the game play. You’ll separate for the 
creation of briefing slides, but you all will have a chance to talk the whole time. 
Next slide. Here is a reminder of who’s on your team. I know that there’s a couple 
people tag teaming leadership for China today, thank you for stepping up. Next 
slide. The format for today, and the reason I’m moving kind of fast is because we 
do want to get you into the rooms as quickly as possible. So we’re aiming to get 
you out of here in the next ten minutes. You’ll have about 45 minutes after that to 
play out the scenario as we left it. You can respond to the scenario as we’re gonna 
set it up. And then between 6:15 and 6:30, if you want to send someone between 
the US and China rooms, you can do that, but please try to keep these calls short. 
We’re gonna cut communication at 6:30. You’ll have 45 min to prepare the team 
briefings, so you’ll really get to think about the questions that are being asked and 
discuss in depth. So the first half is play, the second half discussion. After that, 
we’ll all come back here to do our briefs and then do a Q and A. Team leaders, 
your responsibilities are the same as they have been in the past. Again, whenever 
you communicate with other teams, please CC the Control team and don’t be 
afraid to make decisions and talk to one another. Next slide. Ground rules are the 
same. Please don’t fight the scenario. Everything said is not for attribution and 
the game is unclassified. Alright Facilitator 1, feel free to start going through the 
scenario. 
 
Facilitator 1: All right, we’re now at 2040 in March. Both sides are having 
difficulties deploying their constellations of space based interceptors. Now, as 
with the inject in Move Two, there is a fleeting window remaining to prevent 
a major shift in the correlation of forces. The question remains regarding 
either side’s ability to deny deployment of a significant constellation: what is 
significant? It’s in the eye of each team’s beholding. It could be, if an SBI system 
can knock down a salvo of 50, it’s significant. The significance and legacy and, 
if you will, shift in correlation has to do with an old buggaboo that’s still with us. 
Will the incentive change for either side to strike first and increase that incentive 
or will the opposite occur? And the concern here is that depending on how these 
things are deployed, when and in what way, it might increase the incentive of 
either side or one side to strike first, which is the exact opposite mission of these 
constellations, which is to make it less likely than anyone would strike first. The 
US President calls a meeting in the National Space Council. Industry, of course, 
will sit with the US team at this point. Next slide. Each side begins to use roughly 
five launch sites for heavy lift to get the constellations completed and up, and they 
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have to launch roughly about 20 of these heavy lift vehicles to get a preliminary 
or initiative SBI constellation. Within two weeks of one another, however, you can 
see on the right in these pictures, not only does the heavy launch system explode, 
it pretty much disables the launch site. US StratCom, on the one hand, and the 
PLA rocket forces independently warn their respective presidents that they may 
not be ready to deal with the uncertainties of an SBI deployment. In other words, 
the original plans and the phased approach, it no longer is gonna be to schedule. 
And they are worried about the vulnerability that this might create for the other 
side to strike first or to threaten to do so. Political figures as well as the public 
commentators ask why this moment isn’t being used to encourage a diplomatic 
pause in the deployment. Next slide. Each team must now consider a wide range 
of potential responses. Below are listed some generic approaches or goals. By the 
way, these are not the only ones. Come up with something else, please. Go ahead. 
But you might want to at least consider these on your way to something different. 
Which if any of these approaches might you exclude and why? You need to 
answer that. Detail what you would do specifically. Don’t say, we’re gonna make 
things stable. Explain how. Diplomatic approaches are listed here aimed to slow 
deployments of SBI to reduce first strike incentives. Special attention to reducing 
strategic ASAT operations might be something you consider. Reducing the scope 
of SBI mission for going to maximum defensive and defensive architectures. 
And then in military actions, you might take actions to slow deployment of SBIs 
and enhance incentives to talk further. You could expand interference, cyber, 
electronic or warfare operations such that they’re not operating the constellations 
to form. You can conduct ambiguous and reliable actions against the adversaries, 
that’s wide open. You just need to explain what those might be. Don’t just say 
you did something ambiguous, tell us what it is. Cyber sabotage against launch 
sites to disable them temporarily; other military actions to slow deployment and 
enhance incentives to talk. Again, open ended. Make sure if you pick one that’s 
open ended, you explain what you’re doing. Next slide. If talks fail, each team 
needs to determine how to limit the damage that further SBI deployments might 
otherwise inflict on their confidence that a first strike will not likely be conducted 
against them. Please detail what you would do specifically, which of any of these 
approaches might you exclude and why. So here we have, targeting satellites or 
supporting infrastructure, disabling or decorating adversary systems, which is 
open ended and you need to specify what you mean by that, attempting to deny 
access to specific orbitable regions. Nuclear counter space actions delivered with 
advanced systems, FOBS, hypersonics, either in LEO, GEO, or MEO. Again, 
if you do these things, why? If you don’t, explain why. Then other unilateral 
military actions, which leaves some room for innovation.  
 
Facilitator 2: So we have different timeframes for this move, and then we’ll come 
back to this room and discuss the hotwash questions.  
 
Participant 1: Can you, can you remind us just one more time exactly what these 
times are? And what we’re doing for each one?  
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Facilitator 2: Yes. I know it’s a bit confusing. From now, we’re gonna go to the 
team groups and for half an hour you’ll be in your team, and at this time industry 
will actually be in the US link. Here, you can negotiate, act, engage with other 
teams. And then from 6:15 to 6:30, we’ll have time for a phone call. Remember 
that the phone call will be between China and the US, but industry will be in the 
room with the US. So it’ll really be everyone. At 6:30 communications ends, and 
from then until 7:15 you’ll wrap up with your team.  Industry will go to their own 
industry group, and you will all kind of conclude or finalize what you want to 
learn from the game. Then we’ll return to this Plenary room, and that’s where you 
will answer your questions, and then we’ll have more general time for Q and A 
and the hot wash questions, which are the very last slide of this presentation. 
 
Facilitator 3: Could I ask a clarifying question? Just the four options that we 
gave everyone, they’re sharing that with the other groups in the first 45 minutes, 
correct? 
 
Facilitator 2: Yes. 
 
Facilitator 3: Okay so the slides that had the generic options and what to exclude, 
that’s what you’re all gonna do first when you get into your rooms. The final slide 
with the further questions on it is what you’ll be focusing on after the red phone 
call, from 6:30 to 7:15. 
 
Participant 1: Got it. And I noticed in the invite for tonight, I don’t have a separate 
invite for the US team room. I don’t know if anybody else does or not. Should I 
go back to what you sent us on Monday? 
 
Facilitator 3: That link should work, but I’ll also email it to you right now… If 
that’s it, you are all dismissed to your rooms unless you have any questions. We’ll 
see you in about an hour. Good luck. 
 
BREAK 
 
Facilitator 2: Do you want industry or the US to go first? 
 
Participant 2: Since we would be commenting on the US, maybe the US can go 
first? 
 
Facilitator 2: That makes a lot of sense. Thank you.  
 
Participant 1: Okay, should I start?... Let’s go to the second chart. There we go. As 
we went into this Move, we decided that the absolutely 100% critical element was 
to make sure we didn’t fall into a nuclear conflict. We wanted to make sure that 
we didn’t accidentally fall into a nuclear conflict. So a lot of things we did were to 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

194

try and avoid that. I’m going to start with the military actions first. The President 
decided to move into defcon three. I should say since either President was in the 
bunker of NORAD behind me, the fact that the rest of the country would have 
been wiped out was part of the reasoning for this. Hahah. We went to defcon three 
and really not specifically defcon three, but what we did was began to move our 
submarines forward, and began to move our bombers onto the tarmacs so they 
could be launched quickly. I want to focus on those two points first. We wanted 
to make it clear to the Chinese that any first strike, and even their current SBI 
constellation that they had begun to deploy, would not interfere with a secure 
second strike by the US. As an underpinning of our negotiations, we wanted to 
make it clear that we were securing our ability to launch a second strike, if the 
Chinese should decide to try to use a limited SBI constellation as a cover for a 
first strike, because we didn’t want to leave the US exposed and we didn’t want 
MAD as a concept to stop operating. So we wanted to go ahead and secure that 
second strike. We eventually did meet with the Chinese in Singapore, we actually 
sent an unofficial rep, as the Chinese had requested, to Singapore to work with 
them. We sat down with them and told them that the US by all means wants to 
back away from this crisis. But to do that, we were gonna go ahead and number 
one, make sure we secured that second strike. But the US believed that what we 
wanted to do was to go ahead and begin to turn down the heat, and for us that 
meant to stop deploying our SBI constellation and to actually de-orbit, as a show 
of good faith, a couple of the SBIs that we had up there already, but we needed the 
Chinese to do the same. We asked the Chinese if they would use the excuse of the 
accidents at their launch sites to pull their launch vehicles back from the launch 
gantries. We said that we would use the same excuse. We weren’t admitting to the 
world that we were doing so. And as a part of negotiation, we were doing so to 
respond to the launch accidents that we had. Once we confirmed that the Chinese 
had moved their launch vehicles away from the gantries, and they had confirmed 
that we had, we would then back down from defcon three, and move the bombers 
back into their normal positions and everything. But at the same time, we’re also 
gonna go ahead and start moving our naval carriers within the Pacific close to, 
but not within, the second island chain again just as a backdrop to diplomacy in 
case it failed. We didn’t tell the Chinese that we were doing that, but we were. 
We chose not to take any nuclear counter space actions, we chose not to go ahead 
and take any direct counter space actions, in fact, whatever jamming and blinding 
we were already doing as we moved into Move Three, we wanted to stop that. 
Because we’re trying to turn the temperature down. We wanted to reach out to 
Brazil, South America and other global communities, but we also wanted to reach 
out to Russia. We were asking Russia if they would agree to host a formal meeting 
of a US representative and a Chinese representative in Moscow after we’d backed 
away from the current crisis to start to talk about all of these things that were in 
play in this entire scenario over the last three days. We were very pleased to hear 
that the Chinese were willing to agree to these things in that informal meeting in 
Singapore. Now obviously we don’t know if they actually decided to do that. We 
will find out when they brief us whether or not they’ve actually done those things 
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or not, but we did expect to go ahead and use our overhead imagery systems to 
verify that they had moved their SBI launches back from their gantries. That’s 
everything on this chart. Anybody else have something I missed?... Okay, next 
chart. At the same time that we were working on those steps that we talked about 
previously, we actually knew that we were still gonna have to develop a suite of 
other contingencies in case those talks failed. We’re not ready to present what 
that plan B and C would be right now, but our assumption was that while we were 
going ahead and pursuing the main line of plan A, which was to try to lower the 
temperature, secure our second strike, begin to back our launches back from the 
gantries in response to the Chinese doing the same, and deorbiting, we would 
be creating a host of other options to provide the President in case those actions 
didn’t succeed. And we think this position that we took made sense because we 
do believe the preliminary interest at stake here was to make sure that no nuclear 
war started. In fact, in our discussions in Singapore, we talked about some of the 
things that might be on the table during the discussions in Moscow. Those would 
be rational limits on SBIs, pulling back hypersonic launches from the Pacific, 
all of those other things, but we weren’t there in Singapore to negotiate those at 
the time. We were there in Singapore to lower the temperature and leave those 
other options on the table for the more formal negotiations that would happen in 
Moscow following the calming of these current hostilities. 
 
Facilitator 1: One question. Can you elaborate at all on plans B and C? 
 
Participant 1: We actually did not have time to elaborate on what plan B and 
C were gonna be, and we’re not gonna choose to give those to our Chinese 
counterparts anyway. 
 
Facilitator 1: But to your CIA director-- 
 
Participant 1: Sure. I’ll sort make this up on the fly here cause we didn’t do it. 
We looked at other counter space ASAT activities that we could do, one of our 
team members suggested that we go ahead and demonstrate the ability to grab an 
SBI system and de-orbit it. We would do that against a US system. We obviously 
could reinitiate our counter space activities, we could make further movements 
of land forces that would be far more obvious to the rest of the world. One of the 
things about moving submarine forces and in-CONUS bomber forces is that most 
of the world doesn’t see that. Only the Chinese will see that and the Russians will 
see that, but the rest of the world won’t see it. We could make more provocative 
moves that the rest of the world would see and note. So they would go ahead and 
be able to recognize that we could move towards more hostilities. I can’t think 
right now of things we would have done that would have been lower escalatory 
actions. I don’t have those in mind right now. Participant 12, you had some things 
to say in this area. Please if you have anything to add go ahead. 
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Participant 12: If you just flip back to the earlier slide and the diplomacy 
approaches, obviously most of those are not what we ended up going with. We 
sent an unofficial representative to Singapore to hash out what comes after we 
moved up to defcon three, but I think these type of multilateral negotiations, 
bringing in a potential third party nation, who can kind of be the interlocutor 
with our Chinese counterparts, potential other discussions around verification, 
removing older systems from orbit that wouldn’t hinder our defensive capabilities, 
those are all things that we had thrown out on the table as what could potentially 
be a part of plan B and C. But again the first step we wanted to take was going 
in and speaking with them directly after we moved up the defcon. Does that add 
more clarity? 
 
Facilitator 1: It does. Two other questions for clarification. Did you have a 
theory of why you were going to the Russians as to how that might leverage 
Chinese behavior? Was there a theory about that? And number two, was there any 
consideration of doing actions that would hamper operations from the launch sites 
in China? 
 
Participant 1: For my team, I don’t know that we discussed these explicitly, but it 
certainly was in my mind and that I did express to the representative in Singapore. 
But the number one reason was the Russians invoked some amount of trust with 
the Chinese. It’s not like you have a US friendly negotiator and moderator on 
your side. You have a Chinese friendly one. Number two, the Russians are, to use 
the old, the chicken was involved, but the ham was committed to the breakfast, 
the Russians are gonna be part of any nuclear war here if it happens. So they are 
absolutely committed to making sure that these parties can actually agree and pull 
down the crisis. Cause if we don’t they’ll get pulled in. 
 
Facilitator 1: Alright. Thank you. Then still, did anyone bring up and how was 
it handled if it was brought up, figuring out whether it would be worthwhile 
hampering any additional launch activities out of China? 
 
Participant 1: Those go in the area of counter space actions, whether they’re cyber 
counter space actions or whatever. So what we concluded was if we wanted to go 
ahead and in good faith ask the Chinese to back down, doing offensive measures 
at the same time makes it look like we’re not operating in good faith. We knew 
full well we could start those at any time. I should say we did pre-position some 
cyber implants, that’s in the military actions there.  
 
Facilitator 1: Sorry, I meant to say if the talks failed. I’m curious to what extent 
that was considered or put aside. I get that while you’re trying to get talks going, 
you might not want to do any of that. But if the talks fail I guess is my question. 
 
Participant 1: Well, we have every faith that the talks are gonna be successful. 
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Facilitator 1: Well, that’s delusional, but ok. 
 
Participant 1: Haha. No, I mean obviously those things were part of plan B and C, 
right? Some great members of my team said we want to keep all those things on 
the table, but those wouldn’t come until plan B and C. Alright… Can we go to the 
next chart? By the way, I should say that some of the questions we got to answer 
during this phase were really well phrased, and some of them we had no clue 
what you were asking. This one we knew what you were asking so we got some 
good answers here. Actually though, I forgot to brief on some of those military 
actions, one of our industry teammates reminded us that we had some radiation 
remediation satellites that we could launch and we decided to launch those just in 
case. But in reality, we would like to have both debris and radiation remediation 
capabilities on orbit in order to go ahead and be able to both limit the damage to 
our military capabilities should any of this stuff happen, and to limit the damage 
to our commercial partners. So, we don’t have those capabilities today.  
 
Facilitator 1: Could you explain what radiation remediation is? Debris 
remediation I have a hunch, but how do you remediate radiation? 
 
Participant 1: So there was actually an experiment done. We launched a satellite 
called DSX back in 2019. It had a very low frequency emitter on it. I knew we 
were planning to launch it, but I don’t know if I ever heard what the results of it 
are or if they’re classified or not. So if, if you want to talk to that, Participant 6, 
please go ahead. 
 
Participant 6: So, this was actually in the pre brief that we got. Whoever put 
that together, thank you very much. The DSX experiment was actually very 
successful. They got better results than they were expecting, and if we were doing 
this in the 2040s, we could deploy larger systems that could reduce the radiation 
within the Van Allen belts that would have been pumped by orbital nuclear 
detonation much faster. 
 
Facilitator 1: So they have large vacuum cleaners. What exactly are we talking 
about? 
 
Participant 1: You have very low frequency radio waves that cause the protons 
to de-orbit more quickly. We’ve shown that you can do it, we just haven’t ever 
deployed it. One of the other things that we would like is to have far more 
comprehensive situational awareness capabilities to really understand what all 
of the systems are that are being launched and when they’re being launched. 
You’re at a deficit if you don’t know this. One of our team members brought 
up the fact that in this scenario here, we really were reliant on a few exquisite 
assets in geosynchronous orbit and that we certainly would want to have a more 
proliferated constellation in LEO and MEO to do missile warning and missile 
tracking. The reality is that those are being deployed right now, but they weren’t 
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part of the scenario that we had, so we would like to do that. This is not really a 
capability we’d like to have, but we’d like to have better insight into that strategic 
question of what level of SBI is the right level to have to create stability and not 
create instability? And we weren’t given that in this scenario and that’s work that 
really needs to be done here, so it’s more like a level of knowledge we would like 
to have rather than a capability that we would like to have as we go along. 
 
Facilitator 1: Is it knowledge or a lava mood lamp? I mean if you talk to certain 
people, anything less than space dominance is delusional and others are saying, 
we have to restrain ourselves. 
 
Participant 1: I’ll give you my answer then ask the rest of the team to comment. 
One of my takeaways from this game is that an impenetrable SBI shield might be 
escalatory because it can make people doubt that they have a secure second strike. 
It can make them think that you’re preparing for a first strike. As opposed to a 
limited capability, and as you talked about earlier, what does limited mean? Does 
it mean 50? Does it mean a hundred? A limited capability could be stabilizing, but 
an unlimited capability, if I wanna phrase it that way, could be destabilizing. So 
we’d want to understand what that is, we’d want to be able to articulate it as we 
went through a deployment scheme. So that would be my answer to that question, 
but let me invite others to comment on that as well. 
 
Participant 6: I’m from the commercial team, but I think it depends on if the 
Chinese wish to seek dominance, because then we must seek dominance ahead 
of them. It’s kind of simple as that, but again, that risks escalation. How can you 
seek dominance in a way that does not immediately lead to nuclear war? Which is 
a very hard question to answer. 
 
Participant 1: And in my mind, this is not that different from the discussions we 
had during the ABM treaty. We decided that limited antiballistic missile defenses 
were the best answer for stability. 
 
Facilitator 1: Yes, but you know, that is the reason you might be showing your 
age. There are people, I’ve heard rumors, in office, that don’t think restraining 
yourself is a complete thought, number one. And number two, that trying to 
restrain the Chinese is delusional, and therefore you need to go totus procus 
quickest. It may not be a fun, enjoyable thing to have in your living room to have 
to talk about. But it’s taken seriously by a large number of people. I just wonder to 
what extent or how this works, I just don’t know. 
 
Participant 4: A quick thought maybe in that same vein, I think what we’ve 
seen in this current administration is they’re not always thinking of that second, 
third or fourth order effects. In that quest for space dominance what are likely 
adversary actions and what does that lead to? And you see Russia and China are 
already posturing to counter perceived advantages of space based interceptors, 
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or hypersonic glide vehicles and a range of other capabilities. So it’s not always 
a case of they’re racing to it, wWe have to race to it. What are we sacrificing in 
that race? What does that lead to in developments on their side? And sometimes it 
seems like that analysis isn’t taken all the way through. It stops short. 
 
Facilitator 1: I’m very familiar with all these formulations. I’m just curious how 
practical they are. 
Certainly the previous move of the Chinese team was to stick to a narrative no 
matter what. And it wasn’t a narrative that lent itself to. reasoning together in 
some hot tub with some wine coolers. In other words, that’s the reason we asked 
if the talks fail, what would you do? Because it could be that that’s more likely 
than not. 
 
Participant 1: I don’t know that we have or that I have a great answer for that. I 
believe, and I could be corrected by our Chinese teammates here, but I believe the 
Chinese are rational actors. They don’t necessarily always articulate in the way 
that we would think, but I believe we are rational actors and I believe that rational 
actors can choose to act in each of their own best interest. Even the US in the 
long term is a rational actor, right? We may have short term areas of irrationality, 
but over the long term we tend to be rational actors, so I remain naive about what 
could be accomplished. 
 
Facilitator 1: That will be noted in the findings. In the interest of time, maybe we 
can finish up this presentation. 
 
Facilitator 4: Can I just ask a couple other questions, quickly? Thank you. So, 
we gave you an advantage in a race to deploy SBIs. Did you discuss potential 
advantages to racing and winning that race? 
 
Participant 1: We did not. Some of that could have been the limitation of time, 
but given that while you gave us a theoretical advantage, we blew up a launcher 
on the pad, right? In fact, if I remember correctly, the StratCom commander said, 
look, we’re not sure we have the ability now to deploy before the Chinese do. I 
think that was a condition of Move Three here. So we didn’t talk about it quite 
frankly, but I don’t know that I viewed that as an advantage that we necessarily 
retained. Although, I do know that one of the things that I mentioned to our 
Chinese counterparts in Singapore was, look, if we can’t get through these talks, 
we’ll continue to deploy. But first we wanna give diplomacy a chance to act. 
 
Facilitator 4: Another thing that at least I was hoping you guys would struggle 
with is, in my mind, there’s a greater ability with far fewer SBIs to go after a 
small number of launches of the other side’s SBIs. I haven’t heard anyone talk 
about that. Particularly when some of the launch sites are down now, that’s even 
gonna be easier. So was that ever discussed? 
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Participant 1: We actually discussed that during Move One, on the American 
side, that we could go ahead and target their launch vehicles. We didn’t discuss it 
during Move Three here because our main purpose was to try to de-escalate. And 
so we did not discuss it. 
 
Facilitator 4: I’m glad you considered that at least cause to me that’s probably 
the most dangerous part of this whole thing. You reach the point where you 
can effectively negate some kind of space blockade before you get a significant 
number of SBIs that can counter a first strike. So in terms of the phasing of these 
things, that’s really the point of greatest danger in my mind. 
 
Participant 1: I think the saying is the first country to field an SBI system will be 
the last country to field an SBI system because they’re not gonna let any other 
country do it. But to your point, we definitely need to field systems that are less 
susceptible to SBIs. Because it is likely that other nations will field SBIs and 
we will as well. And that’s gonna be a bigger inventory of hypersonic cruise 
warheads. And they don’t need to be forward positioned. They can be positioned 
in CONUS. In fact I would argue that they’re much better positioned in CONUS 
than to put them in the Pacific. Other kinds of weapons we don’t need to worry 
about whether or not the adversary puts up SBIs enough because, if SBIs become 
just an afterthought or just an ASAT weapon, then we don’t need to worry about 
them in terms of strategic stability. We do need to worry about them in terms of 
a conventional balance of force. But we don’t need to worry about them as an 
element of strategic stability. Now let’s go to the last chart and give the other team 
a chance to talk. One of our team members brought up a very good point which 
was, we really need more access to better track two diplomacy. The Chinese 
like to communicate through track two. We ended up having to call the CEO 
of Palantier to go to Singapore on last minute notice. We also viewed them as a 
sacrificial lamb in case the Chinese did something evil. We weren’t gonna miss 
him too much. But we do need better track two diplomacy. The US used to use 
track two a lot, and we seem to have fallen off of that in the post-Cold War time. 
 
Facilitator 1: You need to understand that NPEC has been principled and 
consistent in trying to campaign for track two talks to be held in the Seychelles. 
And if you can get the money, we would like to help you. 
 
Participant 1: Well, the reason we put this down was to go ahead and kiss up to 
the NPEC leadership on that. 
 
Facilitator 1: Let me just say again, I would not recommend Singapore. We’ve 
done it. It’s not pleasant enough.  
 
Participant 1: I think there’s one more chart, but in the interest of time and the fact 
that we didn’t fill it out, we should go to the Chinese team. 
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Participant 4: Just a quick response to the earlier comment. I think in some ways 
we felt constrained by the scenario. I think there’s two questions about why didn’t 
we consider intercepting deployments of the capabilities? And yours was about 
rushing. And I think both of them are answered by the fact that the scenario was 
pointing us toward diplomatic resolution. It seemed like there was some conflict 
happening, but it hadn’t reached the level that we felt conflict was inevitable or 
even likely, and so we felt constrained, or at least I felt constrained, in leaning 
toward a more diplomatic answer. Therefore, limiting our more proactive 
responses. 
 
Facilitator 1: We can talk further after the game. But really, we want both 
worlds reflected so we can nut through what the figure points are. When does 
diplomacy seem to be failing? And when does unilateral military action start 
looking attractive? And we want to know what the tripping points are. Before, 
unfortunately at the end of Move Two, both the US and Chinese team said, we 
don’t think it matters whether these things are deployed. And that’s the reason we 
came after you the way we did with this inject at the beginning of this Move. Now 
on to Industry. 
 
Participant 2: Okay, we will try to get through this quickly because I know we’re 
anxious to hear what the Chinese team has to offer. Next slide please. We were in 
a weird place because we were with the US team when they made the decisions 
for Move Three, and so we were trying to figure out, what can we bring to the 
conversation? We were trying to say, big picture, the same thing. We were trying 
not to escalate but also trying to maintain a strong posture. We said we were 
mostly aligned. It was weird because earlier in the beginning we weren’t sure if 
we were representing the US or the commercial sector, and so I think I was 
looking at Move Three as what would I as the United States do? And based on 
what the US decided to do in Move Three, do we think that that was really, truly 
defending the interest of the commercial operators? And we said we were mostly 
but not always aligned with the US team. For example, the US team had us going 
after blazing pieces of debris and we were like, we’re not fighting your wars for 
you. We wanted to have a little bit of distance between the US and the commercial 
sector there. And so, if this situation happened where you’re in a place of high 
tension, the commercial sector would stop launching. We would try to make our 
cyber capabilities better. We would try and have different launch assets. Since one 
of the launch pads was destroyed we thought maybe we could work on sea based 
launches. We would just hunker down until the storm passed. And again, we were 
negatively impacted by some US team decisions. With all due respect to the 
president, we thought moving to defcon three was escalatory and that would have 
an impact on us because, again, these decisions by the United States and China 
would have globally significant consequences. So just pointing out, we felt that’s 
a little escalatory. We thought, generally speaking for the private sector, 
diplomatic approaches, defensive measures, things non-escalatory would help 
protect our objectives. We wanted the commercial sector to be protected. We 
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wanted the domain to be protected, and escalating in the end could affect 
commercial space activities. Again, we were worried that if there’s any direct 
counter space actions, like offensive ones, there could be concerns for attribution. 
And much like the US, we very much opposed the idea of nuclear counter space 
because as you’ve said it was against US interest and against the commercial 
sector’s interest. Next slide please. This was kind of a weird thing because we 
weren’t sure if we were being asked as the commercial sector or asked about 
other’s capabilities or just generally. We tried to answer all three. We thought it 
would have been really interesting to be able to communicate both with the 
Chinese but also with the Chinese commercial sector. Contrary to popular belief 
China does have a commercial sector that is not hand in hand with its government 
and we thought that they would have been an interesting partner, so to speak, in 
these discussions. And we pointed out it may not have been very fruitful because 
they are still Chinese oriented, but it would have been an interesting conversation 
to have. Again, there was the assumption by the US government that we would 
automatically be willing to take offensive capabilities on their behalf. We thought 
we’d like to keep a little shadow between us. We thought it would have been 
helpful to have communication back and forth in terms of what was going on. 
Oftentimes we were kind of just waiting and trying to figure out what was going 
on. I think the US team talked about the need for more situational awareness and 
we felt the same way. Again, attribution would have been helpful. And I don’t 
think we were allowed to talk to the Chinese team? Again it would have been 
interesting just to have that opportunity. We realized as the commercial sector, it’s 
kind of weird to be conducting discussions with state actors, so we understand 
why that was the case, but that would be interesting. In terms of technical 
capabilities we thought would have been interesting for the scenario. It was 
mentioned earlier, the VLF, the idea of dissipating nuclear radiation would have 
been an interesting thing to have. And as we now know, the Chinese have spaced 
based jammers, the Russian have spaced based jammers, maybe the US has as 
well and we just can’t talk about it, but we think it’d be helpful for the US to have 
space based jammers in this scenario as well. Next slide, please. This was kind of 
a challenge, we were like what kind of defenses active or passive would have 
been helpful? This slide we looked at things in a crisis, next slide we thought of 
bigger picture discussions. We were thinking it was difficult to work with China 
for the United States on this because they were unwilling to take any diplomatic 
off ramps. Honestly if China is not jumping at the chance for discussions about 
verification of the PPWT, that means they’re pretty dug in and locked in and not 
willing to have any kind of discussions, so that was a challenge from a diplomatic 
perspective. It was interesting that the US team brought up track two discussions 
because we thought that would have been helpful or interesting or at least worth 
trying. Bringing in multilateral discussions, not necessarily official UN although 
we did talk about the UN security council could talk about it, but having some 
sort of… I guess having more actors involved to put pressure on or to promote an 
interest in having a discussion or to promote interest in non nuclear escalation 
would be good. That’s where something like a neutral side, a mediator, or a 
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special envoy might have been interesting. So going to Singapore was good, but 
having an envoy or someone who could focus on these things might have been 
helpful. And we pointed out that we’re the commercial sector, we can encourage 
the US to do things, we can encourage the US not to take escalatory actions, we 
did that in Tuesday’s Move, and we would push the US to take any off ramps 
offered to protect the domain that we’re operating in, but we ourselves cannot 
reach out to China. We just encourage them to do that. In terms of defenses that 
we thought might be helpful, we were looking at mostly passive options, cyber 
defense capabilities to protect against intrusions. And then really a lot of this 
crisis, at least for Move Three was that both sides are trying to launch SBIs and 
there’s not a lot of active defenses you can do once they’re being launched unless 
you’re gonna go after the launch vehicles themselves and that seems pretty 
escalatory. Or if you’re gonna try and pull them back down or de-orbit them once 
they’re up in orbit. And again, that’s pretty escalatory. Also we figured in this case 
it would have been a challenge because China did have more SBIs than the United 
States did. Just echoing what was said in the US, not so much of a defense but 
more military capability, the US could consider de-orbitting one of its own SBIs 
just in order to demonstrate that it could and provide China with a reason to want 
to get to the negotiating table. Okay, then last slide please. We were having a little 
bit of a challenge trying to figure out how this question was different from the 
previous one. We thought the previous question looked at crisis diplomacy while 
this one is sort of for big picture and non crisis diplomacy, what sort of efforts 
would be helpful? In this case, all the crisis was created by space based 
interceptors. And of course the PPWT is one potential diplomatic approach, 
because that literally is what it’s built for and what it’s trying to prevent, but it has 
a number of problems. I don’t think any one of us would really recommend it but 
just acknowledging that it is there as a vehicle. And it’s interesting how the US 
team talked about back channel discussions because we thought that would be 
helpful as well to build up these back channel discussions much like how they had 
in the Cold War between the US and the Soviet scientists. That would be a way in 
which to create bridges and learn about the other country, and then when there’s 
times of crisis you have more information, you have more tools in your toolkit, 
and if the geopolitical situation changes, then you have the opportunity to change 
how you work with that country or don’t work with that country. In 2040, we’re 
assuming there will be conferences still going on at that point where there might 
be a possibility of having these discussions on the side. So we thought that could 
be an option for that. And then other diplomatic approaches, again, having 
common understandings of responsible behavior. That’s gonna be helpful 
otherwise if you are criticizing an adversary for doing something it looks like 
you’re self interested, but if you have a global approach in terms of how these 
things are done, then you can say look, the whole community thinks this is a 
challenge. These discussions about responsible behavior would help build overall 
understanding of what trip wires exist. We don’t know a lot about China’s 
tripwires, they don’t share a lot of information and we recognize that that’s done 
on purpose, but still I think as we say here seeking clarity would still be very 
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helpful. And then big picture, China really does want to be perceived as being a 
good actor in space. They’re very proud that they’re in compliance with the outer 
space treaty. They talk about the need for a peaceful use of space. In international 
discussions, they see themselves as the head of the G77 and looking out for their 
interests and so they really like to show themselves as a good guy. There’s a 
strong space science community there. That could be a possible way to have 
discussions with them, going back to the back channel discussions, and having 
discussions about responsible behavior might be a way in which to get them to the 
table, in order to be perceived as a good actor. And then, I’m always banging this 
drum. I feel like one diplomatic outreach that the US could do is getting rid of the 
Wolf Amendment. That would take away China’s ability to bludgeon us with it 
and it would also indicate that we are not pointing fingers at them, which it very 
explicitly is. We also talked about diplomatic approaches to talk about space 
traffic management or coordination. That’d be helpful because a lot of the time 
there were concerns about what was going on in space and so having ways to 
share information about notifications of reporting would be helpful. And then 
putting our hats back on as the commercial sector we thought it’s to our benefit to 
have clear norms talking about what’s responsible behavior, identify what is a 
dual use system, talk about clarity in terms of civilian protections, and then 
participation in military operations. Then going back to the fact that we were a 
little nervous when the US was asking us to laze stuff because again we’re taking 
on the US war fighting machine’s responsibilities and that puts us as a lawful 
target. So I think that’s it. I’ll stop and see if there are any questions. And 
commercial team, if there’s anything that I left out, please jump in at this point. 
 
Facilitator 1: I’m a little surprised nobody’s latched on to clarifying weather 
prediction in space. 
 
Participant 2: Well, for the science discussions, that’s the space weather 
coordination. I think we did mention it, it just didn’t get written down here. 
 
Facilitator 1: By the way, this is very aspirational. I think, again, if you’re gonna 
be this optimistic, we need to be in the Seychelles while we’re talking. 
 
Participant 2: I would not be against that. 
 
Facilitator 2: Well, I guess we’ll see if NPEC comes into more money. But for 
now, let us go on to the China briefing. Do we have someone presenting for 
China? 
 
Participant 7: Yeah, I can go. Starting off, China has long been reluctant to engage 
in any kind of hotline activity. They have been briefly established before, but then 
we kind of shut them down or just don’t answer the calls in the event of a crisis or 
day to day operations. So we are kind of suspicious of that. It’s something that we 
sometimes will agree to but then turn off as a matter of leverage. So, there are no 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

205

established hotlines but as you heard before, we were willing to submit to this 
unofficial discussion in Singapore with a US commercial representative who 
believed himself qualified to speak on behalf of the US in this scenario. So, in this 
case, we wanted to make sure that the US understood China perceived an 
imbalance in the situation where the US held more of the cards and a superior 
capability. It’s not that we wanted to communicate that directly, but we wanted to 
make sure that things were not going to be unbalanced against China here. We 
were suspicious about the possible source of this launch site failure, still 
investigating, but it’s troubling to think that the United States might have perhaps 
done something to result in this failure of our ability to launch the defensive 
capability in space that that China believes we need. As we are investigating that 
and trying to make sure that things were still good to go at the other launch sites, 
we’re also preparing some options if we needed to escalate, largely in cyberspace 
against the US, both the command and control of their own space based 
interceptor capability as well as SCADA architecture, civilian infrastructure, port 
security, and the communications networks that these systems would rely on. So, 
that’s kind of the posture going in. If we go to the next slide, I believe that’s where 
we have a little more of our direct notes on the diplomatic discussion. Basically, 
given that we still had four launch sites operational, we intended to continue 
launching to make sure that we got to a minimum architecture that would do what 
we needed it to do. But we wanted to make clear to the United States that we still 
assert the no first use policy so they have nothing to fear from a Chinese first 
strike. We are building ours not so that we can launch a first strike with impunity, 
but because we want to deter them from thinking that they can get through to us in 
that way. And, to the extent that we are willing to engage with any of these 
overtures, we would not want it to be public. We might be open to moving the 
launch gantries away, provided we could confirm that the United States had done 
it first. But with the understanding that we could move it right back as the United 
States indicated that they could. Again, we certainly wouldn’t want any public 
knowledge of deorbitting any interceptors, obviously the US has already said in 
their presentation earlier that they would get rid of some old ones that they could 
spare. China would be reluctant to deorbit any unless we could verify that the 
United States was actually meaningfully reducing its capability and that any 
reductions in our architecture would not meaningfully harm our ability to defend 
ourselves, but it was an interesting overture to consider. We also relayed that our 
public rhetoric was not going to change, that we would not admit to any 
reductions or backing down even if we ultimately decided it was in our interest to 
do so without public notice. The United States claimed to want to defuse and 
deescalate the situation, but we did have some suspicion about that because they 
were proposing these supposedly equally situated deescalatory measures by 
moving back the launch towers and even de-orbitting satellites as they proposed, 
but at the same time they had also gone on the offense by moving these nuclear 
submarines into our backyard in the South China Sea, our inviolable territorial 
waters. So we insisted that those also be removed as a condition of any PRC 
concessions. I think that’s about it unless there are any questions here we can 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

206

move on to the next slide. I would say that the Chinese position basically remains 
the same. China’s interests come first, we don’t want to lose anything in terms of 
international prestige or national security. One area where we did see things the 
same way as the US and the commercial sector indicated was that we don’t favor 
any nuclear detonation in space. The research that we’ve done on the effects of 
that has convinced us that it would be too damaging to us as well as anybody else. 
And so we certainly don’t want that happening in outer space. We prefer to 
maintain the use of space for our purposes as well. But what we do want to have 
is the ability to defend against nuclear or space enabled attacks. We continue to 
maintain a variety of terrestrial anti-satellite weapons capabilities, so we are 
willing to go there, preferring non debris generating ones but possessing kinetic 
intercept capabilities as well if the United States tries to use the SBIs in a way that 
is adverse to our interests. Throughout all this China wants to promote a 
perception to the world that China is strong. China is not to be messed with, but 
China is also not the aggressor. Rather the United States has been the one 
escalating the scenario and causing destabilization here. Unless anybody else 
would like to chime in on this, we can go to the next slide. As far as missing 
capabilities… Understanding the constraints of the game, there was, as some other 
presenters have indicated, maybe a lack of knowledge about specifics of the order 
of battle for either side. I don’t think there was anything that was specifically 
ruled out that we felt we were missing for the most part, but in general China does 
have a perception that it is playing catch up and trying to meet or exceed the 
United States capabilities in a variety of domains. One area where we might 
actually have a greater degree of parity or over match perhaps by the time in the 
scenario could be in intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance satellites. This 
is also something that if we had a little more fidelity on how robust our 
verification capabilities were, this might help inform our ability to produce our 
moves overall. Next slide. There are a lot of ways that different defense and 
diplomatic capabilities could be brought up to reduce these kinds of crises. 
Obviously this is well in the future, so there’s gonna be a lead up to it during 
which various discussions and developments could be going forward. Something 
that both sides definitely stressed they would want to play with is cyber 
capabilities. Being able to understand what our offensive and defensive cyber 
capabilities would be, could have helped to allow signaling and allow decision 
making in the event of crises like these. Something that the scenario highlighted 
that is also significant, whether it’s coming from intentional or unintentional 
action, is physical security of the launch sites and the ability to replenish both 
launch sites and in space infrastructure and other related capabilities in the event 
that they’re taken out. So having that redundancy, having that proliferation, these 
are things that can potentially contribute to or ameliorate crises. Back during the 
cold war, the US and Soviet Union and to a lesser extent China had Incidents at 
Sea Agreements and best practices for avoiding misunderstanding and keeping 
safe distances away. That could be something that we seek to pursue in space 
regarding providing safe standards of behavior for conducting rendezvous and 
proximity operations or on orbit inspections of any kind, particularly if we want to 
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return to something akin to New Start or bring back the PPWT and actually start 
negotiating that deferred verification measures protocol that it talks about. 
Figuring out more specifically how we do the on orbit aspect of that, I think 
would be an important thing to address given that it’s not just interfering with 
national technical means from the Earth, but also with on orbit assets. And China 
felt that the United States was certainly throwing its weight around with these 
defcon three and submarine threats. Some other areas where diplomacy would 
probably be taking place is with third countries and multilateral organizations as 
well as different academic and commercial forums. Technology sharing, 
international standard setting bodies, decisions and rule making and best practices 
and so forth, are all ways that we could reduce tensions and increase transparency. 
Now from China’s perspective, of course, the maximum application of things like 
the Thousand Talents Program and Confucius Institutes or whatever we may be 
calling them by this time where Chinese scientists can work around the world and 
learn all they can about technology, would be something that China would like to 
do. Certainly as was mentioned, China would be delighted if the United States 
would repeal the Wolf Amendment and allow these kinds of technical 
interchanges and provision of information, at least to China. We also recognize 
that if the world ends up being divided into different camps by economic 
sanctions and follow on effects from different national security laws in any 
particular place, then it may end up creating a divided world in which you have a 
certain set of commercial entities and countries that are doing business with the 
US and another set that’s doing it with China. 
 
Facilitator 1: You’re describing the world now. How is it you transition from 
where we are now to this? I mean, was there any thought to that? Or is this just 
sort of, if we went back ten years ago, what could we do? How do you transition 
from where we are? None of these things would be favored in the US Congress. 
None. So how do you turn that around? 
 
Participant 7: That’s a great question. I’m speaking here on behalf of China and 
maybe there is certain intransigence in the United States to listen to reasonable 
proposals from our standpoint, but having Chinese representation and even 
leadership in many of these international bodies can lead to win-win situations for 
the peaceful development of space for the future. Would anybody else from the 
China team like to comment? 
 
Facilitator 2: Or maybe anybody from other teams would want to comment? 
 
Participant 1: Facilitator 1, I’m not sure I have a good answer to your question. 
I think right now, we have an interesting dynamic going on in the United States 
with which is, in order for both parties to succeed, we need somebody to blame 
and China is as good a boogeyman as ever. I sometimes think we have lost  the 
ability to do strategic thinking about what is our long term interest and how do 
we deal with a nation like China which does not share our values, but does share 
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our world. And is likely to be our equal, if not more than our equal in the near 
future. And we have not grappled with that problem. I think that we do need to 
articulate spokespeople with strategic vision to go ahead and discuss that. We’re 
almost back to the only Nixon can go to China point here. Obviously the dynamic 
during the Cold War and Nixon sending Henry Kissinger to China was made to 
balance the Soviet threat which was always a much more recalcitrant threat in my 
mind than China. But we haven’t faced up to what do we do with China, and what 
is the US’s long term strategic plan. Or do we just keep on spending trillions of 
dollars on defense? And trying to throw our weight around until some day we get 
a bloody nose? 
 
Facilitator 1: Yeah, I think that’s what I was getting at. We know what the problem 
is at least. Bigger issue, probably out of scope to address in the game. But the 
Chinese do want to be seen as sort of a substitute superior to whatever it is we’re 
doing. And so, trying to find a place where you can peacefully compete might be 
worth thinking about. Not so much cooperating but competing peacefully. 
 
Participant 1: Not necessarily that, but I was gonna suggest something. I think 
we’re seeing a change now that actually could open us to get to that point that the 
China team was mentioning. China will be cooperative when it’s in their interest 
to do so, and we’re starting to see that right now because both the United States 
and China are launching very large constellations. And suddenly China is starting 
to become increasingly interested in discussing things for space light safety 
reasons because they have to. Just over the past year we’ve seen a big change in 
how responsive they are to information about potential close conjunctions and 
close warning.  
 
Facilitator 1: I understand, but one area that no one’s addressed… The word 
compete apparently has taken on some kind of strange demonization. But if 
you’re competing in a peaceful area, you’re not cooperating so much as you’re 
channeling the competition into something that might not blow up. It could be 
useful to think about that, and what that might look like, rather than trying to 
figure out what we can cooperate on. Because it may be that it’s very limited. Just 
a thought. If anyone has any ideas, we’re all ears. That’s the reason I thought the 
space weather thing was kind of interesting. That is cooperation, but if you can 
compete in predicting it, I’d settle for that. Maybe you could get more effort put 
into that than let’s say FOBS. I don’t know. 
 
Facilitator 4: One thing I didn’t understand with the Chinese position is your 
reticence to enter into public negotiations. It seems to me that’s a competitive 
advantage for the Chinese because you would energize a large arms control 
community in the West and you don’t face similar pressures. I just couldn’t 
understand why you kept being so hesitant about that and why it had to be private 
instead of public. 
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Participant 7: The main reason for that was basically not wanting to appear weak 
as we weren’t feeling like we had the degree of parity that we needed. That’s a 
good point about potentially being able to energize an arm’s control movement to 
maybe convince US leadership to back down more on their end. But at this point 
we just didn’t want to signal that they had the upper hand. 
 
Participant 5: I wonder if China’s changing relationship with Canada would have 
any impact on something like this by the time we get to 2040. 
 
Participant 7: Yeah, that’s a good thought as well. I mean hopefully by this time 
they will have installed Huawei communication systems all along and gotten more 
involved with us in trade but it’s an open question. 
 
Facilitator 3: Alright, well barring, no more comments. We do have about three 
minutes left in the session. We want to thank you very much for all of the time 
you donated this week. This was a substantial amount of effort and we really 
do appreciate it. We might be in touch with some follow up questions as we go 
through the transcripts and digest everything. So you may see an email or a phone 
call from us. If you have any feedback for us on the game, feel free to email me 
or Facilitator 2 on anything that you’d like. For the scenario or the administration, 
we are open to your feedback. Anything you would like to say, Facilitator 1? 
 
Facilitator 1: Yes, we will reach out. We’re gonna try to crystallize findings and 
maybe some recommendations. I think it’ll be late July. Is that right? 
 
Facilitator 2: Yes, that’s actually what I was just gonna say is we’re planning to 
host a roundtable event as well. 
 
Facilitator 1: I mean I think what’s interesting is the change in leadership in the 
US and China teams is quite evident in Move Two and and Three. I think I’m 
gonna spend some time trying to parse the soft and hard versions of each one of 
those teams, because I think that’s what we saw. We’ll get back to you for more 
clarification. On that note, I think all of you gave at the office. I really appreciate 
the contributions. Pretty rich menu of comments. I’m looking forward to reading 
the transcripts of what went on in the rooms. I think they’ll be richer still, and 
we’ll try to extract the nuggets and also run things past you that were in either 
the briefings, pre-briefings or how shall I put it, the logical projection and follow 
through of some of the issues raised here. So on that note, we are at the end of the 
beginning, but not the end yet. 
 
Participant 1: Thank you very much for a fun time.
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United States/Private Industry Teams Joint Meeting

US Facilitator: Welcome back, everyone. 
 
US Participant 1: So I have relocated myself to the NORAD command bunker 
folks because otherwise I’m gonna be dead. 
 
Industry Participant 2: Terrific.
 
US Participant 1: Alright, let’s see… I think we got a good quorum here, so we 
probably should get started. I think I know what we’re supposed to do tonight, if 
anybody has any corrections to what I’m about to say, let me know. Facilitator, 
can you bring up those two slides that we are supposed to deal with here? There 
you go. I guess these are some things we can select from. We have a half an hour 
to talk about this, so we don’t need to go through this too quickly, but, somewhat 
quickly. Before we jump in, let me ask somebody who was here on Tuesday to 
summarize the situation right now. 
 
Industry Participant 1: Actually I have a better way. Do you guys have your slides 
from Tuesday? 
 
US Participant 1: There were a whole bunch of injects though. I just want to get in 
your mind of where do you guys see yourselves right now? That’s sort of what I 
wanna get at if that’s possible. 
 
US Participant 2: I would sort of say that where I felt we left off is, we had a 
Chinese opponent who is acting like China and we’re continuing trying to do the 
diplomatic approach. We tried the diplomatic approach and at the same time doing 
all those dastardly behind the scenes type of things and blaming it on weather. 
I feel that the Chinese kept asking for more and, I think our last proposal was 
something that we felt everyone could start working with. Of course now we have 
new things with the delays and everything, but that’s sort of how I felt we left off 
as the US. 
 
Industry Participant 1: The commercial group was upset because commercial 
satellites were being seen as targets. We were very worried about warfare SBIs 
being launched and creating debris, and so we recommended very carefully 
that they not create debris whatever they do, or at least try and avoid it if at 
all possible. We also were worried about costs going up and that there’ll be 
consequences not just for the commercial sector but the US as well if the 
commercial sector is affected by it, and also China. And we also were worried 
about escalations so we asked that whatever the US does, please don’t go after 
China’s early warning missile satellites because we didn’t want them to think that 
they were under a nuclear attack. 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

211

 
US Participant 2: We pretty much agreed with all that. We felt that was a red line 
to try to protect all of the early warning satellites. We said any moving of satellites 
be they military or commercial, if they’re US, it goes against the accepted norms. 
 
Industry Participant 1: Meanwhile, China’s version was to say, well, we want 
you to sign the PPWT and pull out of the Indo Pacific. So they weren’t really 
reasonable in response. 
 
US Participant 2: Yeah, they just said to get out of the South China Sea. 
 
US Participant 1: Yeah I saw something in the hot wash and I couldn’t tell if it 
was the United 
States who put this in there or China, but it says we’re prepared to discuss 
verification methods for the PPWT and would like to revisit the PTBT, which I 
assume is the Partial Test Ban Treaty. I was surprised to see that. It appeared that 
we were proposing that to China. 
 
US Participant 2: Yeah, we were trying to open up a bunch of doors so that they 
could find something that they would wanna sit down at the table with. Our whole 
thing was that this is not one issue because they wanted to talk about everything. 
And we said okay, let’s start talking about stuff. 
 
US Participant 1: Well thank you guys, I appreciate that summary. By the way I 
assume we’re still at normal defcon, five or four or whatever.  
 
US Participant 2: Yeah, we were doing maneuvers with the Philippines that are 
planned. 
 
US Participant 1: Please everybody give me some feedback. But as I look at this 
whole thing I think we have a couple of primary things to do. Number one, we’d 
rather not start a nuclear war, and there’s two ways not to start a nuclear war. Both 
sides can decide not to start a nuclear war or only one side can and when only one 
side decides not to start a nuclear war, that’s not a position to be in What we know 
from our history is that the clearest way to make sure that a nuclear doesn’t start 
is to make sure the other side knows that they will not survive a first strike or a 
second of their own. So it seems to me, it wasn’t listed under any of these things, 
but it seems to me one of the actions that if I were the president I would take it is 
move to a higher defcon, and since we’re not sure right now of the status of SBIs, 
I think I would probably move begin to move my submarines forward a little bit 
and I would begin to make sure that my crews and my bombers were ready to go 
in case they needed to be called up and that would be a 
signal that we’re ready to go to war and that mutually assured destruction is still 
in place. That could also be seen as escalatory though. And so it seems like it 
would have to be attached to some diplomatic action. But that’s the first thing that 
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comes to my mind, we wanna make sure that the Chinese do not get the idea that 
there’s a window of opportunity to deny any US retaliatory strike. I’d love to get 
all of your opinions on that because obviously many people could think that doing 
such a thing would be incredibly escalatory as well as trying to go ahead and 
maintain mutually assured destruction. I’d love to hear some feedback. 
 
Industry Participant 1: Yeah, this might be a question more for one of our 
Facilitators, but this is a weird list. The diplomatic approaches aren’t anything 
regarding diplomacy. They’re basically an order of battle. Are there supposed to 
be other diplomatic approaches? Or why is this considered diplomatic? 
 
US Participant 1: I’m gonna answer that for them. I’m not gonna get stuck on 
these charts. I agree with you, I think you’re exactly right. I think we should 
just come up with our own diplomatic actions as we move forward. So what I’m 
thinking right now is I want to build a range of options, and again just like last 
time that I was here, I don’t consider myself the president I consider myself the 
National Security Advisor. We’re in an NSC meeting to try to advise the president. 
So I want to come up with a list of things that we would advise the president to 
do. I 
propose number one is move to defcon three, go ahead and begin moving 
submarines forward, make sure that we begin putting bombers out on the ramps, 
and advise the Chinese, as part of our diplomatic outreach, that we’re doing this 
in order to make sure that there’s no mistake that the United States will retain an 
ability to strike if the Chinese initiated an attack. 
 
Industry Participant 1: That makes total sense. I will say that both the US and the 
Chinese teams got heavily chastised for not actually answering the questions they 
were asked. And one of the questions we’re asked to do is which ones would you 
exclude out of these things and why? But I’m happy to do what you recommend, I 
think that makes more sense. 
 
US Participant 1: What are they gonna do? Yell at us and kick us out? 
 
Industry Participant 1: They could be mad at us! We’ve been doing great. I don’t 
want to be dragged down with you guys. 
 
Industry Participant 2: Can I ask or request that if we have the ability to launch 
these systems as a hedge, to mitigate any pumping of the Van Allen belts, via the 
VLF and electrodynamic tethers being deployed on orbit, just to hedge against 
any sort of detonations on orbit? 
 
US Participant 1: Sorry, can you say again? What’re you proposing? 
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Industry Participant 2: That either we proceed with a civilian or military launch 
of VLF transmitters on orbit, like the DSX mission, in order to hedge against any 
high altitude or or orbital altitude nuclear detonations. 
 
US Participant 1: Right. I don’t know if the scenario gave us the capability or not, 
or did you guys talk about that last time? 
 
Industry Participant 2: That was given to us in the pre briefing information docket 
for systems to consider. I haven’t been told no yet, but I don’t know. 
 
US Participant 1: Well, we could always make up whatever we want to. It’s a 
game. So I wouldn’t be against that. Facilitator, maybe start a list here. Maybe 
have four boxes on this chart if you can, and you’re probably gonna have to 
shrink the font down. One of the boxes is gonna be for diplomatic actions, one of 
the boxes for military actions, one of the boxes is direct counter space actions, and 
nuclear counter space actions. Then we can start filling in a couple of things. 
 
US Participant 4: I’m a little concerned that we’re moving too escalatory. I 
know that the scenario is trying to point us into a conflict, but I don’t know if 
we have the foundation for that yet. I mean, we’ve seen some ramming in Move 
Two between the US and the Chinese Coast guard, but there’s really been kind 
of limited action. Are we really at the point where we’re mobilizing US nuclear 
forces? 
 
US Participant 1: That’s a great point. That’s one of the reasons why I asked for 
that feedback. 
My sense was that we want to bolster the MAD stance right now as we go through 
negotiations. 
I mean we have a lot more to add to this in terms of negotiations. What I would 
suggest we might do is write down what I’ve talked about so far and other things 
that we’re gonna talk about, and then let’s pull off the list the things that we 
don’t want to do, if we’ve created what we think is a cohesive whole to prevent 
escalation. Does that make sense? 
 
Industry Facilitator: I will note we’re being encouraged by control to 
communicate an action to the China team as soon as we can so they have 
something to respond to. So it’s good for us to put this down here, but we should 
also try to send an email out to the other team as soon as we can. 
 
US Participant 1: Really? Our red phone call isn’t even scheduled for--- 
 
Industry Facilitator: We’re being encouraged to communicate things over email 
before we talk to the Chinese team in person.  
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US Participant 1: Got it. Well the president’s still on the 19th hole at Mar-a-Lago, 
so come on. I’m not sure what I would communicate right now. I don’t have a 
clue of what I would communicate. 
 
Industry Participant 1: Maybe the notes in the chat?  
 
US Participant 1: Oh I’ll read those… I don’t know. If I were gonna send anything 
to the Chinese right now, and please tell me if you don’t agree, but just say, note 
to the Chinese Premier, we recognize that we are entering into an incredibly 
dangerous time between our two nations. We would love to arrange a call between 
our two leaders as soon as possible. And propose it to be at 6:15. Does that make 
sense to everybody? 
 
US Facilitator: I can get that typed up and send it over.  
 
Industry Facilitator: I transcribed what US Participant 1 said and put it in the  
 
US Participant 1: So let’s put those down, the one thing on the diplomatic side and 
the other two things on the military side. Let me solicit now from all of you folks 
before we need to talk to the Chinese, what are other things that you might wanna 
do at this stage? 
 
Industry Participant 3: I have a quick thing. Is there anything that we could do 
involving, and we brought this up yesterday in our group, anything to involve 
Chinese allies to help put pressure on this and involve more of the world 
community? Because I mean this is kind of a big deal. 
 
US Participant 1: I think that’s a fantastic suggestion, an absolutely fantastic 
suggestion. I think we should go ahead and place a call to the Russian mission 
and let them know that we are very worried that China may be leading us all into 
nuclear war. I think we should communicate to them that we would love them to 
communicate to our Chinese counterparts that the US is ready to negotiate, but we 
can’t do it under a sword of escalation. Something like that?  
 
Industry Participant 3: I think that sounds perfect, and that’s exactly what it feels 
like, they’ve basically got a gun to our head on this thing. 
 
US Participant 1: Can we get that---oh the Industry Facilitator got it. You are just 
killing it here. Thank you… So anybody else? Other actions we want to consider? 
 
Industry Participant 6: Coming from industry, maybe we can hijack an ITU 
meeting to try to propose opening some arms control negotiation with the Chinese 
if they want. But in the meantime I think we can consider testing some payloads 
for a space plane that could bring down one of our SBIs to prove that we can do 
this. 
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US Participant 1: You wanna use something to bring down one of our own SBIs?  
 
Industry Participant 6: Yes, a test exercise to prove that we can bring down one of 
our own SBIs to show that we can also position this technology next to them. So 
in this way we show them we can also bring their technology down. 
 
US Participant 1: I understand. You wanna show a co-orbital ASAT action against 
one of our own satellites in order to demonstrate that we could do this to theirs. 
I don’t have a big problem with that. That obviously is going to be a bit of an 
extended timeline, it’s not gonna happen quickly because that’ll take some time to 
plan. I’m trying to think, would we want to go ahead and announce our intention 
to do that? Or maybe to accomplish the same goals we should just go ahead and 
deorbit a couple of our SBIs at this stage. I’m trying to decide if I should go in 
the dove side or the hawk side of this. We could fire a couple of our SBIs against 
points in space just to demonstrate they still work. We could deorbit a couple to 
demonstrate that we’re ready to back down and we could communicate that to the 
Chinese in our call, or we could show that we have a system that could take them 
down. I don’t know if I have a preference. Anyone else have anything? 
 
US Participant 5: I would just add that in our calls with our Chinese counterparts, 
they’ve been very quick to perceive anything that we do as very, very escalatory 
and offensive and aggressive. So I think if we are gonna go in the more hard hawk 
direction, that would definitely be met with a pretty intense response or at least be 
perceived by them to be extremely escalatory. 
 
US Participant 1: Yeah, I think you’re probably right. I think we’re already doing 
something escalatory with the defcon three thing underpinned by diplomatic 
actions. I would like to go ahead and try to lower the temperature elsewhere. I’d 
like to stand down launch preparation operations at our other four launch sites, 
and actually pull the rockets back from the launch towers. I think the launching of 
the VLF radiation mitigators that was pointed to is a great thing to do in order to 
keep us prepared. Does anybody know from the last scenario how many SBIs we 
have in orbit right now? 
 
US Participant 5: I think it was two dozen before we proposed doing a phased 
approach to get more up. 
 
US Participant 1: I would suggest why don’t we de-orbit a couple, maybe two SBI 
platforms? I can communicate to the Premier in my call in a couple of minutes 
that we can begin de-orbiting those if they would agree to do the same, both as a 
show of good faith. I’m trying to think if there’s anything else that we should do 
to either limit risks if they decide to go hard, or to encourage action. What does 
anybody else think? We only have a second left. 
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Industry Participant 1: One of the things the commercial team recommended last 
time was to pre-position ADR capabilities so that if we did lose satellites and 
debris was created, we’d be able to pull them out pretty quickly. 
 
US Participant 1: Is that debris remediation? What’s the A stand for? 
 
Industry Participant 1: Active. 
 
US Participant 1: I see. Where’s the phone call happening, US Facilitator?  
 
US Facilitator: I think it could be either or if you wanted to go to the China team 
or they wanted to come here. 
 
US Participant 1: I would think that we would want to do it Premier to Premier 
and not in front of the teams, right?  
 
Industry Facilitator: If you’d like to do a phone call with just the two of you, we 
can maybe send you to the Plenary room. Let me send a quick text to see. 
 
US Participant 1: I think that would be more realistic. Although I’m happy to do it 
with everybody here, then the entire Chinese team would have to join in in order 
to be commensurate. So that’s why I would think that we would want to do it just 
one on one. And meanwhile, you guys can sit here and work.  
 
Industry Participant 1: I will say the message they sent says a representative with 
no official affiliation, so are you gonna be there wearing a different hat? 
 
US Participant 1: Let’s send the CEO of Palantir in case they get killed. 
 
Industry Participant 1: I was just gonna say Palantir works. 
 
US Participant 1: Yeah, I wouldn’t mind losing that guy. Nobody tell him that! 
This is non attribution. 
 
Industry Participant 8: It’s scary how many people on this call had exactly that 
same thought at that moment. 
 
US Participant 1: So Industry Facilitator, are we gonna go over to the Plenary? 
 
Industry Facilitator: I still haven’t heard anything back. Let me bump it again… 
Okay, sorry I don’t know if they’re understanding the Plenary room thing, so it 
might be easier if we send you over to the China team room, US Participant 1.  
 
US Participant 1: I’ll head over. And Participant 4, I’m gonna deputize you as the 
acting National Security Advisor to lead the continuation. I’ll see you guys in a bit 
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US Participant 4: I would like to keep working on this but I don’t know how 
much of a leader I am, US Participant 2, or Industry Participant 1, you guys might 
be better equipped. 
 
Industry Participant 1: US Participant 2 I’ll respect your authority since you are 
the US Vice President. 
 
US Participant 2: I guess we can start continuing this by filling out our direct 
counter space actions. Somebody had put something in the chat that kind of 
disappeared… Yeah, do we want cyber attacks?  
 
US Participant 6: I think we can do defensive cyber operations so we’re actively 
looking for any threats on our networks, but also maybe continued offensive cyber 
operations just so we’re not escalating. 
 
Industry Participant 3: Maybe we could ask Russia to do some of that cyber attack 
stuff like they just did? It was shown in the University of Houston report earlier 
this week. 
 
Industry Participant 2: Was that a part of the jamming system? 
 
Industry Participant 1: Actually it was a space based jammer against GPS. So 
maybe they can do the space based jammers against BeiDou.  
 
Industry Participant 2: In that same video they talk about the other frequencies 
they were using that were closer to BeiDou, which is interesting, right?  
 
Industry Participant 1: Yeah. I thought you guys were friends! 
 
Industry Participant 2: They’re paranoid. Well, paranoid and not paranoid enough 
at the same time. I’m surprised there’s no apparent messing with Galileo or the 
Japanese augmented system or the Indian augmented system? 
 
Industry Participant 1: Yeah, there aren’t that many though, right? Like who uses 
Gallio? 
 
Industry Participant 2: I’m pretty sure that there’s at least a 24 set constellation or 
am I misremembering something? It’s just as robust as GPS. 
 
Industry Participant 1: I just mean in terms of receivers. We use GPS, the Chinese 
make their people use BeiDou, but I don’t know how many people are actually 
using Galileo. In terms of numbers, I feel like the terminals are more for GPS than 
BeiDou. Sorry we’re a little off topic here actually.  
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US Participant 4: I was just gonna suggest for direct counter space actions, for 
conversation, are we at the point where we’re doing maybe non kinetic but, long 
term damage? I’m thinking like lazing and other effects that may not be missile or 
kinetic, but we’re still causing non reversible damage? 
 
Industry Participant 1: But we wanna not escalate, so maybe the lazing but just 
dazzle, not blind. 
 
Industry Participant 2: Can industry start removing any non active debris? I mean, 
there’s already commercial companies working towards that now. So would we 
wanna get ahead of the curve if any action was to occur and start lazing non active 
pieces of oil debris, anything like that. I mean, if this is happening in 2040, then 
I would suspect that we have these capabilities already. We’re setting them up as 
we speak now, so I would just say  to get that active, get that going. 
 
Industry Participant 1: Does anyone here want to use nuclear counter space? 
 
Industry Participant 6: I would say maybe we keep it as a last resource for MEO.  
 
Industry Participant 2: And that would kill most of the satellites in MEO. If we’re 
talking about US industry, I don’t know how many satellites we have in MEO 
even. 
 
Industry Participant 1: We could do a nuclear test in MEO, but I don’t know if we 
wanna start that precedent. 
 
US Participant 4: I think it’s very out of doctrine for either the US or China. I 
don’t think there’s anytime either would use it. 
 
Industry Participant 2: I don’t know about China. I’m not confident with their 
large nuclear build up that they’re--- 
 
Industry Participant 1: Aren’t they a no first use country? 
 
Industry Participant 2: Officially maybe yes, but also nobody trusts that. We’d like 
to. 
 
Industry Participant 1: I just think nuclear counter space is against our interest as 
the US.
 
Industry Participant 2: I think Russia is basically begging to do it, but you know. 
 
US Participant 2: Do we wanna go back to the diplomatic approach and try to 
hash that out. We need to come up with some kind of temporary thing to let some 
of the steam off. 
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Industry Participant 6: If we want to start a diplomatic approach, I guess the 
conversation goes a bit towards limiting the amount of SBIs. If you limit the 
amount of SBIs, it stops being a missile defense system and it becomes just a 
space control system. In my opinion, insuring there’s no permanent area coverage, 
then it becomes a space control system, and you can put a number on the number 
on the number of systems you want to deploy, and you can establish a right for 
RPOs, for verification and an agreement with coordination and protocol and blah 
blah blah. 
 
Industry Participant 1: I agree. I think we also didn’t put here in the diplomatic 
approaches our offer to de-orbit some of our SBIs, so maybe we should just 
include that here in our box… Do we need to do any military actions? US 
Participant 1 was moving submarines forward. Do we need to position anything 
anywhere at this point? 
 
Industry Participant 6: SSA systems need coverage, so operations are planned 
in order to avoid coverage sometimes, so the adversary doesn’t know where 
your satellite is if you move it outside of the SSA coverage, so if we negate the 
terrestrial capabilities in allied countries, like the telescopes that they have in 
Peru or the ground stations in Namibia, we could say that we’re planning special 
operation forces activities in ground stations in Africa and Latin America. 
 
Industry Participant 1: We can… I don’t know if this would be a military action 
or counter space, but I was gonna suggest that the US has movable jammers, 
and offensive space capabilities and maybe the RMT, remote modular terminals, 
so maybe we want to position those in the region, so that we can affect Chinese 
military communications. 
 
Industry Participant 2: Jammers in the South China Sea/Indo-Pacific. 
 
US Participant 2: Do we also want to start preparing to launch replacement 
satellites of certain types, making sure that the Chinese see this so they know that 
we’re positioning ourselves to replace anything they destroy? 
 
Industry Participant 2: I think we could do that on the ground and just say that the 
US positions a pretty stockpile.  
 
US Participant 2: Yeah, start getting in the stockpile in position. I’m not really 
sure if that’s a military action or what. 
 
Industry Participant 2: It’s dual use I think. 
 
Industry Participant 6: You can announce that industry’s ramping up to have the 
capability to do that. 
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US Participant 5: I just want to revisit this point about positioning jammers in the 
South China Sea. I’m really sensitive to the conversations we’ve had with them 
before, and I’m pretty sure that they’re gonna take any further action in the region 
pretty badly. I don’t know if we wanna counter that or offset that with some 
additional type of diplomatic approach. Right now I don’t think we have any 
multilateral discussions listed in the diplomatic section yet, but hold on maybe 
I’m mistaken. 
 
Industry Participant 1: That’s a good point. It wouldn’t be the ITU, though. This 
would definitely be the Security Council. Or if we want to pressure Chinese allies 
to discuss. 
 
Industry Participant 8: I was just thinking about the diplomatic approaches. We 
haven’t gone for any softer type approaches. So there’s a few things potentially 
that commercial could look at. We know that there’s been the destruction of some 
of the launch facilities in China, does that provide us with an opportunity? What 
else is going on in space that might involve partners that we could work through? 
But particularly, the fact that China regards itself as leading some developing 
nations, is there some way we could play into that and say that this would damage 
the developing nations that they’re working with. Could we work through a third 
party? Could we potentially work through a country that works with both of us?. 
So really sort of pushing into the more conciliatory type of diplomatic approaches 
but using allied networks and offering some kind of access to space or commercial 
benefit or regional benefit. 
 
Industry Participant 1: I think we definitely could reach out to specifically Brazil 
and South Africa as the more reasonable options that would work with both of us 
to do what you said. 
 
Industry Facilitator: This is a super valuable discussion, but the game play time 
has just ended, which means it is time for us the industry team to shift gears and 
move back to discuss the Move questions in our own call. I will send the link 
to the chat in just a moment. I was kind of curious how the conversation with 
China and US Participant 1 went, but I think we do need the time to answer the 
questions so if those of us from the industry team want to head on over, the link is 
in the chat now. 
 
US Participant 2: We’ll miss you all. 
 
Industry Participant 2: Would it be fine if I stay here for a second to get a quick 
update from US Participant 1 and then I will shift over?  
 
Industry Facilitator: That sounds good, cause for some of the questions we do 
kind of need to have an idea of what went on this Move. I think it might behoove 
us if you stayed here for maybe ten extra minutes and then met with us in the 
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other channel. 
 
US Participant 5: We could also message you when he’s back and you can hop 
back on if that’s better too. 
 
Industry Participant 2: That sounds good. 
 
US Facilitator: Thanks for coming. 
 
Industry Facilitator: Thanks for having us. 

Private Industry Team leaves.

United States Team Meeting
 
US Participant 5: Now that it’s just us I will again voice a concern that I don’t 
think we have any concessions built in here at all. I guess we have de-orbiting the 
SBIs, but that’s more to show that we have that capability. It’s kind of cloaked in 
a way. We’re escalating our action in the region, which I think is really gonna piss 
them off. I think they actually said that verbatim yesterday that they wanted some 
sort of concession and both of us kind of agreed on doing some sort of jointly 
linked negotiation for that form of a concession, but I still am not clear on what 
exactly we’re prepared to offer them. Unless people think that’s not needed and 
that we just have to put the pedal to the metal on escalatory hawkish tactics. 
 
US Participant 3: No, I agree. We do need to offer some sort of show of good faith 
to de-escalate the situation. What they implied last time was that they really are 
gonna view any action we do as escalatory. Something that I’ve been thinking 
about this entire time is, are there any missile systems in the region that are aging 
that we could say as a show of good faith we’re gonna remove these old systems. 
We wouldn’t say that they were gonna be replaced anyway. I was just wondering 
if options like that are on the table. 
 
US Participant 4: I think there are. I’m not too tuned into this, but I know there’s 
a range of long range strike options that we regularly move around the region 
that causes concern, so we can move something like that out. It seems like we’re 
on the path of escalation, so I was gonna propose something else in that theme, 
for military actions, that we probably should have conventional forces moving 
into the region. Like if we’re moving submarines forward, I think we’d have 
conventional forces follow. I don’t think we do one without the other. 
 
US Participant 5: Again I’m with you to a certain extent, but I think if we just do 
that without giving them any off ramp… I mean, if the objective is de-escalation 
I think we have to come up with an off ramp of some sort. And I think pulling out 
defunct missile systems that wouldn’t necessarily hurt our defensive capabilities 
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is a great idea. I also think that they might see through that a bit. Personally, I 
don’t know if that’s enough of a concession or an off ramp to really de-escalate. 
So I’m gonna go back to the idea of reaching out to Brazil and South Africa but 
maybe even roping in the global community a bit more. I’m not sure what the 
team thinks that we would be offered to concede in this situation. If we’re limiting 
the numbers of SBIs would we want to, I don’t know, establish some framework 
for intelligence sharing if we’re all having issues with the launch systems for the 
SBIs? I feel like this would be unrealistic. But China and the US still cooperate 
on a bunch of scientific diplomacy type initiatives and information sharing in 
that capacity, so maybe that’s something. There’s the idea to revisit verification 
methods for nuclear detonation capabilities, which I know China at vocally says 
they’d be interested in thinking about. I don’t know if that’s also unrealistic. I just 
feel like we might need to add something else. I don’t know. 
 
US Participant 6: I think if anything our biggest ally and I hate to say it would be 
Russia. Because they’re the ones that have the secondary power. We could reach 
out to Russia cause certainly no one wants a nuclear war or anything to happen to 
their own satellites. 
 
US Participant 5: My only hesitation about Russia is that they so recently 
shot down the last UNSC initiative that China abstained from to limit nuclear 
capabilities in space. I forget what the exact name of it was, but I don’t know if 
they’d be willing to work with us in that capacity. Maybe a very specific treaty 
around SBIs or one type of satellite system. 
 
US Participant 6: I think we could work something out with them, and it would 
be more of a show of force working with Russia. I just don’t know what working 
with Brazil and South Africa shows, they kind of rely on China and a lot of their 
funds come from China. 
 
US Participant 1: Hey guys, this is US Participant 1. I’m back. I survived. We 
ended up not on a 
hotline call. We ended up in Singapore just to let you all know. We had a good 
discussion. China began the meeting by posturing as they normally do, and, my 
response to that was look, I’m not authorized by the presidency to talk about 
posturing. What I’m authorized to do is to tell you how we can back away from 
this crisis right now. So I informed them that the President had decided to move 
up to defcon three and to move the submarines forward. I told them that the 
President was willing to pull back our launch vehicles from the launch sites and to 
de-orbit a couple of SBIs as a show of good faith, but the Chinese would have to 
do the same. We ended up talking back and forth, they said, how could we be sure 
of that? You know, you need to step down from defcon three first. I said we would 
step back from defcon three once we see your SBI launchers back away from the 
gantries. We’ll verify that through imagery. You can use the cover of the accident 
at your launch site to say that you need to bring the rockets back. You don’t have 
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to admit that you’re doing any of this for the US. You can say we just had a rocket 
blow up on our site, so we’re gonna pull this back, and the US will do the same 
thing. Once we see you pull your launches back we will move down from defcon 
three back to our normal peace time defcon. I proposed we go a little further 
than what we had discussed amongst us and I said we’re ready to send high 
level officials to Moscow to begin diplomatic discussions once we back away. 
They’re hosted in Moscow so they’re not gonna be public, because the Chinese 
do not want to have anything shown in public. The Chinese asked what the US 
representatives would be willing to talk about and I said I’m just the CEO of 
Palantir, I don’t know! But really that as far as I can tell everything and anything 
would be on the table to talk about, including how do we respond to the Chinese 
belief that they are strategically hampered and behind the United States  and they 
want to get to strategic balance. We could talk about whether or not we decide to 
put limits on SBIs. All those things would be on the table, but this is not the time 
to have those discussions. We had to back away from the current crisis. In the end, 
they agreed to that, that we would both begin moving our launchers away from 
the launchpads. So we will do that, and hopefully they will begin to do the same 
thing. We will see that obviously in their briefing. And then once they do, we can 
move back from defcon three to de-escalate and begin negotiations. So that’s the 
sum of the discussions that we had with the representatives in Singapore. I have 
to go ahead and take an incredibly important break. My doctor from my previous 
coma needs to take my blood pressure in the little room next door. I would 
encourage you all to take a break and when we come back in about two or three 
minutes we can put together our slides for the next part. 
 
US Facilitator: Sounds good. 
 
US Participant 4: I have a quick question for you, US Facilitator. I guess for the 
game we’ve taken a step back from conflict, but in terms of answering the slide, 
do we proceed like we are still on the edge of conflict? It seems from the slide 
questions were all if situations fail or talks fail, we’re supposed to talk about these 
actions. So maybe can you frame it for us, how do we proceed? 
 
US Facilitator: Yeah, I can double check with Control. I believe that these answers 
that we have drafted are now in the hands of Control as these are actions that we 
could potentially take, and that’s on behalf of the US and industry. I’m not sure if 
they plan on these coming up in the actual hot wash discussion. They might, but I 
can double check on that for you. 
 
US Participant 4: Okay. 
 
US Participant 5: Also we have to think about making sure we get that update 
over to industry at some point. 
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US Facilitator: Yeah, I know communication is closed, but it would probably be 
fine to send an under the table one. 
 
US Participant 1: I’ll give everybody a minute or two to get back… So US 
Facilitator, tell me where we are. I see a whole bunch of notes on this chart, that’s 
fantastic. Where are we? 
 
US Facilitator: There’s this slide and then there are the briefing slides for tonight 
and I’m double checking with Control on a few clarifying questions to make sure 
that we’re answering everything in the way that they envisioned. 
 
US Participant 5: Industry just needs an update on your negotiations, US 
Participant 1 in order to answer their own set of questions. 
 
US Participant 1: Oh yes, of course.  
 
US Facilitator: Kinda. I just shot them an email.  
 
US Participant 1: Okay, good. 
 
US Facilitator: But while we wait we can start on these slides I think. 
 
US Participant 1: Sure. I always have a hard time trying to build a slide to say 
what we’re gonna say… I don’t think I even know what the question means. Does 
anybody know what the question means? I would say our reasoning was, beyond 
everything else, we wanted to make sure that we did not fall into nuclear conflict. 
 
US Participant 4: Are you talking about the decision we just made? Is that what 
it’s asking? 
 
US Participant 1: I think that’s what it’s asking? Does anybody else have a 
different interpretation? 
 
US Participant 2: I mean that’s where I would take it. 
 
US Participant 5: Just since we’ve been told that our answers have been vague 
at times, do we wanna detail why we took a dual pronged approach in terms of 
including some off ramps and then also some of the more defensive posturing 
methods? 
 
US Participant 1: I think we absolutely want to describe that, however, I don’t 
know that it’s necessary to have our Facilitator type that all in there. Because I 
think the reasoning is just too dense in order to type all of it up. 
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US Facilitator: I was gonna say just because it asked which actions best support 
not wanting to go into nuclear conflict, do you want to pick and choose a few 
from here? 
 
US Participant 1: What I think we should do is start off the briefing talking about 
these actions as ones that we considered. Since I was gone while you guys built 
some of this, could somebody brief me on it real quickly? 
 
US Participant 4: We’re trying to manage escalation, but yet some of these are 
gray zone activities, we’re wanting to kind of keep parity with some of the actions 
we’ve seen from the 
Chinese. So working right to left, nuclear counter space actions, we decided 
that was not in the US or China’s best interest. We moved through that category 
quickly. Direct counter space capabilities, we’re talking mostly about reversible 
or limited non reversible effects. So you see a lot of cyber operations, non kinetic 
lazing, dazzling, not blinding. And then begin posturing for, if there is a conflict, 
how do we begin removing debris? In the middle I think this came from you, 
move to defcon three, move subs forward, we added moving radar jammers 
into the region, and then I suggested if we’re gonna be moving submarines 
forward, we’re probably doing some forward posturing with FDOs, FROs, with 
conventional forces as well. And then on the left, kind of hard to read, but we 
talked about a couple of avenues for diplomatic off-ramps, multilateral. And then 
revisiting verification methods was the last one. 
 
US Participant 1: Let me react to a couple of things… Or just ask a question about 
a couple of things. So were you proposing to actually do counter space actions 
against Chinese satellites?
 
US Participant 4: Yes. Well during Move Two, we were doing counter space 
activities already. There was a weather storm we found out we were conducting. 
Blue on red was happening. Red on blue was happening as well. So we’re keeping 
in that same theme of semi attributable, reversible effects, so non-kinetic, but yes 
counter space operations. 
 
US Participant 1: So you guys tell me. I would think that given the conversation 
we just had, we would want to cease those activities right now. They don’t 
materially change our ability to respond at some point. But if at the same 
time we’re saying we wanna back down and negotiate, we’re continuing our 
hostile actions, it seems that we risk sending a mixed message to our Chinese 
counterparts. 
 
US Participant 2: Yeah, I totally agree. 
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US Participant 4: I completely agree. I think this was just written before you came 
back with the idea that we were entering conflict. I did ask how we were supposed 
to manage these slides questions versus the fact that you negotiated a settlement. 
 
Industry Participant 2: Participant 2 here from Industry, just wanted to quickly 
jump in. We got an email saying that there’d be a quick update? 
 
US Participant 1: Yes, correct. I didn’t go as the president, I went as the CEO of 
Palantir. The meeting ended up being in Singapore rather than an actual hotline 
call. The discussion we had began with the Chinese going with their normal 
bluster about how the US is posturing and they’re still at a strategic disadvantage, 
those kinds of things. My response was, look, we’re not here to posture. We’re 
here to solve problems. I communicated to them that above all else, our President 
did not want to stumble into nuclear war. But we also wanted to make sure that 
we didn’t invite the Chinese to initiate anything, so we had gone to defcon three, 
we had bombers moving onto the tarmac to make sure they could be launched, 
and we had our nuclear submarines moving forward so that we could maintain a 
secure second strike capability. I told them that the President had proposed that 
we both back our SBI launches away from their gantries so that nobody would 
be launching more SBIs. The Chinese reps suggested we do that under the cover 
of our launch accidents, we could justify rolling those rockets back, not because 
we were talking to one another, but rather to make sure that our rockets were 
secure and safe. I also told them that the US would go ahead and de-orbit a couple 
of SBIs as a show of good faith. The Chinese asked would we move back from 
defcon three immediately? I said we would not until they had begun moving the 
launchers back from those from the gantries. They asked how would we verify 
those and I said, we’ll have imaging of your launch sites, you can have imagery 
of ours. We’ll both be watching to make sure we’ve pulled them back and that 
we don’t put them in. And then we proposed a meeting in Moscow between our 
official representatives, hosted by the Russians to keep it secret so that the rest 
of the world doesn’t know we’re negotiating because the Chinese do not like 
to be seen as negotiating with the US. But we will go ahead and negotiate and 
everything and anything will be on the table in terms of negotiation. They asked 
to commit that we’d negotiate things like strategic parity and stuff like that. I said, 
I can’t do that. I’m not authorized to do that nor do I know what they want to do. 
All I can tell you is that everything will be on the table to negotiate. With both 
of us knowing that at any time we can move back into this crisis situation we’re 
in right now, but for right now we would like to move back from it. So that was 
the long and the short of it. Any questions? And I should say they agreed to that 
and that is the plan going forward. Now, of course, we have to verify that they’re 
moving their rockets back from their launch gantries, but that’s part of the next 
steps. 
 
Industry Participant 2: Gotcha. Thank you. If there’s nothing else, I’ll run right 
back and relay the information to my team. 
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US Participant 1: Fantastic. Thank you. So we decided not to do the direct counter 
space actions. The movement of the land forces… So one of the reasons I like 
moving submarines is because nobody knows you’re moving submarines. When 
you start moving land forces, people know that you’re moving land forces. So you 
get a lot of bang for the so called buck with submarines because it’s invisible to 
anybody other than those you let know. But when you start moving, you know, 
marine battalions and things like that, people see it and it’s clearer that there’s 
a provocation. And the Chinese wanna go ahead and avoid any appearance that 
they are backing down due to provocation. So my sense would be not to do any 
observable forces. I mean I would have no problem in pre positioning cyber 
implants and those kinds of things. But we wouldn’t want to do anything in my 
mind that is obvious to the rest of the world. What do you guys think about that? 
Is everybody okay with that? Or do you want to push back?  
 
US Participant 4: YYou got a lot more experience than me, but I guess food for 
thought would be… I’m pretty confident the Chinese and Russians are constantly 
watching all our NC3 stuff. So when submarines go out on deployment, especially 
bombers being uploaded and moved, they’re definitely watching that. That is 
hugely escalatory. If they see a bomber upload happening, they’re on that. And 
I’m just thinking if we’re gonna be activating contingency plans, moving to 
defcon three, we’re definitely gonna start posturing conventional forces. We’re 
gonna start prepping allies, we’re gonna start moving maybe a carrier group in. It 
just seems strange to me that if we’re moving to defcon three, why would we not 
prepare for conflict in the region from a conventional standpoint? 
 
US Participant 1: Yeah, good pushback. Thank you. So my reason for going to 
defcon three was to secure the second strike. And I called it defcon three, but I 
really should say that there’s two things. Number one, moving the submarines 
closer so that their ballistic trajectory takes them less high and is less susceptible 
to SBIs if they were deployed. And moving the bombers out on the tarmac 
because bombers are not susceptible to SBIs and can get through. Normally what 
happens in a first strike scenario is your adversary is trying to prevent you from 
having a second strike, right? So this would be a way to make sure that we have 
a secure second strike and that they could not hamper us, because we don’t need 
to go ahead and flush the crews. The bombers aren’t gonna be at risk because the 
bombers will take off well before anything hits us and the SLBMs are less liable 
to be knocked down. So that’s why I was doing that. You’re absolutely right the 
Chinese and the Russians will know that, but we just told them that too. So I’m 
not trying to keep it a secret from them, right? We just told them that. But their 
people don’t know it and the rest of the world doesn’t know that we’re doing that. 
Some of our allies who have imaging satellites might, but the rest of the world 
doesn’t know it. So, that was the intent, to keep the hammer clothed in a velvet 
glove, if that makes sense. That’s probably something that some Chinese said 
sometime. 
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US Participant 4: I think it is. That makes total sense. I’m with you. Thank you. 
 
US Participant 1: Alright US Facilitator, we’re gonna get rid of the non kinetic 
things and we’re not gonna do any more direct counter space actions right now. 
We already have, by the way, jammers all over the South China Sea by now. 
We’re actually, at the unclassified level, fielding about sixty jammers in the 
Pacific, as we speak. 
 
US Facilitator: Just sorry just to clarify, do you wanna get rid of all of these or just 
that one? 
 
US Participant 1: Yeah, I don’t want to do any counter space actions. What 
we’re trying to do is get people to back away from the crisis. I want to lower the 
temperature. All of this stuff, we can turn this on anytime. One of the things US 
Participant 4 made me think of is aircraft carriers, because I think I actually like 
the idea of moving some of the aircraft carriers to better strategic positions. Just 
like the submarines, that’s pretty much normal naval operations. So I would move 
them to strategic positions but not in the second island chain yet. So you can put 
that down in the military actions category. Move two naval carriers in the Pacific 
close to but not within the second island chain. The Navy loves their carriers. We 
don’t have much time here. Let’s go back to the charts and see what we got… I 
don’t know how to read this question. To what extent do you believe your position 
still made sense at the end of Move Three? I mean, I think we ended up in a good 
place with our discussions there. 
 
US Facilitator: I think maybe they’re trying to ask, did the actions you plan 
change between the beginning and end of Move Three? 
 
US Participant 1: Okay. That didn’t help me… Let’s see the second question. 
That’s really the post game hot wash thing, right. So let’s go back to number one 
and see if somebody else has a good idea of what this is asking.  I like the fact that 
they have plausibly deniable military actions. We kind of talked about that. We 
talked about why we don’t want to do any attributable direct space things. 
 
US Participant 5: I think if we frame it as we developed XYZ, points, the ones 
that you presented at Singapore, and then developed a suite of other contingency 
methods in case those talks failed… We can detail that we did so because of 
how previous talks have gone. It was important to come up with a plan B and 
C. I would say if we want to answer the question very directly, I would say our 
position does still make sense because it is the first line defense against further 
blowing up the situation, right? So we did what we could when we could, and 
we’re very grateful we didn’t have to do the other stuff. 
 
US Participant 1: I like that, thank you. That’s very good. We’ll cover and expand 
upon this during the talk. We don’t need to write more on this page. Everyone 
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please jump in as we talk about this, as always. Now let’s go to the next chart. 
Having played the game, what capabilities would you have liked to had that you 
didn’t and explain why. Maybe the radiation remediation thing we discussed that I 
don’t know that we had. We can kind of talk about that. And the same thing about 
debris remediation as well that was brought up. I think we would love to have 
those capabilities, so let’s put those down. Anybody else, what did you feel like 
we were missing here that we could have used? 
 
US Participant 7: I think one thing missing was a really comprehensive situational 
awareness to be able to detect and monitor whatever things the adversary might 
be doing to our SBIs or our environment. Then the other thing which is more of 
an architectural question than a political question is the single point of failure in 
GEO. When you rely on a few exquisite assets, it’s easy to mess with them. So 
why, by the mid 2030s or 2040, why don’t we have a proliferated constellation 
in LEO? Which would be much more resilient and much more difficult to mess 
with and disable compared with assets in GEO. I’m not sure if this makes sense 
technically, but it’s my understanding that having easily disruptible assets in GEO 
is not to our advantage. Those were things on my mind. I’m not sure it’s within 
the scope of the game but that concerned me at least. 
 
US Participant 1: I think both points are excellent points. Certainly better 
SSA to be able to tell what’s being deployed when, and what’s going on in the 
environment, is absolutely critical. And what you’ve said about missile warning 
satellites is exactly what we’re doing right now. Right now the US is deploying 
proliferated constellations of missile warning and tracking satellites both in LEO 
and in MEO. It turns out the LEO satellites are actually very vulnerable. The 
MEO satellites give you a balance of proliferation and resilience and are hard 
to target. But we’re doing both. It turns out the US is doing both right now. But 
you’re right to have brought this up because in Move One, when Henry described 
what we had for missile warning satellites, it was just the large satellites in GEO. 
So you’re absolutely spot on. I think it’s a great point. Does anybody else have 
any ideas of things you would have liked to have had during this game? 
 
US Facilitator: Also just a time check, we have about seven minutes. 
 
US Participant 4: Do we want to jump to the next question then?  
 
US Participant 1: Before we jump there, I’m just thinking I would love to have 
systems that were not susceptible to SBIs, so I didn’t find them so destabilizing. 
And to me those are probably a much larger host of hypersonic cruise warheads. 
They don’t need to be pre positioned in the Pacific. They can be back on CONUS. 
But I think if I look at a triad of the future, in addition to ICBMs I think we will 
want a nice inventory of weapons that don’t have to worry about whether the 
adversary puts up an SBI system or not. So in my mind, I think that would be an 
important thing to have. Alright, let’s jump to the next one now.  
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US Participant 4: I think your last bullet in the last question actually kind of gets 
to this, talking about passive defenses could have reduced the possibility of crisis. 
If your systems are not susceptible to SBIs, then there’s less of an escalatory 
nature to them. And I think the Russian and Chinese are already developing a 
range of hypersonic capabilities that are doing the same thing. 
 
US Participant 1: And to your point, unlike the Russians and the Chinese, we 
don’t employ a bunch of decoys in our ICBM forces because we don’t right now 
face the problem of anybody trying to knock them down. And so, the development 
of decoys and those kinds of things which create far less effectiveness for SBI 
constellations. I just wonder at the end of this game if we will have talked 
ourselves out of deploying SBI constellations. Anybody else, what kind of other 
defenses, active or passive? 
 
US Participant 5: I would say more access to track two diplomacy. I found it was 
a bit hard to communicate directly with our Chinese counterparts just because 
there was so much posturing going on. I know that in order for track two to 
be effective, we’d probably need a few more points of integration or points of 
interoperability, just something that constitutes a mutual asset that both of us can 
kind of be in the same camp on, but I did find it really difficult to parse through 
conversations with our counterparts there. 
 
US Participant 1: I like that. I think that’s fantastic. Was there something else? 
 
US Participant 7: It’s more of a question than an answer, but if we backtrack a 
little bit, before we got into all this trouble in Move Three, if the goal is to allow 
for both parties second strike capability, how do we calculate the approximate 
range of SBIs? What is the floor? What is the ceiling? How low is too low to 
be an invitation to first strike and how high is sufficient to self guard a second 
strike capability? I tried to calculate that and I’m not sure whether it’s closer to 
one or two thousand or three or four thousand. Because then you have to start 
considering scenarios where you use the SBI. And I would say if you take a 
minimal scenario it’s okay. But if you start to consider use, including space to 
space, it gets complicated. So the bottom line is maybe we are in the process 
of talking ourselves out of the maximalist use of SBI, and I think this is where 
we need some clarification regardless of answering the questions to this game. 
Apparently here we are moving to a minimalist approach of maybe deploying not 
at all, but then we really have to clarify this. 
 
US Participant 1: I think that’s a great point. Outside the discussion of the game 
here, my belief is you don’t want a maximalist SBI system. You can’t get there 
anyway, quite frankly, you couldn’t afford it. But you want one that just goes 
ahead and provides a little bit of a break, an ability to handle limited strikes or 
a break in the escalation ladder so that you never have the opportunity for an 
adversary to launch 1, 2, 5, 10 ICBMs, he’s gonna have to go all in to get through 
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your SBI constellation and by that time you’re already in nuclear war. I think we 
have to go back in there so let’s just punt this last question and make it up as we 
go along.  
 
US Facilitator: Great. I’ll see you guys in the room then. 
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Private Industry Team Meeting

Facilitator: One of the reasons I did want to get an update from the other team is 
because the first question is about what happened in the third Move and we kind 
of don’t know yet. We can answer the part about the types of actions that support 
your objectives for now.  
 
Participant 1: I’m curious why we’re split up from the US team and we both did 
the same thing and we both had the same reasoning? 
 
Facilitator: Yeah, I don’t know. Above my pay grade. 
 
Participant 1: Alright, fair enough. 
 
Facilitator: Maybe some of the other questions are more industry team specific. 
Kind of. Not really. 
 
Participant 1: I think we were trying not to escalate, right? But also maintain a 
strong military approach, or a strong face. How would you guys describe it? 
 
Participant 2: We don’t want to conduct appeasement. 
 
Participant 1: Posture, yeah. I think you’re right. A strong posture. 
 
Participant 6: We were trying to defend the interest of all of these commercial 
entities. I think it’s good that we are separated because we were trying to 
specifically defend the interest of all of these operators.  
 
Participant 1: Well, were we? I thought we were just trying to protect US national 
security capabilities. And as a result, the commercial operators would be protected 
as well. 
 
Participant 8: But we’re not a hundred percent aligned with them, right? Because 
we still need to get paid and those sorts of important things. I’m guessing it’s 
trying to explore that little bit of a gap in there. Or ask if there is a gap. 
 
Facilitator: And maybe what we wanna say is there wasn’t really a gap and that 
would would be an acceptable takeaway as well. 
 
Participant 1: Well, there wasn’t a gap because we were with the US team. 
 
Participant 8: We were saying all the right things. Now we gotta do the real talk, 
right? 
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Participant 1: The responses we were given were all what a nation state would do. 
So it wasn’t that we were doing what the commercial sector would do. If we were 
the commercial sector, we probably would have just stopped launching and waited 
to see what happened and start trying to build up our cybersecurity and hunker 
down. 
 
Participant 2: And build up our satellite reserve and just keep a bajillion Falcon 9s 
on standby. 
 
Participant 1: I’m thinking of the Cuban Missile Crisis, it’s a limited time frame, 
so you’re just kind of waiting, right? And as you said build up preserves as much 
as possible. 
 
Participant 2: Do whatever you can to minimize any possible damage and be 
prepared to fill in the gaps. Exactly. 
 
Participant 3: Yeah, get some of those water based launch assets standing by and 
all that kind of stuff too, like the seagate space people and all that. 
 
Participant 2: A sea launch? Actually, they’re asking for a sea based launch 
system. Sorry, anyways. 
 
Participant 3: Yeah, and that’s commercial stuff, right? 
 
Participant 1: Yeah. And so still no message from US Participant 1? 
 
Participant 1: We were joking about Palantir getting axed, maybe we spoke that 
into existence. 
 
Facilitator: Well, is there anything that the US team recommended or any actions 
that they talked about wanting to take that the commercial sector would have 
opposed? 
 
Participant 1: I mean the defcon thing? I think that sends a message. 
 
Participant 2: It does, but would we be privy to it? 
 
Participant 5: I was uncertain about defcon three as well. But I understood we 
were in that collaborative space. 
 
Participant 1: If the Chinese know about it, then we know about it. 
 
Participant 5: I was just looking at the other half of the question, which types of 
actions best support our objectives and why, I was thinking between those areas 
I think diplomatic approaches certainly and also defensive measures. Those 
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would best support the private industry specifically. I think it just promotes 
reduced escalation risks, which I know we are very big on, in order to protect any 
commercial space activity. I think we’re also cautious about any deniable or direct 
counter space actions due to attribution and President concerns. I would also 
strongly oppose any nuclear counter spaced actions, but I know the US had also 
agreed to that. 
 
Participant 1: We can just emphasize that. Because the US military satellites will 
be hard against nuclear radiation, but ours certainly will not be. 
 
Participant 5: Yes, so I would just say strongly oppose any nuclear counter space 
actions because that could damage the orbital space environment and threaten the 
global space economy. 
 
Participant 1: So we’re trying to think of anything that they recommended that we 
would have been against as a commercial sector. I think we’ve covered most of it. 
 
Facilitator: Yeah, I think we can move to the next question. I don’t really know 
how we’re meant to answer this question as the commercial team. I guess, what 
would we have liked to be able to do that we couldn’t have done, but maybe we 
could have done as an industrial sector if we had access to other resources? Or 
maybe we’re supposed to answer this as though we’re the US team. I’m not sure. 
 
Participant 1: I’m trying to think if there’s anything commercially we would have 
wanted to have. I still feel like I would have liked to be able to talk to the Chinese 
commercial sector. 
 
Participant 5: I agree. 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, but the Chinese commercial sector… 
 

Participant 1: It is somewhat independent of the government. It’s not as close as 
people tend to 
think. Like the federal government, they’re much more regionally focused. 
 
Participant 2: But certainly the regional governments. 
 
Participant 3: Or I guess maybe even some of the Chinese commercial 
manufacturing partners that we have that are in the US. 
 
Participant 2: That doesn’t exist cause of ITAR, what do you mean? 
 
Participant 3: I don’t know, component manufacturers?  
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Participant 2: That would probably only apply for Europe and other nations. It’s 
generally not advised or allowed, not explicitly besides ITAR, but yeah. 
 
Participant 3: I mean, all the Chinese companies are funded by the CCP aren’t 
they? 
 
Participant 1: That’s actually not the case. At least in the space sector, their 
venture capital funds about the same proportion that we do here. 
 
Participant 2: It’s also a lot of the regional governments. Like with their electric 
cars and solar panel production, it’s state sponsored, but it’s mostly from the 
central government to the various regions. 
 
Participant 1: I’m trying to think if there’s any technical capabilities that we 
wanted to have and we did not. We just made up everything we thought we 
wanted to have if we knew we didn’t have it, so it’s not really as big an issue. 
 
Participant 2: Yeah, like I said, the counter radiation stuff is the one I would note. 
 
Participant 1: I thought of one, I don’t think it was stated that the US has space 
based stammers? Whether or not we do, we could talk about open source. But that 
would be a nice technology to have. 
 
Facilitator: Do we have a more formal noun for the counter of Van Allen belt 
radiation stuff? 
 
Participant 6: VLF systems. 
 
Participant 5: Are we looking at this question from a game perspective or in terms 
of what the private industry would have liked to have? 
 
Participant 1: I think at this point if you have thoughts about any of it, let’s just 
hear it. 
 
Participant 5: I was thinking maybe just better visibility and influence on the 
industry side
because I think a lot of industry was really affected by military decisions, but we 
had limited insight into how commercial assets were being perceived and targeted 
in some senses. So, maybe having direct communication channels a little bit more 
frequently would clear things up? 
 
Participant 1: Being able to communicate with the Chinese actually. 
 
Participant 5: Yes, I know we sent one representative, but maybe if we had just 
more awareness, it would clarify where they’re coming from. 
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Participant 1: Other thoughts about things that we were missing that we could 
have had and would have been helpful?  
 
Facilitator: Okay, great. We’re supposed to send someone over to talk to the US 
team. Not to interrupt you. Participant 2, are you ready? 
 
Participant 2: Great, I’ll head over.  
 
Participant 8: The only thing I’m thinking, and it’s not really what capabilities 
we would have liked to have, but I think there were certain assumptions made by 
the government about what the private sector would do or would be capable of 
doing. There was the discussion about, you guys can go up and start lazing debris 
or whatever. I think it just gets back to that communication and understanding 
of what are the capabilities and who’s in control of them. Because of course, this 
assumes that all of these capabilities are available to be deployed for a single 
purpose. We might have contracts with Europe where we need to be doing things, 
or somewhere else. I think this is the issue about how accessible are these things 
to deploy. 
 
Participant 1: Right, and how independent are we? What is the difference between 
us and the government? In theory we’re independent. 
 
Participant 8: And it would be a spectrum, obviously. We represent many 
individual actors. 
 
Participant 7: For me, my comments are kind of similar. But I also would like 
to highlight how broad the private industry team is. If it was more specified, we 
would know how to act more clearly and what our goals are. 
 
Participant 1: Right. So not just the commercial sector, but like, you guys are the 
commercial satellite operators, or you’re the commercial launchers, or something 
like that. Because otherwise, it always just depends, right?  
 
Participant 6: Exactly. 
 
Facilitator: If we don’t have very much else to say here we can go on. 
 
Participant 1: Sounds good… What kind of defenses, active or passive, and what 
kinds of
diplomacy could reduce the probability of the crises this game spotlighted? I 
mean the crisis was we both tried to launch SBIs and then we both weren’t able to 
do it. So I don’t know if there was a defense that would have done that. 
 
Facilitator: It didn’t really seem like the China team was willing to take any 
diplomatic steps at any juncture. 
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Participant 1: If we’re talking verification, the PPWT, that’s their baby. So, if 
they’re not even willing to bend on that one, that’s not helpful. 
 
Participant 3: I would also just say the lack of multilateral negotiation. It would be 
nice to have something like that. 
 
Participant 1: Well, I think they’re saying what kind of diplomacy could have 
reduced the probability. So as you said multilateral discussions would have maybe 
been able to help. 
 
Participant 7: Maybe a mediator between the two countries could also help? 
 
Participant 1: Okay. A special envoy? I’m trying to think…. Basically if they’re 
putting up SBIs, what kind of defenses would be helpful against that? We kind of 
said, look we need to have good cyber to be able to protect ourselves from other 
intrusions, but there wasn’t really a lot that we could do for that. If they’re putting 
up SBIs in short of going after the launch vehicles themselves, you don’t really 
have a way of doing that. Or as was suggested, de-orbiting them, which again I 
think is pretty explanatory. And also that’d be hard to do given they had 400 or 
something? They had a lot more than the US did. 
 
Participant 6: We cannot deal with the whole constellation. But anyway, I think 
someone said bringing one of theirs to the ground is extremely escalatory. But just 
bringing one of ours and saying we are going to repair this one, you can sell it as 
a sustainability activity. I like the position that US Participant 1 took in initiating 
a negotiation of arms control. He talked about reducing SBI capabilities because 
until that moment, we’ve only seen extremely assertive US and China sides. 
 
Participant 7: Maybe utilizing international organizations as well? I’m honestly 
not very educated about space international organization so I’m not sure which 
ones specifically. 
 
Participant 1: The Asia Pacific regional space agencies, they’re really more civil 
in nature. I think it’d be a challenge to go through that. We discussed multilateral, 
so that would be obviously the UN where they have the security council. We 
haven’t talked about bilateral discussions. Do we want to try and do that? Of 
course, that’s what the negotiations were. I was thinking of track two discussions.  
 
Participant 6: We could have proposed to initiate negotiations through other non 
related, more 
technical meetings. And then via public servants we could set the ground for 
negotiations. 
 
Participant 1: But I mean, the HTU never discusses security stuff, like they’re 
allergic to that sort of thing. I see what you’re saying, but--- 
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Participant 6: We have to initiate that conversation. 
 
Participant 2: Hey! I’m back. So they had a hotline call in Singapore. The 
Chinese were complaining that the US was posturing while China’s at a strategic 
disadvantage. The US asked not to invite China to initiate anything, and therefore 
the US is putting bombers on the runway and subs moving up. Both agreed to 
back away on SBI launches as kind of a back channel act. They didn’t explicitly 
say this publicly, but they decided, as a result of the accidents at the launch pads, 
they would move back and halt any launches. The US would de-orbit a couple of 
space based interceptors as a sign of good faith and announced that they would 
step down from defcon three as soon as China backed down their own launchers. 
So as soon as they saw each other’s launchers put in a horizontal move back, then 
they’d be fine with that. They’re now planning a Moscow meeting in order to 
discuss strategic parity, it’s in secret. Everything’s on the table, and both of them 
understand that the other option is falling back into this very stressful situation. 
 
Participant 1: So going to Moscow to discuss strategic parity. Does that mean 
parity in terms of SBIs or in terms of…?  
 
Participant 2: Everything on the table. 
 
Participant 1: Nuclear weapons as well? 
 
Participant 2: Everything on the table is what I was told.  
 
Facilitator: Do you want to add anything to this first slide with that additional 
context? 
 
Participant 3: It just sounds like we’re trying to solve all the world’s problems 
now. 
 
Participant 1: No, I think the slide still works for me. What do you guys think? 
 
Participant 8: I think the side still works. I just think the only other general 
comment which flowed through from that discussion and the discussion we 
were having before was we made it very clear from the outset that space is not 
just space. It affects everything on Earth as well. I think again, it’s probably 
worth reiterating that that we’re not just talking about a slice that is only gonna 
affect that domain. It’s gonna have global significant effects, and maybe that’s a 
reminder that we can give to the broader group as well. It’s not just gonna take out 
one orbit, it’s gonna take out everything and everything that flows from that. Just 
think about Temu sales globally, right? How are they gonna survive without that? 
But that’s what I mean, it filters right down to that sort of very specific individual 
consumer level issue. 
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Facilitator: We can move to that last question. The active arms control bullet, I 
feel like we might want a little more detail. I don’t know if I missed a blurb. I 
think US Participant 1 talked about it, but I kind of forgot what the additional 
detail was. 
 
Participant 1: Actually I don’t know what that phrase means. 
 
Participant 6: We were missing arms control negotiations, but I think it’s repetitive 
with other things we’ve already said. It’s redundant. 
 
Facilitator: Yeah, we can move on then. I’ll organize this a little bit before I send 
it. 
 
Participant 1: Given that space is contested, what room, if any, is there to 
channel this contest diplomatically/internationally, please describe what specific 
diplomatic approaches would be best. 
 
Facilitator: I’m not really sure how this is different from the first prong or second 
prong of the last question. 
 
Participant 1: So what kind of diplomacy would reduce the probability?... I guess 
there’s diplomacy that can handle a crisis and then diplomacy in peace time, 
right? And maybe that’s what the final slide is looking at. What diplomacy in non-
crisis would be helpful. 
 
Facilitator: So do we think these are all crisis time options that I should keep on 
this last slide? 
 
Participant 1: I would say so. So crisis diplomacy and then regular diplomacy 
or non crisis diplomacy. Then the final question… I mean, I don’t like this re 
answer, but this crisis in this situation was caused by space based interceptors, and 
if we’re talking diplomatic approaches, that’s exactly what the PPWT is geared 
towards. It’s to prevent the placement of space based interceptors in space. And I 
don’t like the PPWT. But that is one approach. 
 
Participant 2: Is that the one famous for only talking about space based ASATs 
and not ground based ASATs?  
 
Participant 1: Yes. No verification. Everything’s a weapon. It’s a terrible treaty. 
That’s why I was so mad when the US established our golden dome because I’m 
like, that is literally what the PPWT is for and we proved Russia and China right 
by doing it.  
 
Participant 2: Eh, we proved them right before back in the SDI days by that 
logic… I don’t know. It’s hard to say, especially with Russia talking about putting 
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nuclear weapons in space to not react personally. Because such a system would be 
useful against it. 
 
Participant 1: I think actually diplomatically, one way that should deal with the 
contestation is to 
really develop back channel discussions, honestly what they did in the Cold War, 
between the US and the Soviet scientists, creating those bridges so when the 
political situation changed, you can actually move ahead with things. That might 
be an option as well, to have back channel scientific discussions or things like 
that. And diplomacy is a part of doing that. 
 
Participant 8: I agree absolutely. We don’t have a very sophisticated understanding 
of what sort of the space science/exploration lunar environment or whatever is 
going to be like at this particular point in time. We know the ISS isn’t gonna be 
there, but there’s gonna be other things. So to be able to identify certain projects 
or groups that would be able to facilitate that would be really important. Even, as 
sad as it is to say it, international conferences like the IAC where you actually do 
get everybody there. Hopefully it will have evolved to be much better by 2040. 
 
Participant 1: One can hope… Other diplomatic options then. This is kind of 
what’s happening, but having discussions about what responsible actions in space 
and responsible behaviors are would be helpful. That way you can point to actions 
that are irresponsible and say that the international community has agreed that this 
is irresponsible as opposed to someone’s adversary saying that who might have 
other motives. And then also having an understanding in terms of what are the trip 
wires, because we really don’t know for the Chinese. We don’t know a lot about 
their thinking on this. They know a lot about ours because we publish it. So that’s 
where having these discussions could be helpful. 
 
Participant 2: This has been discussed in other areas, especially on the nuclear 
side of things, but China intentionally does not make its intentions clear to further 
that strategic ambiguity, which does only benefit them. They’re not like the 
Soviets.  
 
Participant 1: But we can still try to get some thoughts from them on this, or at 
least from Chinese experts or people who know this. 
 
Participant 2: True. Just, viewing it from 30,000 feet, the diplomatic side seems 
non existent besides the most fiery of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
 
Participant 1: It’s really not though. Because again, we sit in on these discussions 
and we’ve followed them at the UN. Basically the conference of disarmament 
is where the space security discussions happen and the Chinese are there to 
be difficult, they’re there with their own thing, they want the PPWT. But the 
Russians are there to stop everything. Like they are not there to work in good 
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faith. The Chinese however, are. They see themselves as leaders of the G77 and 
they want to do other things. So I think there could be ways in which we get help 
from this. But that’s again another discussion… Diplomacy is also law. Are there 
any legal discussions that would have been helpful in this case or anything like 
that? 
 
Participant 8: Because China is very clear about the fact that it is compliant with 
the OST, it prides itself on being able to say we are responsible and do all the 
things. That’s why I agree with you. They do actually want to be seen as good 
actors in space. They don’t want to look like bad actors. They’re very happy to 
make other people look like bad actors, but they want to be seen as good actors. I 
think that you have a very significant space science community, as you say, who 
are quite willing to talk to you about what is happening in an informal way. So I 
think you’re right when you talk about things like building on international moves 
on things like sustainability and responsibility and those sorts of things. That 
will bring them to the table. What I always call it is negotiating in the shadow of 
the law. So we are having a working group on responsible behaviors in LEO  or 
whatever it is, and they will come to that. I think that is a forum that is negotiating 
under the auspices of the OST. 
 
Participant 5: I would also add space traffic management in that regard. I think 
that we saw several crises emerge because actors could not determine intent. We 
probably needed to discuss more on the legal side and on things like notification 
requirements, maneuver reporting, or space traffic management standards of some 
sorts. Also I guess, since we did have a briefing on the outer space treaty, and I 
know I’ve been big on this in our conversations, but protection of commercial 
satellites. It was maybe one of our unresolved issues in the game when a 
commercial satellite becomes a military target. From an industry perspective, 
we could probably benefit from clear international norms that define dual use 
systems, civilian protections, and what constitutes direct participation in military 
operations. 
 
Participant 8: And I think that’s what made me nervous too about the discussion 
that we had when we were in the US group and they were saying, well, you’re 
gonna do this thing. That would straight away make the US responsible for our 
actions. But again, is that something that suits industry to actually do? 
 
Participant 1: I definitely agree. It would be a diplomatic effort, not really a 
diplomacy tool because it’s the US domestic legislation, but if we’re really 
worried about it being a contested environment, we gotta get rid of the Wolf 
Amendment. We just have to. That would be a very strong diplomatic overture to 
the Chinese. 
 
Participant 8: And a safety measure too, so that we can actually have those 
discussions, right? 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

242

 
Participant 1: Yeah, exactly. Because having an understanding with the scientific 
people and all that, we can’t right now because everyone’s worried about running 
afoul on the Wolf 
Amendment…Looks like we have three minutes until we have to go into the 
Plenary room. Does anyone have any last thoughts? 
 
Participant 5: Can you go back to the third chart? I just want to take a look.  
 
Participant 1: Yeah, Participant 2 we filled this out while you were away, I don’t 
know if you have any notes. We were looking at crisis diplomacy versus regular. 
 
Participant 2: I would just say that we would be encouraging the United States to 
take any off ramps. Obviously we can’t reach out ourselves. 
 
Participant 1: Let’s go just the first one and see if there’s anything we wanna 
add… Here we were talking about what we thought was the difference between 
the commercial sector and the US because we didn’t really do that in the Move. 
 
Facilitator: I do want to make a quick note that the other teams, the US and China 
team, they’re gonna answer as part of their briefings the action list questions for 
the things we were discussing in the US team room before we got here. I didn’t 
put together any slides for us for that stuff since we were there with the US team, 
but when you give your briefing at the beginning of it, if you have any additional 
thoughts you want to add to the US discussion about those questions, you can feel 
free to do that. 
 
Participant 1: Sounds good. I think we’re good to go then guys. I’ll see you all in 
the Plenary room, thanks for all your work. And thanks as always, Facilitator.  
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China Team Meeting

Facilitator: I’m gonna go ahead and share the PowerPoint. 
 
Participant 1: I need to leave earlier, so I’m nominating Participant 4 as the leader 
in my absence, just a heads up. 
 
Participant 4: I’m happy to help.  
 
Participant 1: I think this is the time for us to figure out actions, right? 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I wonder in the scenario, how we want to play our response 
to these launch site accidents, or were they accidents? Might we have been 
responsible for what happened on the US side? Or might they have conducted 
some sort of sabotage against our capabilities that resulted in this? And how 
would our findings or uncertainty about that affect what we do next? 
 
Participant 1: So, if we’re being consistent like from the first and second move, 
there’s no way we will ever believe this is an accident. We will definitely think 
this is US action. And, for the US part, we might have contributed to it. Space 
based interdiction moves and blockade are some of the major missions for the 
aerospace force. But the problem is still the nuclear balance of space. It is one 
layer. The problem is still the strategic balance. From China’s perspective, it is 
still very, very dangerous, right? The US has nuclear superiority and it’s deploying 
all its assets in the West Pacific. It’s still there. I was thinking if there’s a way to 
escalate because the question I didn’t ask in the plenary room was, is there a way 
for me to escalate kinetically from a space based perspective? Because we could 
also escalate through cyber. The easiest way that we could do it is start targeting 
US infrastructure. That’s the science of the second affiliate campaign. They talked 
about some of the exceptions if the US were to strike these targets, it’s considered 
a nuclear strike, right? And those are all infrastructure targets, like dams, power 
plants, that kind of thing, and we know from public reporting that the Chinese are 
trying to get into US infrastructure to attack. So this sort of cross domain change 
of course does exist, and this is how we would think. We’d be thinking, my 
attempt to match you in space installed, and that’s a problem because this is still 
very unequal to me, so I need to find a new balance. 
 
Participant 4: How much sense do we have in the scenario that this is actually 
moving towards large scale or massive first strike with missiles by one side or the 
other? 
 
Participant 1: What’s the incentive for a long term first strike? It’s very confusing 
to me because the US doesn’t seem to have any incentive to conduct a first strike. 
China has not expressed any intention of doing so. 
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Participant 4: Right, and we still have our no first use policy. 
 
Participant 1: As they say, the intention is genuine, but the loophole is large 
enough to drive a carrier through. 
 
Participant 4: Right, so the US better not be driving its carrier through the South 
China Sea anytime soon, right? So, we’re not trying to produce a conflict, so, I 
don’t know if we would be aiming to slow deployment of our own SBIs if we at 
least think that we still have these other launch sites that weren’t affected by the 
first explosion. But we’d still want to make sure that we believe we can effectively 
deploy them even if it’s at a reduced rate. As far as special attention to reducing 
strategic ASAT operations, I think we would probably only try to increase that 
because if SBIs are looking more questionable as an effective way to protect from 
space or missile threats, that maybe ground based ASATs would be something that 
we still have more significant capability on. Particularly if we can use non kinetic 
means that could reduce the space debris risk of the ample ASAT missile forces 
that we also have. 
 
Participant 1: The problem is this pushes our timeline even earlier. We can’t have 
a launch on warning posture anymore. We need to have a launch on strategic 
warning essentially. I think that’s where the pressure is coming from. So in 
order to balance this pressure, we would simultaneously conduct attacks against 
infrastructure and also through a closed channel, and this cannot be a hotline. 
The Chinese do not believe in hotlines. They close down every hotline whenever 
there’s a crisis, right? Because they just think that’s a sign of weakness. But they 
will keep some sort of unofficial line open. But if this were me, I would want to 
launch a cyber attack against infrastructure in the US. So we want to come to the 
table, but this is what you’re making us do. We need to touch you because there’s 
a strategic imbalance at play fundamentally. 
 
Participant 4: I think we’d also be looking for ways to affect the US SBI system. 
So rather than having to target each individual interceptor to see if there’s a way 
through cyber or other means of getting the command and control behind it. For 
any space or terrestrial infrastructure, whether it’s relay satellites, communications 
networks, what have you, that we might be able to get an asymmetric advantage 
over. 
 
Participant 1: I would still take that example that I had before. I would hack 
through their monitoring map and create false signals where they have to 
conduct evasion. This consumes then the resources they have for space domain 
awareness. They either have to physically look at each satellite or they would 
just have to strike on something that’s not there. But the thing is it has to be 
coherent signaling, right? And we know how the US thinks, they think in terms 
of escalation. But we also understand how we would react. We would want to 
escalate, because we can never publicly appear to be conciliatory or weak. So we 
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actually have to have a cover story for the launch failures. We have to frame it in 
such a way that all launch failures were caused by the US. The US launch failure 
has nothing to do with this. 
 
Participant 6: Can I add one comment? I think we have to think about two things. 
The first is how to manage this situation of the SBI systems. And the second is 
how to respond if the US says something about negotiations or talks. I personally 
think we don’t have to stop or slow the development of the SBI system until 
the US says something about meeting for talks or more restrained measures or 
something like that, because China still has a relative disadvantage in terms of 
those systems. Pausing first would lead to long term inferiority of that field. My 
second point is, I don’t know what we have to answer about the negotiations. We 
don’t know what the US is thinking about right now. So I think we have to discuss 
first what that might be. 
 
Participant 1: Facilitator, I want to confirm something that was said before. Our 
advice to the premier was to basically complete launching of the minimum viable 
SBI constellation, is that going to be difficult or impossible? Which one is it? I 
just want to make sure with the Control team it’s not impossible so that we’re not 
fighting the scenario. 
 
Facilitator: I can send a message to Control now. I’ll share my screen.  
 
Participant 1: So the question is: is the deployment of a minimum viable SBI 
constellation merely difficult or actually impossible? 
 
Facilitator: So if we stop the SBI deployment, will it make the constellation 
unusable? 
 
Participant 1: No. To reach the minimum viable SBI constellation, as it stands 
now with the launch failures, is it difficult, as in it’s gonna take a long time 
and there’s a time frame and we might not beat the US to it or is it actually 
impossible? Like, I literally do not have a viable launch site and sufficient heavy 
lift vehicles left to complete even a minimum viable constellation. So that it.  
Facilitator: I don’t know if I’m writing the question out alright. Can you all see it? 
 
Participant 1: TChina needs to know whether the SBI deployment toward a 
minimum viable constellation is difficult or impossible at this point. That’s 
it. Thanks… So the third point says US StratComm and PLA Rocket Force 
commanders warned their respective presidents that they may not be ready to 
deal with the uncertainties of SBI deployment and its impact on incentives for the 
other side to strike first. I’m gonna give other people a chance to talk now before I 
have to go. 
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Facilitator: If y’all want, I can show you the different options that Control gave 
for including or excluding for the actions. 
 
Participant 1: What do others think? Me and Participant 4 would pick no ASAT 
and cyber sabotage against infrastructure, but what do you guys think for the rest 
of the options? 
 
Participant 1: When I first looked at this scenario I had thought that there was 
just maybe one launch site on each side that had a failure, but the scenario says 
that both sides are using roughly five launch sites, and typically these would 
be spaced pretty far apart, so I wouldn’t expect a launch failure in one place to 
disable any of the others, but, maybe the question for Control right now is how 
many launch sites does each side still have operational? Or is there some other 
common technological failure or something that would actually render all of them 
unavailable at this time? 
 
Participant 1: I’m thinking they won’t respond. I think what they think actually 
is, hey, there’s a supply chain sabotage. That’s why you have random rockets 
exploding on your launch sites and you can’t find out why. That’s one viable 
explanation as to why things are randomly exploding on your pad. 
 
Facilitator: Do you want me to ask Control that? If the one launch site going down 
impacts the other launch sites? 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think that works. Thanks. 
 
Facilitator: Then Control says to our other question, losing twenty percent of your 
launch capacity will slow this down but not stop it. It’s up to us to decide what 
constitutes a minimum viable constellation. We have enough vehicles and launch 
sites to put up a considerable number. 
 
Participant 4: So that sort of answers the last question too. 
 
Participant 1: Yeah, let’s just do it. This is important enough, right? 
Facilitator: Then the US sent a communication, saying they understand that we 
are entering into a dangerous time between our two nations. We propose a call 
between our two leaders at 6:15 tonight.  
 
Participant 1: They gotta come to us. We went to them last time. 
 
Facilitator: Do we want to tell them we would welcome a US leader to come to 
China, or something like that? 
 
Participant 1: Well, we can’t have a US leader come over here and that would be a 
sign of weakness. 
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Facilitator: We can meet in Taiwan. 
 
Participant 1: Jesus! We can meet in Singapore, and it has to be an academic or 
something, but it can’t be a political figure. What do you guys think?  
 
Facilitator: What should I say? 
 
Participant 1: We’re asking for someone without any sort of official affiliation, but 
sufficient to represent the US position to visit China. But we also request that this 
be kept strictly confidential, and if there’s any leak, we’ll completely deny that 
this meeting existed. So write this, we request a confidential meeting in Singapore 
with a representative that has no official affiliation but is sufficient to represent the 
US position. Any leaks and we will deny the existence of the meeting. 
 
Participant 4: Are we sure this is the sort of thing we should be sending over 
email? 
 
Participant 1: Let’s just assume we send a pigeon or something. 
 
Facilitator: Alright, does this look good? 
 
Participant 1: That’s great. You can send it now. 
 
Facilitator: And control clarifies that the launch sites operate independently. 
 
Participant 1: So what are we gonna talk to the US about? Do we wanna talk to 
them about our position on SBIs? To make them understand this is not an equal 
position, because I feel like the US kept thinking that we’re on mutual grounds, 
with a delicate balance, we can’t change anything. 
 
Participant 6: I can talk to them, I think maybe my English speaking ability is not 
enough so I might need some help. 
Participant 1: Oh, please, the burden is on them to actually understand this. 
 
Participant 6: First for our first position about the SBI system, we have to make a 
conclusion as a team. 
 
Facilitator: We just got a reminder that we need to send what our first game 
actions are, so our answer to this question on the screen. 
 
Participant 1: I think for the military action part we decided at least on two, right? 
Basically, we’re gonna use cyber actions to disrupt and destroy US infrastructure 
targets. This could be a target of opportunity. It could be a dam or a powerplant. 
Participant 4, I forget what you were suggesting next. 
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Participant 4: Yeah, I think that can actually allow us to say not just develop cyber 
capabilities, because that might not be easy to do on the fly and we’ve probably 
developed lots of them up to this point, so it would more be an issue of deploying 
cyber capabilities. 
 
Participant 1: And this is against space targets? 
 
Participant 4: Yes. 
 
Participant 1: Any specific targets? I feel like it’s also a matter of what are we 
trying to achieve? 
 
Participant 4: I’d say command and control of the SBIs. 
 
Participant 1: I just want to make sure that the SBI’s C2 is not part of the NC3. 
 
Participant 4: It might be proliferated as well. I think because we don’t have 
an existing treaty in place and China might not see that as an absolute barrier 
anyway, I don’t know that they would necessarily see NC3 as a hard line. I think 
they might be willing to go there at least if it is deniable, non-kinetic and so forth. 
 
Participant 1: We can do that. Facilitator, could you add something saying 
infrastructure as in through cyber means and then potentially power plants and 
water treatment facilities or SCADA at major ports. Under the hotline open with 
the US, add a subfolder that says like, communication will focus on making the 
US understand the cyber attacks are aimed at signaling the fundamental strategic 
imbalance. 
 
Participant 4: And maybe change attacks to actions, to preserve a little more 
ambiguity there and not be so overt that we’re attacking the United States because 
that opens up a lot more responsibility. 
 
Participant 1: What’s the fourth one with relay networks? Does anybody know 
what that is? 
Participant 4: Like communications and command and control.  
 
US Team Representative: Mr. Premiere. 
 
Participant 1: Oh, do we have anybody here? 
 
US Team Representative: Mr. Premier, can you hear me? 
 
Participant 1: Oh wow. 
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US Team Representative: We were trying to go ahead and meet with you in the 
plenary room, but for some reason you guys weren’t getting our message, so I 
decided to go ahead and use the NSA to infiltrate your video teleconferencing and 
come get you. You and I are supposed to have a discussion now if you’re willing 
to, and if not, we can just go back to our respective rooms.  
 
Participant 1: Let’s pretend we’re in Singapore right here for now.  
 
Participant 6: Okay. I wanna talk about our position on the SBI system first. So, 
we’re gonna continue deployment for defensive and stabilizing reasons. We don’t 
seek an unconstrained orbital arms race, but under the current conditions, we 
suffer from an asymmetry. We don’t pursue first strike advantage, but we intend to 
preserve deterrence and to do so we need an SBI system. So we’re gonna continue 
limited SBI development while remaining open to discussions on mutual restraint 
or limits on counter space activities. That’s all for me. 
 
US Team Representative: Let me ask a question without playing the game for a 
second. Do you want me to respond as if I’m the representative to Singapore or do 
you want me to respond if we’re on a red phone call? 
 
Participant 1: So we made it very clear there’s no red phone call, right? Because 
that would be very uncharacteristic for China to actually have a red phone call. 
But they do signal through third parties. 
 
US Team Representative: I understand. We had proposed to have a red phone call 
and we didn’t get a response back. Well, we did get a response back that said go 
to Singapore. So I’ll just be this representative. By the way we decided I’m the 
CEO of Palantir because in case the Chinese take any hostile actions against the 
representative, he’s sacrificable. So that’s who I am. So I want to communicate 
from our government a couple of things. Number one, you know, the US has 
decided that they’re gonna go ahead and move their nuclear forces to defcon three 
as well as begin to move some of our submarines forward. And we’re doing this 
to make sure that it’s clear that regardless of how the Chinese may deploy a space 
based interceptor system, we will still retain a secure second strike because my 
President does not want this situation to go ahead and move out of control. And 
we think that the best way to make sure we don’t go ahead and move to escalation 
towards nuclear conflict is to make sure that everybody understands there still is 
a secure second strike. The US would like to go ahead and diffuse and deescalate 
the situation right now. We would be willing to go ahead and back our launch 
systems away from their launch gantries and pause the deployment of our SBI 
system. And we would be willing to, as a show of good faith, deorbit two of our 
currently in orbit interceptors if the Chinese would agree to back their launch 
systems away from the gantries and to de-orbit two as well. And again, this is not 
necessarily forgoing the option of eventually deploying an SBI system. But this 
is in order to try to de-escalate the current hostilities, to bring the heat down so 
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we can have more discussions. And then we propose that we actually have some 
face to face negotiations. And we would like those to be hosted by the Russians 
in Moscow so we could begin to discuss this. I think that we would love to have 
the Russians do the hosting for two reasons. Number one, we think the Chinese 
trust the Russians to have their interest in mind, and number two, they are not 
disinterested observers in this, they actually have a lot to lose if either of our 
nations should initiate nuclear conflict. So we would like them to be our hosts for 
this. So this is what I would love you to communicate back to your Premiere, if 
you could. I understand that right now the message from your President is that 
you will continue your SBI launches. We hope you will be able to convince them 
not to do that because we think that continuing launches basically shows that 
you’re preparing for a first strike in the near future. 
 
Participant 1: So that’s one of the messages that China wants to communicate 
fundamentally. We don’t think the US has ever gotten this throughout the entire 
game. From the Chinese perspective, the situation is fundamentally unbalanced. 
That’s the entire point and we have a Ministry of Foreign Affairs spokesperson 
who speaks in every term talking about the fact that 
China perceived the situation as fundamentally imbalanced. We are the one 
who’s fearing the US first strike. We do not understand why the US consistently 
considers that China has any intention of conducting a first strike. When has 
China ever expressed any sort of ambition toward CONUS? 
 
US Team Representative: As a representative of the President, I can’t speak for 
what is in his mind. What I can tell you is that he definitely wants to avoid this 
conflict escalating any further. And he is under a lot of pressure at home, through 
a lot of political forces as you realize, and a show of good faith by China would 
be a useful thing to do in order to go ahead and allow him to begin negotiations. 
I think the issues you raise are very important. But now as we are in this highly 
excited moment, we don’t think it’s the time to go ahead and wonder who’s at 
fault, but to go ahead and begin to deescalate. 
 
Participant 1: I have other things, but I want to check with the rest of my team if 
anyone else has anything to add? 
 
Participant 4: Yes. The United States has worsened the imbalance by moving its 
nuclear submarines closer to Chinese territory and going to defcon three. That is 
something that also must be reversed if we are going to have any progress in these 
talks. 
 
US Team Representative: I can’t commit for the president, but if China agrees to 
back their launch vehicles away from the gantries and as a show of good faith de-
orbit a small number of SBIs, I think I can convince the president to go ahead and 
back us down from that. 
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Participant 1: Fundamentally I think the US doesn’t understand how China 
operates. And this is the problem. Publicly China can’t show weakness. I think 
that’s very easily understandable, just like the crisis you guys had in the fifties. So 
yes, we would eventually be willing to do that, to de-orbit some of the SBIs, but 
this cannot be linked to the current crisis. 
 
US Team Representative: And we do not need to do that publicly. We’re 
happy to go ahead and do that just between the two nations, and not make any 
announcements. The only people who recognize what defcon level we are will be 
at will quite frankly be the US military and your own intelligence services and if 
we decide to start to de-orbit, we can decide to do that on our own just as you can 
and we don’t have to attribute that to any negotiations between us. 
 
Participant 1: So what I meant was the US would de3-orbit and back down from 
defcon three right now, but any sort of Chinese action would happen potentially 
three months from now, four months from now. But we will commit to that. And 
we would require that level of trust. 
 
US Team Representative: I think the President would not want to go ahead and 
diminish the status of forces until he knows for sure that China is at least willing 
to go ahead and de-escalate by moving their SBI launch vehicles away from their 
gantries. And China can go ahead and do that under the cover of the accident 
that happened at the launch sites, they want to go ahead and recheck all their 
boosters. US imagery will confirm that those rockets have been pulled back. No 
announcements of any agreements have to be made. We will verify that they’re 
back and once we verify that those have been pulled back, I can assure you the 
President will back down from defcon three. 
 
Participant 1: As long as the US understands that the Chinese rhetoric will not 
change. Our actions might, our rhetoric will not. 
 
US Team Representative: Yeah, we have no problem with that. 
 
Participant 1: So anybody else have anything to add? 
 
Participant 4: How can we trust that the US will actually move back its launch 
vehicles from the gantries and keep them removed? How fast could they move 
them back if they decided to change their minds? 
 
US Team Representative: We will begin to move them back as long as we get an 
acknowledgement from this meeting that China will do the same. We will begin 
to move those back immediately because we do believe we can go ahead and 
bring them forward again if need be, but we would expect within the next forty 
eight hours, we will move all of ours back, you will move yours back. That will 
be a sign of good faith that both of us can see. The President will back down 



China Gets a Golden Dome of Its Own: What to Worry

252

from defcon three and then we can begin to arrange a very private discussion in 
Moscow. 
 
Participant 6: Who will come to the negotiations in Moscow if we accept the 
meeting? 
 
US Team Representative: It’ll be Marco Rubio the third, who currently wears 
about ten hats in my administration. 
 
Participant 6: Will he be repeating what you said here or will he bring something 
else? 
 
US Team Representative: He’ll want to begin the discussion to go ahead and 
back us away from this. I can’t speak to what he will be able to negotiate, but I 
would assume that all options are on the table, a phased deployment between both 
nations of SBIs, or a phased un-deployment. Whether or not we decide to pull 
missiles out of the Pacific, those are not for our negotiation right now. Right now 
we’re trying to back away from the intense crisis that we’re in right now, and then 
negotiations in Moscow will proceed in order to go ahead and try to put us both 
back into a stable condition that both nations desire. 
 
Participant 1: Also just a heads up because I think this may have happened 
while you were already in Singapore, but China has conducted several attacks 
against US infrastructure targets, including power plants, dams, water treatment 
centers, software controlling major core facilities, things of that nature, and made 
it very clear that China was forced to respond due to the strategic imbalance. 
That’s always been the case. Nuclear employment for China has always linked 
to infrastructure targets. Also in order for this to happen, one of the terms China 
would be insisting on talking about is not space based interceptors but the 
fundamental strategic imbalance. 
 
US Team Representative: So I can’t commit to what my official government 
representatives will be willing to talk about, but my sense is that they would 
be willing to talk about all of those things. We haven’t had the full discussions 
on strategic balance that we need to have between our nations, and it’s creating 
these crises which are not good for either nation. Alright, well let me let me let 
you guys talk amongst yourselves and I will go take these messages back to my 
leadership and we will see you on the other side. Bye bye. 
 
Participant 1: And I think it’s about time for my untimely demise, unfortunately. 
We can say the Premier was travelling on his way back from Singapore during a 
secret trip and something happened. 
 
Participant 4: Well, I blame the Americans. 
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Facilitator: Alright, so Control said that game play is over, so now it’s time to 
answer briefing questions. I don’t know if we want to address this real quick, this 
other game play question on what to do if talks fail or if y’all want to just go to 
briefing and tell Control we didn’t have time. 
 

1: Well I actually really gotta go. It’s been a pleasure being the dictator for 
everybody 
over here. I hope I was less of a dictator than Xi actually is in real life but, I just 
want to say it’s been a real pleasure, and thank you again everybody for your help.  
 
Participant 4: Okay, so, I don’t know if talks did fail at that moment. It sounded 
like there was some openness to discussion on both sides, but we did kind of 
leave it open there at the end. As was said, if the talks were to fail, China is 
certainly prepared to begin cyber actions against US infrastructure, both in terms 
of military command and control of the SBI threat as well as other things that the 
United States might consider to be more civilian targets just to show that we don’t 
have to respond in kind to what they’re doing, but we have other means. I think 
one thing that might make the peaceful resolution of this more difficult is that the 
United States has come across with this supposed reciprocal offer to pull back the 
launch vehicles and even deorbit a couple of satellites, and these are our defensive 
and deterrent capabilities while they have also said that they are moving their 
nuclear submarines into our neighborhood and putting them on higher alert. So 
they are moving this offensive capability close to us, providing more of a threat, 
and asking us to surrender things that we believe are necessary in defending 
against exactly that kind of threat. So, obviously the representative was not 
authorized to speak on behalf of the United States or to make binding decisions. 
But in this case I found it puzzling that he would be so unwilling to suggest that 
the US offensive posture could be de-escalated while insisting that we pull back 
on some of our defensive capabilities. Does anybody else have any thoughts on 
that? 
 
Participant 5: Yeah, I can jump in. Considering our move yesterday where we 
kind of said to the US that they have to retrieve all their atomic capabilities out of 
the region, this seems like an action that is motivated primarily offensively and I 
would say that is a big problem for us when we want to take a step towards them. 
I would say that they first have to keep their submarines out of the region before 
we can actually accept the escalatory step. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, and we have some marines too that could be postured in 
interesting ways if the United States isn’t willing to back down. 
 
Facilitator: Alright, anything else for this or should we jump to the briefing 
questions? 
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Participant 4: I think we can go on. 
 
Facilitator: Alright, so these are the four briefing questions. Is there any y’all want 
to approach first or do you want to go in order? I separated them all out onto their 
own slides. 
 
Participant 8: It’s probably easiest to go in order because it makes the most sense 
in terms of thought processes. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, I think our positions were largely consistent between the start 
and end of 
Move Three. I’m still cautiously willing to engage in diplomacy, but untrustful of 
the United 
States. We prefer deniable actions and non nuclear actions in keeping with our 
declared no first use policy. We would certainly like to be able to neutralize or 
match for both the US SBI capability while retaining the use of space, which 
things causing large scale debris or nuclear radiation problems would complicate. 
But we’re still willing to escalate in cyberspace, including with potentially some 
significant consequences on US infrastructure. 
 
Facilitator: Y’all want to look at the other questions and then maybe come back or 
answer them and they might expand on each other? 
 
Participant 4: Sure. On this one were there any particular capabilities that we were 
missing? I think that there’s a lot that we probably have and may or may not have 
decided to use in this scenario. But I guess the main thing that we lacked as the 
scenario was presented was any kind of over match perhaps even parity with the 
US in the amount of interceptors, but that was kind of the nature of the game. I’m 
open to disagreement from others if you can think of something that would have 
made the play more interesting or allowed some other kind of asymmetric move. 
 
Participant 6: I think China always feels a capability disadvantage in each field. 
In space or nuclear or SBI launches, or everything. So I think it would be more 
interesting that we have just one field of superiority to the US, like launch speed 
or something. I think even that small change would change the scenario though.  
 
Participant 8: I think potentially, maybe not as much in this Move but in previous 
ones, there was kind of an issue with intelligence in terms of some of the moves 
that the United States were taking or just issues that both teams were having. 
I think previously with the ISR disruptions and as to whether or not they were 
delivered or not and then which systems were responsible and what the level of 
threat actually was. Obviously I think that contributes a little bit to the difficulties 
and ambiguity of the game in general, but it may have been a way for China to 
have some level of a leg up on the United States if they were able to have better 
intelligence gathering capabilities to kind of offset some of the more strategic, as 
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we said, parity issues or other problems that China was having in matching US 
strategic capabilities at the time. 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, maybe just a more detailed order of battle in general as far 
as knowing what capabilities each side has. I wonder how many aircraft carriers 
China has at this point. 
 
Facilitator: If you want me to reword or change anything, don’t hesitate to let me 
know. 
 
Participant 4: I think we’re okay to move on to the next hotwash question. 
 
Participant 8: As I mentioned previously a lot of the issues were surrounding 
cyber security issues, so here I’d say probably crisis dynamics that emerged 
because of interference issues, probably greater cyber resilience that could reduce 
vulnerability and improve confidence in the systems that China had launched or 
was looking at launching. 
 
4: And related to that, cyber and maybe physical security of the launch sites, 
based 
on the possibility that there could have been sabotage behind those incidents. 
 
Participant 6: Thinking about the diplomacy dimension, I think that in this game, 
the US diplomacy is not sufficient. They did a lot well. The US always had 
superiority, and I think those in the more advantageous position should have more 
of the diplomatic responsibility. The US just uses a kind of nuclear equation, and 
it doesn’t work.  
 
Participant 4: Yeah, this may have just been a limitation given the relatively small 
scale of the game here, but having some kind of representative or cell of the rest 
of the world could be useful in the future to see if the parties could triangulate or 
be affected by the interests of other players in the world. 
 
Participant 5: Also adding onto that, UNCOPOUS as a forum for kind of 
off record diplomacy. Maybe not between China and the US but through a 
middleman. They could have talks about certain things without having official 
channels. I think that could be interesting. 
 
Participant 8: I guess to briefly touch on the passive defenses, probably what’s 
important would be the ability to replace any of the damaged satellites or launch 
pads relatively quickly to reduce any sort of incentives for further preemptive 
attacks. Then as well, some level of system redundancy, to help improve 
survivability and reduce any sort of fear that might come from any future attacks 
that could create more crisis or decision advantages in the future. 
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Facilitator: Do we wanna look at the last question? 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, let’s move ahead… I think Participant 5’s comment about 
UNCOPOUS would be good to reiterate here. And various, not even necessarily 
diplomatic, but international Institute of Space Law or other kinds of private or 
quas-public expert bodies, academic institutions, and so forth, can keep having 
discussions about this sort of thing and how these kinds of competition would 
affect the world. Things like the Secure World Foundation. 
 
Participant 1: I guess science and tech diplomacy in general because especially 
when you break it down on a technical level, I think it’s sometimes a way to 
avoid the political tensions that there are either under UNCOPOUS or other 
international forum and academia for sure. 
 
Participant 4: And the commercial industry as well, there are a lot of different 
commercial changes. From China’s perspective, if you’ve got Western or US 
aligned companies, maybe we see them as just a stand-in for the US, but to the 
extent that we can get our people into them and share information back with the 
party, that’s all to our perceived advantage. I think China probably would like to 
get as much of a share as it can of the international commercial launch business, 
they could make some money off it, get some intel, develop the capabilities, 
whatever sorts of companies are doing business in China, they’ve got to have 
a Party member on the board and submit to technology transfer and things like 
that. These would all be things that China would support. And there may be some 
challenges with economic sanctions on either side. Like if the United States says 
to get licensed here, you can’t do business in China or China says, you gotta 
comply with our national security law if you want to do business here, that might 
result in separate groups of commercial entities or foreign partners lining up one 
way or the other and and some may try to deal with both to the extent they can. 
Any other thoughts? 
 
Participant 9: I had a thought for the previous slide on the mechanisms for 
diplomacy. This might be a little bit more ambitious, but I do recall in the 
seventies there was an Incidents at Sea Agreement between the US and the Soviet 
Union, so perhaps using that as a precedent you can have a space version of it, 
and this would essentially not be an arms control treaty, but similar to how that 
was used as a crisis management regime, dictating certain rules of spacing and 
interference activities and maybe something like RPO notification procedures. But 
I recognize that also might be a little bit more ambitious than what is politically 
viable. 
 
Participant 4: And it certainly speaks to what’s already happened at Sea in this 
scenario from a previous move. But yeah, with all these things going on in space, 
that could be useful to discuss. 
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Facilitator: Do we wanna go back to the first question and look through all of 
them in case there’s anything anyone wants to add or change? 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, we can do that now… I think just for the sake of 
completeness and answering the questions, we can say that nuclear counter space 
actions are off the table. Yes, there was background information that people were 
studying these, but I think we could reasonably conclude that the results of these 
studies would show that it’s just not worth it to detonate something nuclear in 
space. It would just cause too much damage to our own things as well as anybody 
that we’re trying to affect. It may be that there could be some sufficiently low 
altitude EMP effects that would have effects we wanted on Earth that would 
outweigh the effects in orbit, but that’s still pretty much escalating to nuclear war. 
So I don’t think that’s something that we would be interested in at this time in the 
scenario. I don’t think we even need to put this bullet on there just the previous 
one. And maybe instead of nuclear actions in space, you could say nuclear 
detonations in space? Or nuclear counter space actions? 
 
Facilitator: Should we mention something about the reputational factor for China, 
like not wanting to appear weak? Or the global story they wanna put out? 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, messaging and saving face are important. 
 
Participant 8: Something like, demonstrating capability and resolve while 
providing clear strategic signaling. I will say I think there was a little bit of a shift 
from Move Two to Move Three. We focused a lot more on moral high ground 
in the second Move and then that kind of shifted in this move to more of a focus 
on not looking weak to the United States and to other international actors in the 
field. So there was kind of a shift as the crisis intensified a little bit more from the 
Chinese perspective it seemed like. 
 
4: Yeah, we want to look strong but not appear as the aggressor. Okay, ready to go 
to the next slide… I think maybe we can delete the fourth bullet and just combine 
the bottom two underneath the third bullet. Any other thoughts before we go to 
the next slide? 
 
Participant 8: That looks good.  
 
Participant 4: Okay, I think we’ve got about two minutes left? 
 
Facilitator: Correct. Are y’all ready to move on to the last one? 
 
Participant 4: Yeah, let’s go. 
 
Participant 5: Maybe on the first point, science and tech diplomacy, as kind of 
alternatives to traditional diplomacy.  
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Participant 4: Yeah, China would love to get the Thousand Talents Program and 
Confucius Institutes and everything actively involved in this. 
 
Participant 5: Maybe also, technology sharing and standardization over the ISO 
organization. 
 
Participant 3: China can negotiate or have an agreement with the US about mutual 
verification. 
 
Participant 4: Okay, well it looks like it’s about time for us to wrap this up and 
head back to the plenary room. Thanks everyone for your help. I’ll see you all 
over in the other section. 
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