ial (A2/AD

) : ss/Area Denia )
China’'s A;Flliji(:; Is/the U.S. Rebalancing
Capabl Enough?1

Oriana Skylar Mastro

/—

Introduction

Over the past two decades, American-st:r .ategists have become
increasingly concerned with the possibility that an adversary
could reduce the credibility of United States military power
projection by adopting an anti-access/area denial (A2/ AD)
approach to warfare. No other country has fielded forces with
comparable quantity and quality to those of the United States,
at least since the fall of the Soviet Union. Given mostly unre-
stricted U.S. global power projection over the past twenty
years, coupled with advances in information technology, the
consideration of countermeasure options has naturally gained
traction in certain capitals around the world. The United
States has also become more vulnerable to the A? /AD threat
over time. Due to the atrophy of overseas bases since the end

* This chapter draws upon testimony the author presented to the U.S.-
China Economic and Security Review Commission’s hearing on " (ihina’s
Active Defense Strategy and its Regional Impact,” January 27, 2011
Also, a more comprehensive version of this essay is ?lﬁmed ’Eo o ;

included in the forthcoming Winter 2014 2015 ;
Quarterly. /2015 issue of The Washington

[118]



L b .

b et
R e g e A e

- ihe Cold War, it is unlikely that the Unj
of % tfol"’f’ard-deployed bases ang for;i:teesd iit?

;1 future conflict before it erupts.2 Sycp trends fy
the incentives for an Opponent to design capabi
erfere with the U.S. military’s ability to de
within overseas theaters of operation_”3
Sy 'Whg:szgsl,l gt;frnlf: 138;121; }f}\gsc?or}t)}'i-goreaf Pakistan, Iran, and
yria P pabilities, the country capable o
posing the. greatest Chalh-enge to the US. global reach is th
People’s Republic of China (PRC).4 In terms of fsmti-avcc:ese
which refers to “the ability to prevent an opposing force frorSI;
entering an area of operations,”> China is developing
capabilities designed to have “the effect of slowing the
deployment of [opposing] forces into a theater, preventing
them from operating from certain locations within that
theater, or causing them to operate from distances farther
from the locus of conflict than they would normally prefer.”6
For example, China has prioritized the advancement of anti-
satellite and cyber weapons that could blind the
communications networks the United States relies on to
deploy and operate its forces.

The objective of area denial, on the other hand, is not
prevention, but disruption—to compel the desired behavior
by “impos[ing] severe costs on the enemy’s freedom of action

tes wily have
he Vicinity of
rther increqge
lities that ~ in-
ploy to or Operate

*Roger Cliff et. al., Entering the Dragon’s Lair: Chinese Anti-access Strategies
and Their Implications for the United States (Santa Monica: RAND
3E?irflf::oratlion, 2007), xiii.
etal, Enteri ragon’s Lair, xiii. :
*For more on thzrggit?oﬁgof China’s strategy, as well as its pOteI.mal
impact, see Thomas G. Mahnken, “China’s Anti-Access Strategy m34- 3
Historical and Theoretical Perspective,” Journal of Strategic Studies 34
5g‘2011); 299-323, 36
6 T.h e China Syndrome,” The Economist, June 9, 2012, 56.
CLiff et al, Enterin g the Dragon’s Lair, Xiv.
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intcgrated air defenses,
maritime bombers,
marines, and fast patrol
rohibitively high costs on any
4 Jand chain near the C.hln_a
the cumulative effect Of- CEhlna'S
ored air defenses, as well as its fighter,

ts, could curtail U.S. freedom of

missile and torpe
boats are all design
country operating W
mainland.® In short,
increasingly capable lay
ship, and missile asse

ed to inﬂicif |
ithin the first 15

maneuver.’

On January 5, 201
issued new strategic guid
(DoD) on the priorities that |
sustain its role as the preeminen

2 Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta
! ance for the Department of Defense
would allow the United States to
¢ leader on the global stage.'

The major focus was that “while the U'.S. rpilitary W_ill
continue to contribute to security globally, [it] will of necessity
rebalance toward the Asia-Pacific region.”!! Five months later, at
the Shangri-La security dialogue in Singapore, Secretary
Panetta articulated the following four principles meant to
guide the U.S. rebalancing effort: to abide by international
rules and order; and to emphasize partnerships, presence, and
power projection.12

7 “The China Syndrome,” The Economist.

8 The first island chain extends from the southern tip of Japan to northern

Indonesia, to include Taiwan but not the Philipn; ” s
Syndrome.” hilippines. See “The China

? R. Jordan Prescott, “AirSea Battle As Presen
Journal (January 11, 2012).

10 For the complete guidance, see “S ini
A : ustaining U.S. Global in:
Priorities for 21¢ Century Defense,” 1].S. Department y Leadershlp_
2012, Available at: of Defense, ] anuary

tly Conceived,” Small Wars

accessed Feb 6, 2013, - ke uidance.pdf. Last
1 Ttalics in the original. “Sustainin
12LeonE. Panetta, “The U S, Reb
(delivered at the Shangri La Security D; ¢ Asia-Pacific”




What are the major components

¢ of Ching’
it:os' appro inld Tﬁg izestet? elUQS' rebalancing a;dsreizt/hif
: challenges: Cl*}: ;- Will lay out COmprehens )
l?ly characterization of Lhina's active defense strategy-—};e
I}a a2/ AD approach in American parlance, [ wif explore ho X
W China 15 feSpond““’.g to the US. declaration that it W:ﬁ
ter rebalance toward Asia. 1 W1}1 then discuss some aspects of the
of rebalancing strategy manifested to date, their potential
offectiveness, and what more _COUld be done. Finally, T will
g argue that the Obama Administration will need to look
1Se beyoﬂd hardware responses to the kinetic and geographic
to components of China’s A2/AD strategy in order to
10 appmpriately counter those political and deterrent
gli| components designed to erode U.S. credibility as a Pacific
ity power. To this end, I present three balancing acts the United
at Gtates must master in its renewed focus on Asia if it is
Cy successfully to counter China’s A2/ AD strategy at acceptable
to costs.
al
d China’s Active Defense Strategy: A Comprehensive

Understanding

China’s active defense strategy was first promulgated on
January 13, 1993, when Central Military Corpr'rlittee (CM(;)
chairman Jiang Zemin released the National l\ﬁlhjtary Strategm
Guidelines for the New Period (xin shigi guojia ]u_nslfft zhanlue
fangzhen). That document provided the overall principles Tl*d
guidance to plan and manage the development of the People’s

Liberation Army (PLA).!> The operational component of these

“*For more on the history and content of
Finkelstein, “China’s National Military Strategy" le’s Liberation
Military Strategic Guidelines,” in Right 52113 ﬁhe dPeIiz Kamphausen
Army; Exploring the Contours of China’s Mil!fﬂ?.’yf e ﬁmtz 2007).
and Andrew Scobell (Carlisle: Strategic Studies Instt
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ense (jiji fangyu), which

ive def
. : k110“,11‘1 as actlve . 1 ~ f .
guldelmesulg ishest jevel of strategiC guldance‘_ for gll PLA
the DIGHE r and preparation for war

serves as \ring Wa
s erations during / :
military ©OP “non-linear, non-contact

- +ime” based artially on ..
during peﬁC‘»tl P ontly, China 1s now

7 - g 14

and asymmetriC operations. o

fielding capabilities designed to deter, den}.., disrupt, and
delay the deployment of U.S. forces into the Chinese theater.

eaknesses, specifically

China seeks to capitalize on US. W ;
Leeds to travel In order to engage

the great distances the U.S. 1

China militarily. For example, China seeks to deny the US.

military’s ability to maneuver physically and engage Chinese
targeting U.S.

forces with mass or precision by
communications and logistical networks, bases throughout
East Asia, and U.S. ships and aircraft in the region. Chinese

Jeaders also aim to exploit less physical vulnerabilities, such as
a perceived lack of US. resolve and casualty aversion.!> For
these reasons, since 2005, U.S. observers and strategists have

conceptualized China’s active defense strategy as an A2/AD

14 “People’s Liberation Nav i
y-Doctrine,” Global / ’
hito: ) , Global Security, A :
Congress:' Mil;'tafms aif;g“ed_ Feb 6, 2013. See also The Annﬁal R-
of China (Washinjg e chntg Developments Involving the Peoplszojr;e;itbl.
ited » .. Department of D ; e
cited as PRC Power Report 2010. See Andrewegelgr?! im o
- Brickson, “China’s

]1]]9;331 n(SSItlIf War. Since then, the PLA has focused
0 counter U.S. powe iecH e Oha
Flaherty, “ . T projection capabiliti
Anﬁgz ?;ssliejd 'V\?;gs Ascendant: The Chir?:st:lﬁesf ose icligel B
, Jjont Forces Quart wrtor
5 rterly 60 (2011):
or the most comprehensive study or(l Ch}l)ll ?6'
d S anti-

Cliff et al, Enteri
ering the Dragon’s Lair. access strategies, see
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: h Chi ~
_qategy, thought = na has never pup
_dopting such a strategy.16 tely acknowleq d
E]L . . L . e
The pottom line 1s tha’F China’s ‘active g S
s a broad range of Chinese strategic thinlifense’ Pitategy
he costs of military intervention Ing designed tq

. . ~Aapects 5 & : by the Un;

Speciflc aspects of ’ic strategy include privenﬁUmted States,

gtates frO™! operating from certain bases in thr;gtthe Enited
ater, forcin

yS. forces to operate at farther distances fro

operations than preferred, or delaying U dr;‘ i‘he theater of
outside the theater. The various means and 01}; Oyment from
(trategy are often confused. Therefore, 1 argue t}];Ctt}W:‘:s of the
conceptualize China’s A2/ AD strategy as encom itis best to
nterrelated pillars: passing four

faist? t

1) geogmphic (increasing the distance and time required

for U.S. forces to arrive in theater from areas oquafet
before China achieves its political objectives); J

2) kinetic (degrading the U.S. military’s ability to penetrate
anti-access ~ environments  with  an enhanced
conventional precision strike system consisting mainly
of cruise and ballistic missiles as well as attacks on key
enabling capabilities, such as space-based networks
that enable C4ISR missions;'”

3) political (exploiting perceived weaknesses in political
support and resolve of US. allies and friends, thereby
keeping the U.S. out, because countries will not allow

us to base there); and

: i i 005 PRC
' Flaherty, “Red Wings Ascendant,” 96 First mention was i the 2

power report to Congress Tt
: jcation,
7 CAISR stands for command, control computers, CQTlIfullther provide
intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, which 105

the U.S. with domain awareness.
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olvement SO costly that the US

. in\f - .
(making ¢ responds minimally, in g

1) deterrent _
Y respondmg, 0

opts out of
given contingency)-

The Geographic Pillar
China has come
States is on space products
deployed troops, passing
reconnaissance (ISR) data, an
and engagement. The Chinese

employment of an anti-satellite ( : |
the deployment of US. military forces by disrupting

communications and ~denying information  vital  for
determining location and the movement of forces. The PLA’s
ability to disrupt regional airfields, bases, and logistics nodes,
s well as naval surface and carrier operations, could
exacerbate the geographic challenges of power projection by
forcing the United States to operate farther from the theater of
conflict. Also, the PLA has moved many of its forces deeper
inland in an obvious attempt to create greater geographic
dilemmas for U.S. forces.

Investments directed at holding U.S. military forces at risk
represent some of the most dramatic aspects of the PRC’s
rapid militarization ~modernization program. A2/AD
capabilities include advanced and extended-range air defense
air-to-air and precision strike capabilities, C4ISR. and forcé
projection enablers such as aerial refueling, airlift :*md logisti
capabilities.’® Though many of the Capﬂbilitiés d; e
below, under the kinetic pillar, could be employed t {Scussed
the time and distance required for US. forcgs t 0 ln(.:rea?,e
theater, the ditferentiation between the two rea] O arrive in
because it better explains how and wh . 1me. 16 “weeil
platforms, or weapons are employed. 7

to understand how dependent the United
and services for commanding

intelligence, surveillance and
d enabling precision targeting
believe network attacks or the
ASAT) weapon could delay

certain systems,

18 Flaherty, “Red Wings Ascendant,” 99,
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Kinetic Pillar
Aspects of the kinetic pillar of Ch:
Chaﬂged as well, especially a5 ¢
ilitary reach. The range of 1al ref _X’tent of Ching’
30MKK fighters deployed in Nanj; fueling Capable gyj.
Regions already can hold Okinga
with air-launched cruise
modifications, can strike as far gq
terminally-guided anti-ship ballistic missile =4 bas
that reportedly can engage adversary surface (?.SBM) Systems
nautical miles (nm) from the PRC Coast, cuedS blpS up 5 100
. ophisticated surveillance and attack networks Y nereasingly
The inventory of the PLA Navy includes: C(-)Iwenti 1
nuclear-powered attack subs; surface combatants (:f:hand
guided—missﬂe destroyers equipped with long-range anti—sh?S
cruise missiles (ASCMs) and SAM systems, such as thz
indigenously produced Luzhou and Luyang I/I1 DDGs, and
the Russian procured Sovremenny Il-class DDG; as well as
maritime strike aircraft.29 A number of these maritime strike
aircraft, in particular the FB-7, FB-7A, B-6G, and the SU-30
MK2, can be armed with ASCMs to target surface
combatants.2l China’s conventional and nuclear powered
attack submarines—the KILO, SONG, YUAN, and SHANG-
classes —also are capable of firing ASCMs.22 The J-20 stealth

The

¥1bid., 100.

¥ For more, see Oriana Skylar Mastro,
Systems,” in China’s Strategy for the Near Seas
Institute Press, 2013). L

“ Ronald O’Rourke, ”)China Naval Modernization: Imphcz}’tlm%ss fﬁz Ijﬁfor
Navy Capabilities-Background and Issues for Congress,” C P

 Congress, (August 11, 2008): 46.
The Annual Report to Congress: Military and Se -
the People’s Republic of China (Washington, D-C--D¢P
2011): 29. Hereafter cited as PRC Power Report 2011.

“Chinese Ship-Based Air Defense
(Annapolis, MD: Naval

] lving
sity Developments Invo
e ent of Defense,
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1 .1 ability to st ike regiona ases,

ohter will increase China's ) . A _
{;g otical facilities, and other ground-babt;i js?)t; *XB ugi;tu{e_ 1_11
adggiition, the air defense component 90 SA“m qA_i;l; U:leg}
surface-to-air-missiles (SAMs): the HQ-%, ), SA-20, anc

3
the extended-range S{\-ZO PMII.J2.2 cgbiliies Bave been
China’s burgeoning miltary P |
: : lution in thinking about where and
accompanied by an evoll . . Chi
h. Previously, ina was
how to apply the A2/AD approac Id deter, delay
focused solely on developing a force .tha.t coul eT er, : e al},
or degrade U.S. intervention in a conflict fn.volvmg aiw an& g
the past five years, however, Chinese writings have extende
the same logic to potential conflicts in the South or East C}.lma
Seas. In generalf China has been looking beyond Tarwan since
At least December 2004, when Hu Jintao put forth the new
historic missions for the PLA to ensure China’s sovereignty
and protect its expanding national interests.2* Given the right
coordination and surveillance networks, China can now strike
targets well beyond what Chinese strategists refer to as the
first island chain, referenced earlier and defined by a line
through the Kurile Islands, Japan, the Ryukyu Islands,
Taiwan, the Philippines, and Indonesia (Borneo to Natuna
Besar). Indeed, many Chinese capabilities can today range a
second island chain, one that runs in a north-south line from
the Kuriles through Japan, the Bonins, the Marianas, the
F:arohnes, apd Indonesia.?® In terms of range, the second
island | cl';mln : 8%racom;;asses maritime areas out to
approximate ina’ - :
tl‘IlDf East Cell'linz S’ea ar?(rin E;;)trj\;z;n:ez i?r?j o uding n.rlost of
s of communication

(SLOCs). Though the full extent of the Chinese anti-ship

2 O’Rourke, “China Naval Modernization,” 46.

24 For more on the new historic missions, see PRC P
5 44 ’ . . ’ ower Repc)rt 20 r
% “People’s Liberation Navy-Offshore Defense,” Available at: e,

Globalsecurity.org http;/fwww.globalsecurit 11 '
. : : y.org/military/world/ch
doctrine-offshore.htm. Last accessed Apr 2, 2013. N M
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palli “ Ncertain, Chipgy
I et hlna

G, carrier strike groups :
orge! e S ouPs (CSGs) in the vyg
threaten to render them Operatio 5k
nitions, would allow China to acp; ctive with

submu .
without risk of further escalation or confrontation 2
10N .26

‘na also has the ? . ;

Chm?‘cjlsmissile rWOT‘Id ’ mObt_aC_flve land-based bajjjst:
and cruise p ogram, _prowdmg Beijing with 1stic
capacity for conventional precision strike at . Eif. ith a rea]
The Defense Department’s annual report to Cogn- rlcanft range,
on Chinese military and security developmentg (C?;%S cl)r 2011
out Chinese capabilities to deny U.S. power pro-ecﬁzar y 12}}’5
come 1,000-1,200 short-range ballistic migsﬂes](SRBI;:{nohng
,dditional medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs) CZ) :Sld
of conducting precision strikes against land targets and Eavael
vessels out to the first island chain.? China’s MRBMs can
extend PLA’s range to 1,000-3,000 kilometers and other
investments allow for even further reach. According to
publicly available analyses, the PLA has approximately
twenty liquid-fueled limited range CSS-3 intercontinental
ballistic missiles (ICBMs), between fifteen and twenty liquid-
fueled CSS-2 intermediate range ballistic missiles (IRBMs),
and about fifty CSS-5 road mobile, solid-fueled MRBMs, all of
which are highly-relevant for regional deterrence missions.?

Though the quantity of Chinese SRBMs has not changed
significantly in recent years, the quality has. China is fielding
advanced variants with improved ranges, accuracies, and

ki LI S T

2 ASBM is allegedly based on the DF-21D/CSS-5 solid propellant medium
range ballistic missile. See anonymous, “On the Verge of a Game

Changer,” Proceedings Magazine 135, n0- .0+ o in China’s

7 PRC Power Report 2011, 30. Other conventional munitions in &0t 88, and
arsenal include Land-attack cruise missiles such as th.e pHALED: nacli
DH-10 systems, ground attack munitions, anti-radiation weapons, &
artillery-delivered high precision munitions. See Ibid.

z: PRC Power Report 2011, 30.
PRC Power Report 2010, 34.

5 (2009).
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histicated payloads, graduallyf replgcmg carlje,
15 v ) j ) 1C > x
e SEF stocks with those capable of precision Strike 3,

i Of = ] 21'Y ro

8e‘1erat101§ n variants could be used asd teérlor Weapop i
mnode ite tates

e o allies and friends of the Unite =5 MOt to g

convinc

.nvolved in a particular contingency. O, they could be useq,
involved inap T — japan in such a way that the
strike 2l baS@SOISId illot be able to generate enough sortjeg b
: i e |
E)I;tltt:; i?it;s:periority, even if flll countries involved haq the
: tions.-
Wll%?t;uigogi;l;(;?vngii robust arsenal, China could thyg
deny the United States access to the region with Stri.kes t.o
runways, aircraft, and other equipment, thereby rendermg :cur
bases temporarily unusable. One recent RAN D studx had dire
predictions for the survivability of U.S. air bases in Japan,
arguing that China “could damage, destroy or strand 75
percent of aircraft based at Kadena” with just thirty-four
missiles armed with submunitions.32 In addition to the ASBM,

long-range cruise missiles such as the DH-10/ YJ100, and
improved mobile ballistic and air defense missiles such as the

%1 Mahnken, “China’s Antj-
%2 Wendell Minnick “RAND Stud
‘ Y Suggests g, : -
P‘fﬁ'HSe News, OC_tObF’T 16, 2008. For more g ChiIIﬁZeSAwar 1 g e
m a Senkaky Scenario, see Oy & AZ/AD Chaﬂenges
Power Trends in Northeast Agjg- and Mark Stokes, “Ajr

Japan Alliance,” Project 2049, July 2017 for] 4Pan and the US.
% General Norto A. Schwartz '
Sea Battle,”

% PRC Power Report 2010, 33,

Access Strategy,” 314,




—

Jows it tO plan for a much broader ran

al ,

ge of conti :
of which will likely feature ways to kee Ngencies, a]]

P US. forces at bay.

The Political Pill:.zr .

While the kmetlc- and geographic components of China’s
appl‘OaCh have received th_e mosjc attention in Washington
policy circles, .the more elu.swe-pohtical and deterrent A2/AD

illars can be just as effechve., if not more so, in undermining
U.S. ability to project power in the region. The political pillar
refers to the ide.j:i‘ that, in a conflict, China will pressure
countries with military threats or economic inducements to
limit or deny the United States use of facilities necessary for
power projection. As Congressional Research Service naval
expert Ronald O’Rourke convincingly argues, “To threaten
regional bases and logistics points, China could employ
SRBM/MRBMs, land-attack cruise missiles, special operations
forces, and computer network attack (CNA). Strike aircraft,
when enabled by aerial refueling, could simultaneously
engage distant targets using air-launched cruise missiles
equipped with a variety of terminal-homing warheads.”35
Even during peacetime, though most countries want the
United States to remain in the region, the priority on stability
above all else may mean nations throughout the region might
pressure the United States to accept a greater degree of parity
with China, thereby displacing US. influence in the region to
a certain degree. ,

A recent example of such efforts came from Chinese
defense strategist and retired senior ml'htary officer Song
Xiaojun. In an opinion piece PUbliShEd, = My 2ts S()n.g
warned Australia that it could not reconcile its closg economic

: — : : i fact that it relies on the
relationship with China with the o at some point
United States for security and wc).t{ld h'ave.tof ke goliq;
choose which country to prioritize 10 4 =

—

? O’Rourk& “China Naval Modernization,

" 46.
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- ) t “Australia has to f
Jecision making. He ?;i?%fd at:g o Carber Ch1sssez
godfathf{er ;I?O\I;TIO (1’; i 01‘95 Powerful based on the strategic
eiig‘zﬁem,”% An editorial in @ natiqnaﬁst glljrgs]?tsﬁiga_mn
newspaper also responded to the news tha ;t nited States
will station 2,500 Marines in Darwin with .t e warning 'Fhat
Canberra is risking getting itself ”Caught ln.the cross fire”
between China and the United States.” The first detachment
of Marines from the Marine Air-Ground TE:lSk F()che (M ;ESTF)’
whose specialty is rapid response, arrived in April 2012

The Deterrent Pillar .

The deterrent A2/ AD pillar —perhaps the most important
and most difficult to counter-posits that Washington may opt
out of responding in a number of contingencies, given that
China’s active defense initiatives exceed the political costs for
the United States. This could preclude an intervention
decision altogether, or involve a Beijing-directed preemptive
strike on American forces attempting to deploy to the region,
in the hopes of delivering the necessary psychological shock
to the United States, its allies, and friends in the region.?® As
noted when discussing the kinetic pillar, Washington’s
uncertainty with respect to the maturity of the ASBM fleet and
the risk it entails, “might deter carrier strike groups from
entering the region in the first place.”40 In other words, the

possibility of these capabilities may be enough to convince the
United States to opt out of a conflict.

3 Philip Wen, “Canberra ‘must pick strategic -
, ’ ic godfather,
Morning Herald, May 16, 2012. The Sydney

37 Malcolm Moore, “Chinese Anger i ia”
oot Moy 16,200 ger at U.S. Base in Australia,” The

38 Panetta, “The U.S. Rebalance Towards the Asia-Pacific.”

% Cliff et al, Entering the Dragon's Lair, 31. .

40 Mahnken, “China’s Anti-Access Strategy,” 315.
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China’s public response to the Us.
rebalance toward Asia reflects the bel;
Jeterrent pillar: The main theme foup
edia sources is that. t.he United State
g through its PO]ICIGS, which are j ny case ill-adviced 4
The Chinese media !Further claims that the past ten ‘259&1
war in Southwest Asia has eroded the U g, sphere of ir}:ﬂarS )
ond has seriously affected the state of U o

.S. regional hegem
i - on
in the western Pacific.#2 Chinese writers also note thagt Whﬂ}ﬁ;
the United States may want, theoretically, to return to being

the main force in the Asia-Pacific, its economic dependence on
China and its relative depletion of resources imply that it will
fail to fulfill its proclamations and promises.®3 In short, so the
argument goes, while the United States wants to protect vital
interests in the region, its desire to do so at an acceptable cost
trumps all other considerations. Concordant with this view,
China believes it can increase the real and perceived costs of
intervention, and successfully convince the United States to
restrain  itself. The ultimate result—ironically—is an
American-self-imposed, anti-access doctrine.

# For more on the growing importance of Asia, and China in particular,
with respect to the West, see B )
KR R R o e E R TR A S B R
), (hEZE) , 2011434 and .
TN, (A S T & R e AT BT )
, CARH#H) 2011 %1 A26H

2 s
RHT. (G e VAT THEERESRAL)  CRILTEE
20U and M (EERECTETERM -
EEAEERTALHAEERGRR) , CHRESD - TE
R, (L5 o P4 T AR EEORARD . 08
) 20114E1H
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; its Implications for the A2/AD Threy,
U.S. Rebalancing and 1ts
pired solely by China"s growing A» /AD
tities, U.S rebalancing toward fﬂxs1a addresseg Many
bilities, U.S. hallenge. This section evaluates roier
ts of the ¢ itary changes, made in the first Obap,,
ned to elevate the U.S. role in the regjoy,

Though not ins
capa
aspec :
diplomatic and mi
administration, desig

Tita orts . .
Mdift;:ey gf{JD rebalancing strategy 15 designed to tounter fis

two most concrete pillars of China’s A2/AD strat.egy; the
kinetic and geographic components. Forward-deploying more
assets in the region, such as the MAGTF Detachment already
deployed to Australia and the dedication of 60 percent of US,
warships to the Asia-Pacific Theater by 2020, .addresses the
geographic pillar.# To mitigate the risks associated with the
kinetic pillar, the United States has invested in new aerial-
fueling tankers, a new long-range stealthy bomber, advanced
maritime patrol and anti-submarine warfare aircraft, and the
U.S. “is improving missile defenses, and continuing efforts to

enhance the resiliency and effectiveness of critical space-based
capabilities.”45

New operational concepts such as “Air Sea Battle” are
meant to guide U.S. efforts to organize, train, and equip its

military forces in ways that mitigate challenge
S
four pillars. Air Sea Battle “relies ges posed by all

_ - on highly inteerated and
F1ghﬂy coordinated operations acrosg war-fig}l;ﬁn ﬁznfam?%
in ordex_' to “to disrupt and destroy enemy AZ-ED k
and their defensive and offensive-guided weapons S;E;twor- S
S systems in

4 Panetta, “The US. Rebalance Toward

percent of U.S. naval assets were
to the Atlantic.

¥ Italics in the original. “Susta
% Schwartz and Greenert,

s the ASiﬂ—Paciﬁc.”
dedicated to

- ining U.S. Globa] Leade
“Air-Sea Battle.”

“




order to enable U.S. freedom of action to cond

and follow-on operations.”” In its rebalanci:  seurreny

poD has con";nu;;ed itself “to invest as re

pility to operate effectively” to include “j :

gjperational Access Coru{ep ¢ (e-8-;u§iiwstgr:%1ae$:?}£g the Joint

, - Clll‘l‘el:lt U.S. operational response also relies heavily on
investments in and the deployment of antiballistic missil
(ABMs), as well as other counter-strategies designed to evacfes
confuse, and defend. High-tech investments include a next:
generation missile interceptor jointly developed with Japan.49
To d.efend ships at sea, the United States continues to invest in
Aegis/Standard Missile ABMs and, to defend air bases
ashore, in Patriot PAC-3 ABMs. Vulnerabilities at fixed bases
have also been identified, although substantial steps to harden
and disperse such assets remain immature. But most
importantly, American officials recognize the need to present
a credible, survivable, crisis-stabilizing force posture, given
the enhanced threat environment, and have directed efforts in
hardening, dispersal, warning and active defense at U.S.
regional facilities. For example, Army Chief of Staff, General
Odierno, referenced the option of pre-positioning equipment
in the Pacific aboard ships and out of harm’s way, available
for crisis response or to help train allied militaries in the

region.50

quired to ensure itg

Diplomatic efforts |
Though the military aspects of rebalancing have received

the most attention, the State Department has also been

directing parallel and complementary diplomatic efforts.

' Conceived.”
&7 Prescott, “ Air-Gea Battle As Presently N
18 Ttalics in the original. uGustaining U.S. Global Leadership,” 4-5.

19 Panetta, “The U.S. Rebalance Towards the Asia-Pacific.”

50 “ Army Jockeying for Role in “Air-Sea Battle,” National Defense Magazine,

February 21, 2012.
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“designed to reassure Americy’,

£ oxnd hatever is needed to shield the
Asian allies thit 11’; ?;H i? ;Liaglso they address the POlitiCr:I
el Cllnal?:fs OLE zz;1n§;ica’5 Asian presence..U.S. attempts ¢
e li 1 American footprint in Okinawa, 1n prder to make
reduc{ej tS e resence more politically sustalp:elble, while
;Iilriultaﬁéouzly developing Guam as a nEmre resﬂxlsint Stratfgz
hub for U.S. military operations n As1§1, is on¢ suc : Exal:qp e.5
As Secretary of Defense Panetta .artlculated ai; liméi? -La,
strengthening U.S. alliances with ]apan, Sout orea,
Australia, the Philippines and Th..alland, . as .well as
partnerships with Indonesia, Malaysia, India, Singapore,

Vietnam and New Zealand, are critical to U.S. efforts to
increase presence and ensure stabilizing U.S. power projection

in the region. The security and defense relationships the
United States has with these countries have intensified in
recent years. An example of this dynamic is the
comprehensive memorandum of understanding the United
States signed with Vietnam in 2011.53

While all these initiatives are a step in the right direction,
to be truly effective the United States needs to, in the words of
Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia Kurt Campbell,
sustain regular high-level engagement opportunities, not just
with treaty allies, but also with other influential countries in
the region! To this end, the Obama administration has
moved beyon.d a reliance on the traditional hub-and-spokes
network of bilateral alliances, with the United States at its
center, to strengthening its multilateral regional participation

These efforts are not only

51 “China Syndrome,” 34.

%2 Panetta, “The U.S. Rebalance Towards the Asia-Pacific.”

53 Ibid. -

54 D.r. Kurt Campbell, “Doing More Without More,” (keynote address
given at the 2012 annual CNAS conference, Washington, D.C., June 13

;O;S;.SAvailable at: http:// WWW.cnas.org/node/8439. Last accessed Apr
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(ARF), making efforts to elevate the role of the
Forumzation.'56 In ]U-IY 2012, Secretary Clinton e
orgamnt

mbarked on g
d tour of Southeast Asia, attending the
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ARF, the EAS
ion Ministers Meeting, and the US-ASEAN Post-
Forelg

\isterial Conference, in addition to being the first Secr.etary
Minister’® isit Laos in fifty-seven years5” In Laos, Clinton
of State tO V ed an additional commitment of $50 million to
also anIlOUI;;ekong Initiative, thereby pledging financial and
the Lf.)wer ort to Cambodia, Laos, Thailand, and Vietnar?n
technical Sllp_pfrastmcmre, health care, education and their
o imprtO V;nge environmental issues.58 The?ed?xlamplteiz
ability to ith America’s historical diploma
indicate a clear break wi
strateg}’ n ASli'ablishment of programs, and ‘vis-a—vi? roultmz

e eSder the State Department strives to sustalr; °
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i mit,” The White
these efforts, see “Fact Sheet: Eait Asia Sum
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' “retary. Aval . 19/ fact-s
ause Office of Hﬁtpfsisbst;)\?/ {hE"pTESS—OffICE/ 2011/11/19/
http:/ / www.whitehouse. 2013, N
e:iés/ia—sununit. Last access‘?rd A{::j; the Asia-Pacific.” The author
oW
* Panetta, “The U.S. Rebalance  his nput. P
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The ultimate goal is a multil}:volarh?}"lsteil}) \iﬂ*’ilth the. Us
: _oquals, which would create

military the first-amaong ¢ 1 to flourish as i the
1 to allow commerce as 1t has
stability réecesszsz 5. policy in the region needs to give equal
Ijjsi;ile:\;o i;i ecc.momic dimensions of relatic.)nshi_ps, beciause
o e as the foundation for politicy

strong economic ties serve as. N 5
relationships and eventually mﬂl.tary coopera I - DECause o]
aspects of U.S. policy in the region are mutually reinforcing,
the State Department needs also to create an environment
conducive for enhanced US. business presence. The Trans-
Pacific Partnership (TPP), a proposed multilateral .free- trade
agreement between the United States and c9unhles in the
region, is an attempt to liberalize and integrate these
economies further?® But in Southeast Asia, In particular,
where most countries cannot meet the TPP standard, the
United States needs to refocus its economic and investment
efforts to promote the economic component of its relations.
Countries in the Asia-Pacific region prioritize economic
development, and as long as the U.S. economic presence

diminishes in contrast with that of China, the United States is
ceding influence.%0

What more can be done?

To date, the military components of the rebalancing have
recetved the most attention, primarily because they are highl
visible. But when determining which meetings to atteng 0};
what platforms to pre-position, considerations should ¢
more intensely on the political and deterrent pil] cen e;
A2/ AD, because China is willing to accept military Sggb:zlis {i)n

%% Participant countries include Australia Brunei :
] £ €1, Chﬂe, M :
Zealand, Pe.n_lf Slngapore’ and Vietnam. For a aclizsas a:?YSla, New
Brock R. Wl]hams, “Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) Couyn;rs : OLTPP, see
Corgparatlve Trade and Economic Analysis,” Congressiong] oy
Service, May 30, 2012. nal Research

0 -
* For more on this, see Campbell, “Doing More Without More ~
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. on contingency if overall politi S—
a% 1\{2 the Sta_t&‘ Depz.irtment IEas ;ga};?ft;g;ctwes e
in the region, it remains unclear whether sy
i nhance'd. access in these countries “wh

7 in a CTisis.

For desired access to occur, it is logical to ass
allies need sufficient reassurances that the Unitléilnesthat P
and will protect and shield them from Chinese tate?f’ .
coercion and economic warfare. For these potential al?u lta;y
weighing of both short- and long-term consequences :;S: -
an allegiance will be paramount. For Washington alleviasg .
the concerns of allies, and convincing them to j:)in in wﬁlgt
may be an indirect conflict against China, will be difficult evsn
if the balance of regional power is still tipped in the U.S. favor
Regardless of such specific and detailed calculations e;
coordinated diplomatic strategy designed to signal I’J.S.
resolve and improve American access to regional third parties
is a cost-effective and necessary complement to U.S. military

strategy.

- achieved

diplomatic effor’té
ch efforts will lead
en the balloon goes

A Way Forward

China’s strategists are betting that not all wars are won by
the side with the strongest military. Indeed, China’s
experience in fighting the Korean War proves that a country
willing to sacrifice blood and treasure can overcome @
technologically superior opponent In the next section, I
outline three balancing acts that, if mastered, will allow the
United States to signal resolve to China and provide

reassurance to friends and allies.

The United States needs to learn to accept risk without
being reckless. China is masterful at c.hipPng away at US.
credibility ~through advancing militarization and- .the
coordination of coercive diplomacy- China qften uses hv.fmft.ed
military action as a signaling tactic to establish the credibility
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o eline from which an escqj,p:

of its determlna.tlttm té) Zfi; i;j;e ot met. Assertive Cl}si:z?
can take Place if its eCh. " cen in 2012, including Chip g
activities in the South Chin — 1 _1cse

ting to ram a Philippine vessel, Chinege
patrol boats attemg_ pling the cables of Vietnamese suryey
ve:%ds Cuétlg%tz;i;;a 21 gVie’manflese fisherman for seyep
i?;gli;, i)::ll?emoznstrate that China elgvates risk to slice away .at
the interests of others—in this case EtEZ pl.‘m}?tmz 1S
interpretation of Exclusive Ecgnomlc Zone }(1 - ) 1ig lsn ;Ehe
great strategist Thomas Schelhr}g capmres't 1S appr01ac. when
he writes it is “the sheer inability to predict the consequences
of our actions and to keep things under control...that can
intimidate the enemy.”62 Because China introdu.ces r1.sk for
exactly this reason, the US. focus on reducing risk (_)E
escalation through crisis management, though necessary, is
unlikely to produce a marked change in Chinese behavior.
Such futility is reinforced by a tendency among the ranks of
the US. military to focus on worst-case “great battle”
scenarios, instead of the less lethal engagements that
characterize Chinese coercive diplomacy.

The United States, while promoting stability, must permit
the possibility of escalation. To signal to China that the
United States will not opt out of a conflict, the Obama
Administration must signal willingness to escalate to higher
levels of conflict when China is purposely testing U.S. resolve.
If countries think the United States cannot (or will not) protect

its allies, they may begin to gravitate towards China. For US.

61 For a more comprehensive list, see “Key Asian Indj

’ . : 4 : Icators:
Charts” (Asian Studies Center, The Heritage Foundation ]1:1 iOIiEOkFOf
more on Chinese coercive diplomacy in the South China’ ¢ - i

Skylar Mastro, “The Sansha Garrison: China’s Delibera = Sheilinlmy

- " te E 1 T
the South China Sea,” Center for a New American Securzcalatmn .

Flashpoints Bulletin 5, September 2012, y (CNAS),
62 Thomas C. Schelling,

Arms and Influence (New Haven: Y _ ‘
Press, 1966), 109. n: Yale University
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Capabilities, diversifying baSing Kfor airn b
0 assive defenses at air bases, and be craf

M kind if China launches an attack However, if

States tallces 2 toug}} Stance, increasing its obseli'v1 bthe L.Ir}itEd
esence (and s is Vunerabilty), Ching may vt e
by punishmg American allies and Parmers__l};;eaﬁ strongly
count o1l China as their number one trg divie par;?;rOEG whom
. General
these competing

Jnxiety about the U.S. ability to balance a
requirements could reduce U.S. political access to the region

us increasing the effectiveness e n g )

glhjna’s anti-access strategy. of the political dimension of

The United Sa?ates must .achieve engagement without
gnarclemenit. I.f China feels encircled, it may react in ways that
are d.estabﬂl.mng for the region. American strategists must
examine their appljoach to regional basing to ensure that it
strengthens America’s relationships with its allies and
partners, addresses any Chinese concerns of containment, and
reliably facilitates the forward deployment and sustainment of
American military forces in the region. It is the responsibility
of American policymakers to make clear to US. allies and
partners that it is not necessary to choose between China and
the United States. Instead, the United States and its allies
should publicly seek a positive and constructive relationship
with China, while striving for the maintenance of a robust
military edge necessary to guard against potential Chinese
aggression and coercion. Strategic distrust is likely to linger
because the leadership in Beijing seems convinced that the
United States seeks to constrain or even upset China’s rise.®®
But in conjunction with prudent changes to American force

olstering allieg’

t, stren 1
; gthenin
INg prepared to respong

a’s position, see Kenneth

_China Strategic Distrust,”
es, March

% For a more comprehensive analysis of Chin

Lieberthal and Wang Jisi, “Addressing LS. e
Brookings Institution, John L. Thorton China Center Monograp

4, 2012.
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posture in the region, talks @A fﬁe»i? Cl\iilial? ang
military leaders of both countries MIGHT ¢ - : )L iULj dl:strust
and lead to agreements On modahtle.s to 1ulu<:g tension ip y,,,
commons, encourage mutual restr@g't n t1e; deployment of
especially destabilizing new capabilities, anc _Cl‘ea.te a .better
level of mutual understanding about the security situation gy,
the Korean peninsula and Taiwan.ﬁ‘}. o |
Ultimately, the American objective 1 thfe region must
be peace and stability at an acceptable cost. Gn{en’ this, it ig
critical to understand the four components of .C.hma s A2/ AD
strategy and how best to maintain the U.S. posmon- as a Pacific
power. In addition to regularly attending meetings in the
region and developing new technology, new platforms, and
new operational concepts designed to defeat China’s A2/AD
strategy, the United States needs to accept risk without being
reckless, permit the possibility of escalation while promoting
stability, and promote engagement without encirclement. By
mastering these three balancing acts, the United States will be

able to maintain peace and stability in East Asia without
sacrificing American interests.

64 Tbid., xii.
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