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BLUF

The platform is real. The gap it addresses is real. The entry structure, as currently designed, underestimates
where resistance will come from — and overestimates how quickly receptivity converts to acquisition.

The entry strategy contains a compelling capability argument deployed in an environment that has never been
more receptive to this class of technology. It does not yet contain a procurement navigation strategy: the
specific actors, mechanisms, decision nodes, and timeline architecture that convert a successful
demonstration into a funded programme. These are different documents. The current strategy has written
only the first.

Three structural gaps define the exposure. The pathway from evaluation success to programme adoption has
not been mapped through the acquisition system — only through the evaluation facility. The contractual
protections required before engagement with incumbent prime contractors have not been defined. And the
regulatory architecture required for integration into U.S. command and control networks has not been
initiated.

The geopolitical context of March 2026 has added a dimension the original strategy did not fully account for
— and it cuts in the platform's favour in ways that warrant explicit attention. A European-origin platform with
a combat-validated record against Russian electronic warfare, manufactured in a NATO frontline state
spending 4.7% of GDP on defence, enters the U.S. market carrying a political legitimacy signal that no domestic
prime can replicate. That argument has not yet been made explicitly in the entry strategy. It should be.
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How This Report Was Produced

Black Rudder assessments are produced through three disciplines that govern every stage from source
ingestion to final findings — not a checklist applied after the analysis, but the architecture within which it
occurs.

Source Reliability Framework

Every source is classified before any analytical weight is assigned. Five levels, based on provenance, chain of
custody, and verifiability:

BEDROCK Primary documents with strong Signed contracts, sworn declarations, official government records,

chain of custody. Hard, externally authenticated financial statements.
verifiable.
Strong provenance. Official announcements, authenticated emails, peer-reviewed

Authenticated correspondence, publications, programme-of-record documents.
consistent primary material.

Plausible but shiftable. Single- News articles, press releases, upon-information-and-belief statements,

source or indirect references. single-source claims.
Narrative support only. Opinion pieces, anonymous reports, unattributed commentary.
Unverified assertions,

anonymaous sources.

No wusable anchor present. Rumour, speculation, undated and unattributed material.
Speculation or undated,
unattributed content.

Where this report states ‘the record establishes’ a fact, the underlying sources are Bedrock or Rock. Where it
states ‘evidence suggests,” Sand-level material is involved. This distinction is maintained throughout.

Distillation Discipline

Source material is processed to extract measurable primitives before any interpretation occurs — what is
claimed, by whom, against what evidence, with what corroboration. The extraction stage is deliberately
neutral: it records what is present and what is absent. Analytical conclusions are traceable to specific source
anchors, not to prior judgement.

Structured Analytical Review

Every assessment passes through structured review before findings are finalised: factual verification,
adversarial challenge, and narrative signal extraction in sequence. Findings that do not survive adversarial
challenge are qualified or removed. The red team section is the visible output of that process.

Methodology Note:
Source reliability classifications reflect evidentiary status at time of publication. Where reliability constrains
confidence in a finding, this is stated explicitly.
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Source Documents

The following nine source documents form the evidentiary foundation of this assessment. Each is classified
according to Black Rudder's Source Reliability Framework. The analytical significance column describes the
role each source plays in the findings that follow.

Entry Strategy Documentation — Internal strategy ROCK Primary source for entry structure,

Market Entry Plan v2.1 document phasing assumptions, and timeline
architecture.

Capability White Papers (3 Technical capability ROCK Platform technical specifications,

documents) documentation operational claims, and
differentiation argument.

U.S. National Defense Strategy Official government BEDROCK Establishes Indo-Pacific

2026 document prioritisation, European burden-
sharing expectations, conditional
partnership posture.

IISS Military Balance Report, Institutional research ROCK European defence spending data.

February 2026 publication 12.6% increase in 2025. Poland
4.7% GDP.

NATO Hague Summit Official multilateral BEDROCK 5% GDP commitment. Burden-

Communiqué, 2025 document sharing framework. Alliance
posture shift.

EU Defence Procurement Official government BEDROCK U.S. opposition to Buy European

Consultation — U.S. Response, submission provisions. Retaliation threat.

February 2026 Procurement friction documented.

Pew Research Centre Survey — Institutional survey data ROCK 63% European preference for

European Security Attitudes, European-made security

September 2025 technologies. Trust shift
documented.

Procurement Environment Analysis Proprietary analytical ROCK U.S. acquisition system dynamics.

— Black Rudder Advisory assessment Evaluation-to-programme gap.
Prime contractor containment
patterns.

ITAR / DDTC Regulatory Reference Official regulatory BEDROCK TAA/MLA requirements. Timeline

Materials documentation parameters. Mandatory process

architecture for foreign platform
integration.

The primary strength of this assessment is that its most significant findings do not depend on sand or mud-
level sources. The structural exposure identified in the entry strategy is visible from rock and bedrock materials
— the entry strategy itself, the regulatory record, and the documented behaviour of the U.S. defence acquisition
system. The geopolitical context findings draw on bedrock official documents and rock-level institutional
research. Where sand-level sources are used, this is noted and the findings derived from them are qualified
accordingly.
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Preliminary Assessment

The platform under assessment is a low-emission tactical communications system developed by a NATO-
aligned European manufacturer with documented operational deployment against a sophisticated near-peer
electronic warfare environment. The entry strategy proposes a phased approach: technology demonstration at
a designated U.S. national security evaluation facility, pilot programme integration at brigade level, and
broader adoption across Army, Marine Corps, and Special Operations units.

The analytical record is coherent. The strategic logic — enter through the gap, demonstrate against the threat,
expand through complementary positioning — is sound in outline. Where it is under-specified is in the
translation from capability argument to procurement strategy.

Beneath that outline, the record reveals structural assumptions that do not survive contact with how the U.S.
defence procurement system actually operates. The entry strategy treats evaluation success as a pathway to
acquisition, stakeholder engagement as a proxy for decision authority, and operational urgency as an
accelerant for procurement cycles that run on their own institutional logic entirely independent of operational
need.

The primary analytical risk is not capability. The platform's technical differentiation is real, its operational
record is credible, and the gap it addresses is documented at bedrock level in official U.S. defence planning
documents. The risk is structural: a well-resourced entry effort directed at the wrong leverage points, moving
at the wrong tempo, against a system that will absorb the demonstration, acknowledge the capability, and then
route the decision through channels the entry strategy has not mapped.
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The Procurement Environment

The U.S. defence procurement landscape in March 2026 has shifted materially since this entry strategy was
first conceived. The structural obstacles remain. The geopolitical context has added dynamics that create both
new opportunities and new complications for a European-origin platform.

The Transatlantic Fracture and Its Procurement Consequences

The Trump administration's posture toward European allies has produced a political environment that is
simultaneously more receptive to European defence platforms and more volatile in its commercial
implications. The 2026 National Defense Strategy — a bedrock source — explicitly repositions Europe as a
secondary theatre, establishes conditional partnership as the alliance posture, and frames burden-sharing not
as an aspiration but as a requirement. This is not ambient political noise. It is the governing strategic
document, and it changes the procurement calculus for a European-origin platform in ways that cut both
directions.

European defence spending has surged in direct response. NATO members committed to a 5% of GDP
benchmark at The Hague Summit — a bedrock commitment documented in the Summit Communiqué.
European military budgets rose 12.6% in 2025, the fastest pace on record per the IISS Military Balance Report,
a rock-level institutional source. Poland, the manufacturer nation most directly relevant to this assessment,
now spends 4.7% of GDP on defence — the highest proportion in NATO outside the United States. The EU has
allocated €43.7 billion in low-cost loans specifically for Polish defence acquisitions. These are not
characterisations. They are documented figures from rock and bedrock sources.

At the same time, the fracture is generating procurement nationalism on both sides of the Atlantic. The EU's
February 2026 move toward European preference rules in defence procurement triggered a formal U.S.
lobbying offensive — documented at bedrock level in the Pentagon and State Department's official submissions
to the European Commission consultation — with explicit threats of reciprocal action against European firms
accessing U.S. contracts. Germany's 2025—-2026 procurement plan, documented in rock-level institutional
sources, allocates only 8% of an $83 billion annual defence budget to U.S. systems. A Pew Research Centre
survey — a rock-level source — found that 63% of European respondents prefer European-made security
technologies at higher cost due to U.S. reliability concerns.

Source Reliability Note:

The geopolitical findings in this section draw on official government documents, institutional research, and
multilateral communiqués.

A European-origin platform with a combat-validated record against Russian electronic warfare — manufactured in
a NATO frontline state that is outspending nearly every other ally in the Alliance — enters the U.S. market in March
2026 carrying a political legitimacy signal that no domestic prime can replicate. The platform is not just technically
credible. It is the tangible product of the burden-sharing demands the Trump administration has been making of
European partners. This argument has not been made explicitly in the entry strategy. It is the single most
underutilised asset in the current approach.

The 'Buy American' Counter-Pressure
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The same political environment that creates opportunity creates friction. The Trump administration's
economic nationalism — tariffs, America First procurement rhetoric, pressure on European allies to buy U.S.
systems as part of broader trade negotiations — generates institutional resistance to foreign platform adoption
that operates independently of capability. This is documented at bedrock level: the Pentagon's formal
submission to the EU procurement consultation explicitly frames European preference rules as a threat to U.S.
market access and signals reciprocal action. The friction is not theoretical. It is official policy.

The mitigation is architecture, not argument. A domestic manufacturing partnership, U.S. content
requirements, and an industrial participation story that shifts the platform’s political characterisation from
‘foreign system’ to ‘allied capability with American jobs’ is the structural response. The entry strategy gestures
at this through its prime contractor partnership framework. It does not describe the timeline or contractual
architecture needed to make that transition real before the headwinds become a blocking condition.

The Evaluation-to-Acquisition Gap

Technology demonstrations establish technical credibility. They do not create acquisition momentum. The
pathway from demonstration to programme-of-record runs through programme offices, requirements
documents, budget cycles, and Congressional authorisation processes. None of those actors are present at the
demonstration facility. The entry strategy does not describe how they will be engaged.

The average time between a successful technology demonstration and initial programme funding in a new
capability area within the U.S. Army acquisition system is measured in years, not months. Compressed
pathways exist — accelerated acquisition authorities, other transaction agreements, rapid fielding initiatives
— but accessing them requires a programme sponsor, an end-user champion at O-6 level or above, and a
funding line that does not require new authorisation. The entry strategy does not identify which, if any, of
these conditions are present.

The Ukraine Compression Effect

The conflict in Ukraine has created a genuine and time-limited window of receptivity in the U.S. defence
community to this class of capability. A platform with a documented operational record in a near-peer
electronic warfare environment, manufactured by an ally on NATO’s eastern flank, carries a credibility
premium no specification sheet can replicate. This window is real. Urgency in the operational environment
does not translate directly into urgency in the acquisition environment. The DoD has mechanisms for rapid
procurement, but accessing them requires a sponsor inside the acquisition system. The entry strategy treats
the urgency signal as a pathway. It is a door-opener, not a pathway.

Environment Finding [ROCK]:

The procurement environment is more receptive to this class of capability than at any point in the past two decades
— and the geopolitical context has added a legitimacy dimension that the original strategy did not anticipate.
Receptivity and tractability are different things. The window is real and wider than it was. The pathway through it
requires map-work the current entry strategy has not completed.
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Entry Strategy Analysis

The entry strategy is built on four structural pillars: capability demonstration, complementary positioning,
phased integration, and operational urgency as accelerant. Each is assessed against its evidentiary basis and
its contact with the structural realities of the target environment.

_ Strategy Claim Structural Reality Reliability _

Capability Performance at evaluation Evaluation facilities assess technical ROCK Medium

Demonstration facility establishes credibility performance, not acquisition fit. addressable w1th
and creates acquisition Credibility is necessary but not sponsor mapping
momentum. sufficient. No direct pathway from

demonstration to programme exists
in the documented acquisition

architecture.
Complementary Positioning as additive to Correct framing. Primes will seek to ROCK Medium-High —
Positioning existing U.S. systems reduces own the integration layer. requires IP  and
incumbent resistance and Complementary entry is achievable; control clause
lowers adoption barriers. maintaining programme architecture
independence within it requires
explicit contractual strategy
documented before partner
engagement.
Phased Integration Brigade-level pilots lead to Timeline assumes institutional BEDROCK High —  timeline
scaled adoption across Army, momentum absent without a /ROCK optimistic by 18-24
Marine Corps, and SOCOM programme sponsor. Each echelon is months without
within 24—36 months. a separate acquisition decision. ITAR identified sponsors

process alone requires 6—18 months
not reflected in the timeline.

Operational Urgency Ukraine conflict creates Urgency in  the  operational ROCK High — window is real,
urgency signal that environment is real and documented. mechanism is
accelerates procurement Urgency in  the acquisition unspecified
timelines and creates demand =~ environment is conditional on
pull. pathway access. Demand pull without

a funded programme line remains
advocacy, not acquisition.

The pattern across all four pillars is consistent. The entry strategy correctly diagnoses the capability gap,
correctly identifies the operational environment as favourable, and correctly frames the platform's positioning.
Where it is under-specified is in the translation layer — the specific actors, mechanisms, and decision nodes
that convert favourable conditions into funded programmes. This is not a capability gap. It is a procurement
navigation gap, and it is the kind that consumes time and capital without producing visible failure until the
window closes.

Critical Finding [ROCK]:

The entry strategy is well-constructed as a capability argument and under-constructed as a procurement strategy. A
capability argument persuades technical evaluators. A procurement strategy identifies programme sponsors, maps
budget lines, sequences engagement with acquisition authorities, and builds the institutional relationships that
convert receptivity into authorisation. The current strategy does the first and assumes the second will follow.
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Red Team Assessment

This section applies adversarial pressure to the entry strategy’s core assumptions — where it is vulnerable to
predictable resistance, misread signals, and structural dynamics the strategy has not mapped. Each challenge
is drawn from the documented evidentiary base.

Challenge One: The Evaluation Trap

The most predictable risk in the entry sequence is the evaluation trap — a structural pattern in which a foreign
or non-traditional platform performs successfully at demonstration, generates genuine enthusiasm from
technical evaluators, and then watches that enthusiasm dissipate as the decision migrates to acquisition
authorities who were not in the room and who have their own programme equities to protect. This pattern is
not inferred from hostile sources. It is a documented feature of how the U.S. acquisition system separates
technical assessment from programme authority, visible in rock-level analysis of that system's behaviour.

Technical evaluators assess what works. Programme managers assess what fits within an existing budget
architecture, an existing contractor relationship, and an existing requirements document. A platform that
scores exceptionally on the first axis can score zero on the second without anyone acting in bad faith. The
mitigation is not a better demonstration. It is concurrent engagement with programme authorities —
conducted before the demonstration, not after — so that enthusiasm generated at the evaluation level has a
programme-level sponsor ready to receive and act on it.

Red Team Finding [ROCK]:

If the first indication of programme-level resistance comes after demonstration success, the strategy has already lost
six to twelve months of the available window. Sponsor identification is not a post-demonstration activity. It is a pre-
demonstration requirement.

Challenge Two: Prime Contractor Containment

The entry strategy's complementary positioning reduces the surface area of direct competitive threat from
incumbent primes. It does not eliminate the incentive to contain. The prime contractor's rational response to
a credible complementary capability is to own the integration layer — providing the integration contract, the
programme management, the certification pathway, and the customer relationship, whilst progressively
constraining the foreign platform's commercial independence, direct customer access, and ability to capture
follow-on programme value.

This dynamic is not hypothetical. It is the standard outcome for foreign platforms entering the U.S. market
through prime partnerships without explicit contractual protections for their IP, interface specifications, and
customer access. The entry strategy identifies major U.S. prime contractors as potential integration partners.
It does not identify the contractual architecture required to protect the platform's independence within those
partnerships. The teaming agreement is where leverage is set. It cannot be recovered from the programme
management relationship.

Red Team Finding [ROCK]:

Partner engagement without prior IP and control clause architecture is not partnership development — it is the
beginning of a containment process the platform does not yet know it is in. The contractual protections must be
defined before the first substantive teaming conversation.
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Challenge Three: The ITAR Friction Layer

The integration of a foreign-origin communications platform into U.S. tactical command and control
architectures requires a Technical Assistance Agreement or Manufacturing Licence Agreement authorised by
the Directorate of Defense Trade Controls. This is a bedrock regulatory requirement, documented in official
DDTC materials. The process takes six to eighteen months under normal conditions and requires active
participation from the U.S. prime contractor, the foreign manufacturer, and the relevant DoD stakeholders. It
cannot be initiated after demonstration success. It must be initiated before the integration phase begins.

The entry strategy's pilot timeline does not account for this process. A brigade-level pilot conducted under a
temporary equipment loan arrangement is achievable on a compressed timeline. A brigade-level pilot
conducted under a programme of record with full C2 integration is not achievable until the regulatory
architecture is in place. These are not the same pilot in terms of programme pathway value. The distinction is
critical to timeline credibility.

Red Team Finding [BEDROCK]:

ITAR process initiation must begin concurrent with the demonstration phase. A demonstration that succeeds
technically but cannot be followed by a properly structured pilot because the regulatory architecture is not in place
is a demonstration that loses its own momentum. This finding is anchored in bedrock regulatory documentation.

Challenge Four: The 'Buy American' Political Exposure

The Trump administration's economic nationalism creates a political friction layer that is distinct from both
incumbent resistance and regulatory compliance, and is documented at bedrock level in official government
submissions. Routing U.S. defence dollars to a European manufacturer — however capable and however allied
— creates a political surface area that programme opponents can exploit regardless of technical merit. The
February 2026 Pentagon submission to the EU procurement consultation demonstrates that this
administration views foreign market access through an explicitly transactional lens. That lens applies inward
as well as outward.

The irony is structural: the same administration whose trade posture creates this friction has also been the
most aggressive in generating the operational urgency that makes the platform relevant. Both facts are
simultaneously true and both must be managed. The mitigation is a U.S. industrial footprint — manufacturing
partnerships, domestic content requirements, an industrial participation narrative that reframes the political
characterisation before it hardens into a blocking condition.

Red Team Finding [BEDROCK]:

A European platform that arrives in the U.S. market without a credible domestic industrial participation story is a
political target. The same platform with that story — anchored in a frontline ally spending 4.7% of GDP on defence
— is a political asset. The difference is architecture, not capability.

Challenge Five: SOCOM vs. Army Acquisition Dynamics

The entry strategy targets Army, Marine Corps, and SOCOM as equivalent phases in a parallel adoption plan.
They are not on the same clock and should not be resourced as though they are. SOCOM operates under a
separate acquisition authority with a faster decision cycle and greater technology adoption flexibility than
conventional force acquisition. A platform earning SOCOM operator endorsement can move from evaluation
to limited fielding under SOCOM's own budget authority in a compressed timeline. This is the fastest credible
pathway in the target set.
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The conventional Army acquisition pathway operates through a different requirements process, a different
budget architecture, and a different institutional timeline — measured in years, not quarters. SOCOM success
does not automatically generate Army programme momentum. It is, however, the most credible reference
point for making the case to Army acquisition authorities — if that case is actively made by the right actors at
the right stage. The sequence determines the clock. The entry strategy has not described it.
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What the Strategy Says and What It
Means

The entry strategy makes the capability case well. The technical argument is real, the market analysis is solid,
the competitive positioning is sensible. What it quietly assumes — and what the U.S. defence procurement
system will not quietly accept — is that the people with authority to say yes will be in the room when the
demonstration happens. They will not.

The gap between its capability narrative and its procurement strategy is the gap between knowing you have
something worth buying and understanding how this particular system decides to buy things. They are not the
same knowledge, and confusing them is expensive.

What the strategy gets right is the story it tells about the capability. A low-emission tactical communications
system developed in a threat environment that the U.S. military has not faced in two decades of asymmetric
conflict — manufactured by an ally on NATO’s eastern flank that is outspending almost every other partner in
the Alliance, now directly relevant to the contested electromagnetic environments that defence planners have
been warning about since 2014 and watching play out in real time. That is a genuinely compelling argument.
In March 2026, it is also a politically credible one in ways it was not twelve months ago.

What the strategy underweights is the institutional immune response. The U.S. defence procurement system
has evolved over decades to serve the needs of the programmes and relationships already inside it. This is not
cynicism — it is the predictable behaviour of a system optimised for continuity, not agility. A foreign platform
enters that system not as a threat to be blocked but as an anomaly to be routed — through the evaluation
process, through the certification process, through the integration layer — until it either finds a home inside
an existing programme structure or it runs out of time and runway.

The geopolitical context of early 2026 has shifted this dynamic in ways the original strategy did not anticipate.
European allies are spending more, demonstrating more, and being taken more seriously as capability
contributors precisely because the United States has made clear it expects them to carry more of the burden.
A platform from a frontline NATO ally with a combat record against Russian electronic warfare does not just
fill a technical gap. It embodies the very thing the Trump administration has been demanding from European
partners. A political argument as much as a technical one. The entry strategy has not yet made it.

The conflict in Ukraine adds a dimension that cuts both ways. The operational urgency is real, and it has
created a level of receptivity in the U.S. defence community to this class of capability that did not exist five
years ago. But urgency in the operational environment is not urgency in the acquisition environment. The
acquisition environment runs on budget cycles and authorisation processes that have their own institutional
tempo — and that tempo does not accelerate simply because the threat environment has. What urgency does
is open doors. Walking through them still requires the right map.

Narrative Finding [ROCK]:

The strategy has a compelling first act — the capability argument — and an underdeveloped second act — the
procurement navigation strategy. The geopolitical environment of March 2026 has handed the platform a third
argument it has not yet written: the political case for why a European ally's combat-tested technology, produced in
a country spending 4.7% of GDP on defence, is precisely what the Alliance's burden-sharing framework is supposed
to produce. That case does not replace the procurement strategy. It opens doors the capability argument alone
cannot.
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Analytical Conclusions

Seven findings. Each carries its source reliability classification. Where findings draw on a combination of
source types, this is noted and the finding is qualified accordingly.

The Capability Argument Is Sound. The Procurement Strategy Is Not.

The platform addresses a documented and material gap in U.S. electromagnetic survivability — a gap
established at bedrock level in the 2026 NDS. Its operational record is credible and its technical differentiation
is real. The entry strategy makes this case effectively. Where it is structurally deficient is in the translation
from capability argument to procurement strategy — the actors, mechanisms, decision nodes, and timeline
architecture that convert a compelling demonstration into a funded programme. These are different
documents. The current strategy has written only the first.

The Geopolitical Context Has Created a Third Argument the Strategy Has Not Yet Made.

A European-origin platform with a combat-validated record against Russian electronic warfare,
manufactured in a NATO frontline state spending 4.7% of GDP on defence — documented in bedrock
multilateral commitments and rock-level institutional data — enters the U.S. market in early 2026

carrying a political legitimacy signal that no domestic prime can replicate. This argument is distinct from

the capability case and more durable than the operational urgency argument. It has not been made
explicitly in the entry strategy.

Evaluation Success Is a Necessary Condition, Not a Sufficient One.

Demonstration performance at a U.S. national security evaluation facility establishes technical credibility. It
does not create acquisition momentum. The pathway from demonstration to programme-of-record runs
through programme offices, requirements documents, and budget processes structurally independent of the
evaluation facility — a distinction established in rock-level analysis of U.S. acquisition system behaviour.
Without a programme sponsor engaged before the demonstration, evaluation success becomes a reference
point, not a pathway.

Complementary Positioning Does Not Eliminate Prime Contractor Containment Risk.

The decision to position the platform as complementary to existing U.S. systems is analytically correct and
reduces the surface area of direct competitive threat. It does not eliminate the incentive for primes to seek
ownership of the integration layer. This dynamic is visible in rock-level analysis of how U.S. prime contractors
have historically responded to foreign platform entry. The contractual architecture to protect against it must
be defined before partner engagement begins.

ITAR Process Initiation Cannot Follow Demonstration Success.

The integration of a foreign-origin platform into U.S. tactical C2 architectures requires regulatory
authorisation taking six to eighteen months — a bedrock regulatory fact documented in official DDTC
materials. The entry strategy's pilot timeline does not account for this process. A demonstration that

succeeds technically but cannot be followed by a properly structured pilot because the regulatory

Proprietary

architecture is not in place loses its own momentum. ITAR initiation is a pre-demonstration programme
requirement.
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SOCOM Is the Fastest Credible Pathway and Should Be Sequenced First.

SOCOM's separate acquisition authority, faster decision cycle, and greater technology adoption flexibility
make it the most tractable near-term pathway in the entry strategy's target set. SOCOM operator endorsement
is also the most credible reference point for making the subsequent case to conventional Army acquisition
authorities — if that case is actively made, by the right actors, at the right stage. SOCOM and Army adoption
are not on the same clock.

The 'Buy American' Exposure Requires a Domestic Industrial Participation Narrative.

The Trump administration's economic nationalism creates a political friction layer for foreign-origin
platform procurement that operates independently of capability — documented at bedrock level in official
U.S. government submissions to EU procurement consultations in February 2026. The mitigation is

architecture: a credible domestic manufacturing partnership and industrial participation story

Proprietary

constructed before the exposure becomes a procurement blocking condition. A European platform that
arrives with this narrative is a political asset. One that arrives without it is a political target.
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