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Preface

This. report presents a probable Soviet doctrine for the military
use of outer space. It considers Soviet statements aboul general
military doctrine and the possible methods of exploiting outer space
for military purpeses along with examinations of the organization
and control of the Soviet space program and Soviet space prop-
aganda and diplomacy This report does not include an examination
of the various capabilities of the Soviet military gpuee program,
which has beenadequately presented in a number of other publica-
tions. The existence and capabilities of the Soviet military space
program, therefore, are accepted as given
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Sunimary

This report seeks to define Soviet military space doctrine, Anexamination of
Soviet views on their general military doctrine reveals that this dootrine de-
mands the inclusion of a strategy for using Soviet space-based military
capabilities: (Although the Soviet concept of the term doctrine is much more
precise than the Western concept, the Western understanding of the concept is
used herein) The key elements of Soviet military doctrine are the overwhetm-
ing offensive application of superior military force to further Soviet interests
and the combined arms approach to coriibat operations. Both of these elements
areequally essential for Soviet military space docirine, )

Consideration of Soviet statements on railitary space doctrine. revesls a
change.in Soviet public expressions followinig Moscow’s accession to-the 1067
Quter Space Treaty Before the treaty, Soviet views reflected a need bythe USSR
to defénd itself against attacks from outer space; after the treaty Sovigt com-
mentary changed in favor of tompléte insistence ona purely nonmilitary inter-
est inspace. This Soviet insistence, however, in compartison with actual Soviet
ruilitary space capabilities, oiily- Seemns to Buttress further the offensive and
independent (regarding the alleged action:reaction elerent of the arrs race)
nature of the Kremlin's military space program. Western analyses of the Soviet
space program provide convineing evidence of Moscow's intention to.acquire
military superiority in outer space. Soviet military space-capabilities iluminate
Soviet objectives in outer space much more effectively thantheir staterents do.

These analyses, along with an overview of the organization and control of the
Soviet space program and an examination of Soviet space propaganda and
diplomacy, which further underline the military nature of Soviet space
capabilities, permit the following determination of Soviét Military Space Doc-
trine:

The Soviet Armed Forces shall be provided withall reseurces neces-
sary to-attain and maintain rilitary superiority in outer space suffi-
cient both to deny the use of oufer space to other states and to
assure maximum space-based military support for Soviet offensive
and defensive combat operations on Jand, at sea, in air, and in outer
space.
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Soviet Military Space Do¢trine

1. Introduction

Considerable interest in the Soviet
space prograra is developing in the
West. Western analyses catalog a
continuous and in-depth Soviet drive
to improve on its current military
space capabilities and to develop
new ones as technological break-
throughs are achieved. Inevitably
questions arise; Why does the Soviet
Union need these military space
capabilities?; How da they intend to
use them?; and Why do the Soviet
authorities steadfastly refuse to ac-
knowledge that they have railitary in-
terests in outer space? This report.
will attermpt to answer these qies-
tions by presenting a Soviet military
space doctrine that elucidates the ul-
timate Soviet objectives in outer
space.

At the outset, it is important to
note that the Seviet Union has a
dynamie, expanding, and prodigious
railitary space program. This deter
minationis necessary because Soviet
propaganda would have the world
believe that the Soviet space pro-
gram is wholly peaceful in nature,
dedicated anly to scientific and eco-
nomie pursuits. In point of fact, how-
ever, the exact opposite is true: the
Soviet space program is not only
overwhelmingly military in nature,
but the civilian scientific and eco-
nomic aspects of the program are en-
tirely subordinate to the military
funetions. This is not to imply that
the nonmilitary benefits, including
ihose related to Soviet prestige re-
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garding space accomplishments, are
worthless; they are not. Within the
Soviet systemi; however, they are
simply not nearly g-iriportant as-the
military benefits. For these reasons,
it is. more accurate and more objec-
tive Lo refer to the Soviet space pro-
gram as the Soviet military. spuce
program and to-Soviet space doc-
trine as Soviet military space doc-
trine. .
Soviet propaganda, early in the
space age; expressed some interest
in the need to defend the USSR from
enemy. attacks from space, but now
even these statements are judged
inappropriate for the Soviet. prop-
aganda effort; only general state-
ments, which donot specifically ex-
clude: defense against space attack,

are permitted. Different approaches
to this issue center on what can be
construed as a space warfare func-
tion, that is, actual operations —
gither space- or land-based - to tle-
stroy enemy space systeros on the
one hand, and as space-based mili-
tary support functions for terrestrial
combat vpérations on the other This
issue goes beyond the issue of offen-
sive weapons versus defensive
weapons, for-it can be demonstrated
that-both of these functions could be
used to serve offensive and defensive
operations,

As for the actual Soviet military
space capabilitigs, it is beyond the
scope-of this report to give them due
consideration. There are numerous
publications that describe Soviet rail-

itary space capabilities in detail?
This report will aceept as a given the
vast space-based military capabili-
ties-of the Soviet Union in the fields
of reconnaissance and surveillance:
command, control, and eommunica-
tions; missile Jaunch detection and
early warning; metéoralogy; geodesy:
strabegic and tactical targeting and
weapons {such as its antisatellite
(ASAT) and laser programs). Also
accepted as a givends the largely mil-
Rary nature of manned Soviet space
systems, including their Salyut
space station, thelr Soyuz space-
ship, and theéir numerous manned
systems under developruent, irchud-
ing a modular space station, 4 space
plang, and a space shuttle. Purther-
more, glthough it can be diffieult to
distinguish between - offensive and
defensive functions in the relatively
unfamiliar envireament of outer
space; the mulitary nature of mich of
the USSR space vapabilities is
overwhelmingly offensive in charac-
ten, since that is the essence of their
military doctrine,

2. Soviet Military Doctrine —
General

The first step in developingan un-
derstanding of Soviet military space
dectrine is to establish an under-
standing of general Soviet military
doctrine, within which Soviet mili-
tary space doetrine functions. Since
the Soviet miiitary spuce program
did not begin until 1961, with the
launch of the first Soviet photore-
contialssance-satellite, this review of
general Soviet military doctrine will
begin with the most iminediate au-

thoritative statement of Soviet mili-
tary doctrine after 1961 — the frst
edition (published in 1962) of Mat-
shal of the Soviet Union (MSH) V
Sokolovskiy’s Voyennaya Strate-
Qiya(Mititary Strategy),

The first edition of Military
Strategy defines military doctrine as:
The expressivn of the acogpted
views of a state regarding the Jrobe
i of pobitival evaluation of fu-
ture wan, the state atbitude toward
was e determgnotiom af the satiere
of fudure way, prepavation of the
courdry for war in the scondrmic
and moral sense, wnd regerdiéng
the problems of orgewization ayd
preparation of Y armed forces, as
welkas of the method of waging war
Consequently, by wlitary doctrine
onie should wnderstard the system
of offictally approved widws on the
basic fundamentad problens af
(7
Exeept for the addition of the werds
“scientifically based" between the
words “dpproved” and “views" in the
last sentercé of the above passage,
this definition remained unclinged
in the second {published in 1863
and the third (pulilished in 1568) edi-
tionsof the buok®

Another Soviet, definition of mili-
tary doctrine appeared in 1965'in the
Dictionary af Baste Milildry Terms,
part of a series of Soviet books called
the Officer's Library;

A natiow's gfficially accepted sP8-
tern of seigntifically founded vieins
on the nature - of modern wars aid
the use of armed forées in them,
andalioon the requirements nris-
g From these views reqarding the



counley and its avmad forees being
made redatly for woar

Military doctring has (o aspects:
political and military-tectenienl.
The basic tenwts of @ iilitiry doc=
rine are detervgned by wonalion's
political and military lendership
aecurding o Hu sociopolitical or-
dor; the courdry's level of eco-
namic, sciertifie, and technologi-
cal devilopment; and the armed
Jorees' eombat material, with due
regard o the conclusions of mili-
tary seiench and the wews of the
probolile enemy.?

Perhaps the most authoritative
Soviet treatment of this subject can
b found in the Sowiet Militwry Ev~
cyclopedia (SME), an sight-volume
compendivm publishied between
1976 and 1980 under the direction of
thee Chief of the Saviet General Staff,
MSU N. Ogarkow The SME may:in
fact beintended {o replace Military
Strategy as the definitive Soviet
comment on milithry matters, Its del-
inition. of *military dectring”™ covers
aver four pages bl text and begins as
follows:

Military Dogtring, a system of
vrewsadoptedén g slate fora given
pericd of time on the ohjecdlives
and character of v posstble war on
preparatcn of the country and
armed forces Jor war and on
methods of waging the war Mili-
tary doctrine nsually determines
the ewemy who will kave to be
Jought in a possible war; the
choraeter and objectives of a war
in which a state and its armed
Jorees will ape W participude, amd
thedr mdssions; whald wemed jorees

are needed for successful covduct
of v war and the directions in their
development; prroesdures Jor pre-
pasring the cowrtry for war; und
wethods of waging war The basie
provisioms of military doctrine are
determinnd by the social-political
and econamic systemy level of pro-
duction, status of e means jor
wiging way, and the geographic
pasttion of one’s glen aad the prob-
able enemy's counlry; and they
also stem frovy o state’s domestic
wndjoveigu policy.
Military doctrine distinguishes
twn closely related ownd matuadly
dependent aspects — political wand
mititdry-techyiedl, with: the lpad-
ey role played by the former. The
pubitical gspect takes dn malters
woncerting the politicnl objectives
aned character of @avar and their
affect on the development of the
armed forces tnd the cousdry's
preparation for wax The mititary-
techatend aspect, in coRfornatly
with the politicul provistons, -
chides  moalters  concerwing
methods of waging war, wmilitary
development, the. techadoal oulfit-
ting of arwed forces, and keeping
turmed forces edmbut ready.®

The SME then proceeds to offer a
historieal averview, based on a Soviet
Marxist-Leninist- analysis, of the de-
veloprent of military doctrine, with
discussions of the military doctrines
of various nations (the United States,
the United Kingdom, the Federa) Re-
pibslie of Germany and Japan) pre-
ceding the description of Soviet mili-
tary docirine. This approach is in-
tended to emphasize. the cordrast

between the "aggressive™ military
doetrine of imperialist/capitalist
states and the "peace-loving™ milic
tary doctrine of socialist states; The
SME then provides a brief history of
the -developrient of Soviet military
doctrine, culminating with the
staterent:
Contemporary Soviet military
dactrire is o systéem of guiding
principles and scientificully
grownded views of the CPSU
{Communist Party. of the Soviet
thionfand Soviet Governmenton
the essence, choracter, and
methods. of waging 4 war et
might be imposed on the Soviet
Union by imperiatists; ondonmil-
Hary development and prepara-
tion of the Armed Forces and the
country for defeating the aggres-
sor?

This is further amplified by claim-
ing that:
Soviet mititary docirine 18 uni-
Jora for all the Armed Forees. This
means that s concepls have
identical itmporiance both for the
Soviet military struclture as o
whaole and for each Service of the
Armed Forces. The militory-tech-
nical aspect of Soviel military doc-
trine envisuges, n.case of an ag-
gressor's attack, the conduct of de-
cisipecombat operations-using the
entive malitary whghl of the coun-
iy and.its Armed Forces. Soviet
wmilitary doctrine proceeds from a
madtitide of forms and methods of
geceomplishing military vissions
in . a possible war Along with the
attack ns the decisive kind of mili-
tary oparation, i alse recoguizes

the prineciple of defense on the
strategic, operational, and tactical
scale. But defense is viewed in
Soviet witlitary doctrine as a tem-
porary ond forced kind. of military
operation, which may be employed
pmma.nly on those awes wid in
those instances whire thera ave in-
sufficient forces and weapons, and
time must be gatned to build them
upand ereate conditions for a sub-
segquent trangition.to.a decisive at-
tack.”

These definitions of military doc-
trine are not exceptionally divergent
in their essence, aspecially consider-
ing the different purposes of the pub-
lications. within which. they appear
There are, however, a ninmber of im-
portant- issues that require further
clarification, Foremost among these
is the division of wiillitary doctrine
into- political and military-téchiical
aspects, The Soviets emphasize that
the political takes precedence, for it
is Marxist:Leninist principles. that
determine the class essence of war
and purportedly prevent the USSR
from initiating “unjust, predatory
wars." Furthermore, as the GPSU
controls all aspects of Soviet society,
s0 ‘also does it control the Soviet
Armed Porees, insuring that they will
successfully protect the regime in-
ternally and support the regime’s ob-
Jjectives externally. The primiacy of
the political aspect also serves toun-
derline the-dynamic nature of Soviet
miilitary doctrine: note that the SME,
in the first senteénce of its definition,
stresses that military doctfine is
“adopted ... for a given period of
time...." It is therefore expected to



change as conditions and circum-
stances warrant.

The military-technical element of
Soviet military dottring is concerned
with: general policy guidance reégard-
ing the preparation of the Arred
Forces to execute the political goals
of the CPSU, The concern here is not
with tactics, or even strategy:
Military strategy ovcupies a sub-
ordinate position with regard-to
military doctrine. Military doe-
trine determines overall policy, in
principle; while military strategy,
starting from this gverall policy
develops and investigates concrete
problems touching upon the na-
ture of future way, the preparation
of u country for war, the organiza-
tion of the Armed Forces, and the
methods of warfare.®
inthis sense, then, it is important o
rwte that the Seviet understanding of
the termdoctrine is much more care-
fuity defined than Western use-of this
veem. Therefore, in this sense, it
wottld be ihaceurate to.claim that the
USSR has a military $pace dociring
from the Seviet standpoint it might
bera military space strategy or policy,
but not a-doctrine, For the purposes
of this study, however; doctrine, un-
less specified to the contrary, will be

used in the broader Western context.

Two other aspects of Soviet will-
tary doctrine merit further elabora-
tion. Onie is.the primacy of the offen~
sive, in recognizing the attack as the
decisive kind of military operation;
the other refers to the uniformity of
the concepts of Soviet military doc-
trine in theiv application to the Soviet

Armed Forees as a whole and to each

of the five Servicés of the Soviet mili-
tary® These points are of speédial in-
terest in considering Soviet military
space doctrine, for they emphasize
that the role of the Strategic Rocket
Forces.and the Air Defense Forces,
the-two Soviet Armed Services most
deeply Involved in the Soviet space
program, in overall Soviet military
doctrine is equivalent to that of the
other Soviet Armed Services. Cer-
tainly, then, Soviet military doctrine,
requiring overwhelming force 1o de-
feat. completely any enemy, while
preserving the homeland, is suffi-
clently well developed to include
space operations withinits-scope.

3. Soviet Views of Military
Space Doctrine

a. Soviet Statements
Before 1967

Given the dynamic nature of
Soviet military doctrine, it follows
that the Soviet leadership began
formulating a decirine concerning
the military use of space al some
point in the 1950s, Whether this
process began before or after tie
taunching of Sputnik (October 1957
is unknewn, but it most likely was
underway by thetime the Soviek mili-
tdry space program began in 1961
Moscow does not, 4t the moment,
admit that # has a military space
prograny consegquently it does not
admit to pussessing a corresponding
doctrine for the use of its milary
space capabilities: It clearly has oy,
however, as will be shown by this
chronalogical svaluation of Soviet
statements on these issues. Mure

evidence will be provided in later
sections; which consider the grgani-
zation of the Soviet military space
program and Soviet space prop-
aganda and diplomacy

The first: edition of Sokelovskiy's
Military Strategy provides the start
ing point for this-consideration ofthe
Soviet view of military: space doc-
tring, This edition ¢ontained ar en-
tire- subsection, entitled “The Prob-
lems of Using OQuter Space for Mili-
tary Purposes.” under a larger sec-
tion, “Methods. of Conducting Mod-
ern Wan™in Chapter VI, “Methods of
Conducting Warfare.” This highly
polemical subsection concentrates
entirely on the “aggressive military
purposes” of the imperialist forcesin
their pursuil of “the mastery of
space.” The United States, especially,
is singled out, with the.claim that its
space program-is essentially military
in nature, Various US satellive pro-
grams in reconnaissance ("espio-
nage™), navigation, and communica-
tions are briefly discussed, as are US
plans for such space systems as
“satellite bombers,” “manned space
bombers,” “orbital bombers” and
“carrier-satellites - (antisatellites)
with antimissile missiles and inter-
ference apparatus.” Sokolovskiy also
claimed that “a considerable part of
the US program of the mastery of
space for military purposes is the
creation of antispace weapons for
the destruction of aerspiace ve-
hicles,” The Soviets reachied the fol-
lowing conclusion:
In this regard Soviet military
strategy takes drito aecount the
noed for studying questions on the
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use of outer spave and gerospacs
vehicles to strangthen: the defense
of the socialist countries, This must
be dong to insurethe safety of vur
country, n the interest of Gl
soctalist covperation, for the pres-
ervation of peace in the world. It
would be a mistake to aliow the
imperialist camp to achizve
superiority in this field. We must
oppose the tmperiqlists with more
affective means and methods. for
the usé of space for defense Pur-
poses. Only tn this way cin we
Jaree them 1o rentunce the use of
space Jor a4 destructive and devus-
taling warie

Inva different section of the same
chapter, Sokolovskiy mentions the
importange of antisir, antintissile,
and-antispace defonise s factors in
defending the USSR and the
possibility of using “a stream of
high-speed neutrons” to. defeat. in-
coming rockets 1 Space also was dis-
cussed-in Chapter 10, “Military Strat-
egy of Imperialist Countries and
Thelr Preparations of New Wars,"
which offered a general bréakidown
of the US space programiin 4 fairly
straightforward ‘manner: and in
Chapter IV “Nature of Modern War®
which mentioned the influence
space systems are expected tohave
infuture wars:
The achievements of modern séi-
ence, lechnology, and industry 40
the creation and production of ni-
clear charges, rockets of differeva
ypes and classes, and military
radio-electrondcs constitute the
base upon which the entive system
of ermament of a modern army is



constructed. It must be assumed
thatin the near future radical cor-
rections will be able to be intro-
ducedinto this system asaresult of
the incorporation. of various cos-
mie means. All of this in turn.con-
ditions the nature of a fulure way,
the methods of waging it, and the
principles of erganization of the
armedforces.

The conclusion also contained a
reference to the military use of outer
space:

The methods of waging war as a
whole are expressed by the totality
of thetypes of military actions: nu-
clear rockel strikes...; proteclion
of a couniry and its armed forcas
against nuclear rockel strikes; ac-
tions in land thealers, and actions
in naval theaters and probable
Lypes of military aclions tn space.
Because in recent years the im-
perialist aggressors have devoted
great attention to a study of he
possibilities of carrying out mili-
tary actions in space; and through.
space, Soviet military strategy
cannot ignore this fact and musi
study the possibililies opening up
inthis sphere of military action.

The second edition, published only
1 year after the first, contained some
changes, but these were mainly addi-
tions of updated information. There
were no significant omissions. For in-
stance, the second edition men-
tioned the possibility of studying the
use of lasers, plasma (ball lightning),
antimatter systems, and antigravity
as weapons; emphasized a number of
Soviet space accomplishments, in-
cluding the flight of the first woman

astronaut, as evidenice of “the tre-
mendousachievements of the Soviet
Union;” and claimed that the United
States is planning to usethe moon for
military purposes.?

A more notable addition con-
cerned the inclusion of outer space
as an area that may be used for mili-
tary operations in a future war. In the
first edition: concern wds éxpressed
for the "enormous dimensions” of a
future war, which was expected to
“encorapass practically every conti-
nent of the world,” but no specific
direct mention of outer space was
made in that context. The second
edition supplements this concern
with the statement: “The concept of
‘geographic expanse’ of war in the fu-
ture will require a substantial sup-
plementation inasmuch as military
operations may embrace outer
space.” s The similarities between
the first two editions of Military
Strategy are extensive largely be-
cause they were published so close
to each other.in time. The third edi-
tion contained many changes, but be-
fore these can be considered another
source of Soviet military space doc-
trine from the mid-1860s will be con-
sidered.

The 1865 publishing of the Dics
tionary of Bastic Military Terms in-
troduced a series of open Soviet
staternents on -the military uses of
space. Some of these statements,
however, are allegedly non-Boviet in
nature, whichisindicated by append-
ing the qualifier “foreign" in paren-
theses after the title of the term
being defined. This is a common
Soviet propaganda tactic, which

permits the discussion of sensitive or
controversial topics and concepts
without sdmitting that the Soviets
possess similar-oridentical views on
the subjects. Use of the qualifier
“foreign™ is particularly widespread
in Soviet treatment of military space
issues, largely: because Soviet prop-
aganda denies any Soviet military
exploitation of outer space. Moscow
is then free, supposedly, to- discuss
US military space programs while
denying the existence of equivalent
Soviet capabilities. As shall be shawn
below, however, Soviet use of the
qualifier “foreign” provides. an addi-
tional indicater of the actual, though
unstated, Soviet-approach to the use
of its military space systems. And, in
any case, simply appending the word
“foreign™to a concept does not mean
that the Soviets are not involved in
the activity It only meéans that they
will-not admit their involvement.
The Dictionary of Basic Mititary
Terms includes a definition of SPACE
(AEROSPACE) DOCTRINE (space-
related subject headings from- this
and other Soviet sources are
capitalized), qualified as “foreign™
“A doctrine envisaging active hos-
tilities in space, and regarding mas-
tery of space as an important pre-
requisite for achieving victory in
war” The definition of MILITARY
SPACE SYSTEMS, howdver, is not
qualified as “foreign™ “Systems used
for military purposes in space,
ramely, to carry nuclear weapons, to
conduct reconnaissance, taorganize
radio-countermeasures, o effect
communication and control, and to
destroy space vehicles, ‘Military
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space systems will inelude various
types of artificial earth satellites and
space ships, such as missile-armed
satellite bombers, manaed space
bombers, ote” ANTISPACE DE-
FENSE alsois not listed as “foreign™
A coniponent part of air defense.
Thy main purpose of antispace de-
Jense is lo destroy space systems
used by the enemy for miltitary
purposes, in thetr ortrits, The prin-
cipal mewns of anlispace defense
are special spaceciafl and peldcles
(e.q., satellite-interoeptors), which
may be controlled ¢ither from the
grousd or by specinl craws. v

ftis important to note that this defi-
nition refers to destroying space sys-
temis “in their orbits,” it does not,
therefore, apply to antiballistic
issile systems, which are the re-
sponsibility of the dntimissile de-
fense component of the Air Defense
Forges This passage can beinter-
preted in two ways: either the USSR
has, or intends to develop, satellite-
interceptors {ASATS), orthe United
States has them to'use against “the
enemy” — which ¢ould .only be the
Soviet Union: Either way, theimplica-
tion.is cleary the Soviets have, or in-
tend to develop, military space sys-
tems: They tested their first ASAT in
1968.

This publicationr also defines
AIR:AND-SPACE SUPREMACY —
“Attainment of an advantageous po-
sition by a given eountry in the
means of air-and-space attack, and in
the use of space for military pur-
poses”; AEROSPACE OPERATIONS
-~ "Qffensive operations effected by
means of missiles-and aviation... for



the purpose of destroying (neutraliz-
ing) objectives on land, on water, and
in the air...” and AEROSPACE
FORCES — A major foriation con-
sisting of units and formations armed
with the means of aerospace attack:
They ¢onstitute the basis of the air
forces of the US and NATO, and are
the principal strategic weapons” All
of these are qualified as "foreign”¥
Several other relevant definitions,
however, are not so qualified: AERO-
SPACE ATTACK — “An attack from
the air and from space, made with
misstles and aviation ... for the pur-
pose of destroying (neytralizing).ob-
jectives on land, on water, or in‘the
air”, MEANS OF AIR AND SPACE
ATTACK — “Weapons used to inflict
strikes from the air (or from space),
on aboveground (or underground}
and abovewater (or underwater) ob-
jectives,and to.destroy targets inthe
air or in space. Means of air and space
attack include: ... orbital and aero-
space craft, carrying or capable of
carrying various munitions (fmeans
of destruction);” and RECONNAIS-
SANCE SATELLITE:

A space vehicle specially equipped
with reconnaissance instruments,
injected into a given orbitforintel-
ligence purposes. A reconnais-
sance satellite may be launched
nto space in order o reconnoiter
enemy ground installations and to
determine their coordinales; to de-
teot launchings of intercontinental
ballistic missiles; to detect sub-
marines and nuclear explosions;
to identify enemy satellites in or-
bit; ete. The reconnaissance in-
Jormation obtoined muay be re-
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turned to earth in containers or
may be transmitted auto-
adically.*°

The inconsistencies in the Soviet
use of the gualifier “foreign” in the
Dictionary of Basic Military Terms
are’ glaring, except. in the case of
ANTISPACE DEFENSE: at this point
in time, 1965, it was still pérmissible
for the USSR to admit aninterest in
defending itself from arn attack from
space. For the other concepts, it ap-
pears that the Soviets are attempting
to distinguish between the posses-
sion of aerospace weapons and mili-
tary support capabilities (MILITARY
SPACE SYSTEMS, AEROSPACE AT
TACK, MEANS OF AIR AND SPACE
ATTACK, and RECONNAISSANCE
SATELLITE) by both the US and the
USSR on one hand and the way these
weapons and systems would be used
(SPACE (AEROSPACE} DOCTRINE,
AIR-AND-SPACE SUPREMACY, and
AEROSPACE OPERATIONS), ie.,
aggressively by the United States,
defensively by the Soviet Union, Only
AEROSPACE FORCES seems out of
place under this scenario. Despite
these inconsistencies in the applica-
tion of the qualifying term “foreign,”
the  Dictiomary of Basic Military
Terms is essentially consistent with
Soviet statementsin the first two edi-
tions. of Sokolovskiy, with ANTI-
SPACE DEFENSE presented in a
moré detailed manner.

b. Soviet Statements
Afler 1967
Until 1865, the Soviet leadership,

while condemning US military use of
space and not admitting, outright,

any Soviet military use of space,
nonetheless was sufficiently vagus in
some of their statements to indicate,
at least, an intention to explore the
possibilities of defending the USSR
froma spaceborne attack, and, by ex-
tension, to deny an opponent the op-
portunity to gain supremacy in
space. In the Soviet view, such an ob-
Jective is best accomplished by the
Soviet acquisition of such supre-
macy; the idea of maintaining a bal-
ance or “staying even” with a foe is
alien to Soviet military thought. Such
stateraents are not usually made
openly, due to propaganda consid-
erations, but they clearly are traplied
insome of the statements considered
above. In 1987, however, Mascow
signed the Treaty on Principles Gov-
erning the Activities of States in the
Exploration and Use of Outer Space,
including the Moon and Other Celes-
tial Bodies (hereinalter referred to
as the Quter Space Treaty). That
event marked a perceptible change
in Soviet staternents regarding the
military use of space. The treaty pro-
hibits the placing of “nuclear or any
other weapons of mass destruction”
in orbit around theé earth, on the
moon, or any other celestial body, or
anywhere else in outer space; it also
limits the use of the moon and other
celestial bodies exclusively to peace-
ful purposes® The treaty does not,
however, restrict the use of space for
communications, reconnaissance,
early warning, or othéer military sup-
port functions. It also, of course, does
not restrict the stationing of nonnuc-
lear weapornis in outer space (except
on celestial bodies, apparently).
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Moscow's acceptance of the treaty’s
provisions, nonetheless, caused
some noticeable changes in Soviet
rhetoric concerning their alleged de-
dication 1o the peaceful use of 6uteér
space.

The third edition of Military
Strategy (published in 1968), in par-
ticular, reflected this change of em-
phasis. The entire section entitled
“The Problems of Using Quter Space
for Military Purposes” previously
found in Chapter IV was omitted,
with much of the material located in-
stead in Chapter I, “The Military
Strategy of Imperialist Countries.”»2
This was obviously an attempt to
buttress the Soviet claim that only
the imperialists seek to exploit outer
space for military purposes. Several
key passages, which indicate a con~
cern that the USSR not allow the
West to gain superiority in outer
space, were also omitted. (see the
passagaes sourced under footnotes 10
and 13), eliminating any indication
that the Kremlin might be developing
its own military space program. On
the other hand, two passages that
remained in the third edition of Mili-
tary Strategy seem to indicate an
unalterable Soviet interest in explor-
ing the development of military
space teehnology: one wus men-
tioned above (see the passage
sourced under footnote 123; the
other, in referring to the develop-
ment of Antispace Defense, states
that “...as surely as an offensive
weapon is created, a defensive ane
will be t00.7%3 As a result of the Outer
Space Treaty, therefore, the Soviet
leadership had begun restricting the



permissible boundaries of discussion
regarding Soviet interest in the mili-
tary use of duter space, even though
such discussions had alivays been
franied in terms of defense against
eneiny space attacks: This tendency,
as described below, has become more
pronouncedin the coming years.

The miast authoritative Soviet
opinions on military space doctrine
are found in the Soviet Military En-
cyclopedia {(SME). The SME reflects
the continued evolution of the
USSR's public stance on the militari-
zation of space. This evolution; as
traced in the above sources ag well as
in the SME, has the Soviets move
from 4 position of open, though
cautious, interest in the use of outer
space for military purposes, to a
more restricted expression of
defense-oriented concern that they
not be outflanked, to the final, cur-
rent position thiat the Soviet Union
has nointerest in military space sys-
tems. Certain themes throughout
this period have remained constant:
it has always been the imperialist ag-
gressors who have sought to exploit
outer space for military purposes,
while the Soviets have sought only
peaceful scientific and economic
pursuits in space: These themes will
be given further emphasis in Part 5,
below

In'the SME the following subjects
congider the military usé of space
and are therefore qualified as
“foreign™ ANTISPACE DEFENSE,
SPACE WAR, SPACE RECONNALS-
SANCE, BSPAGE WEAPONS,
SUPREMACY IN SPACE, SELEC-
TION OF AEROSPACE TARGETS,
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MEANS OF DETECTING AERO-
SPACE TARGETS, and THE AERO-
SPACE SITUATION, The riew defini-
tion of ANTISPACE DEFENSE is
particularly interesting, for several
reasons: L reads:

A complex of forces-and weapons
as well as the measwres and ac-
tions undertaken lo detect and de-
Jeat (disable) enemy spacecrafi.
Defenise against space systems
usually includes various fucilities
Sor moritoring space and for de-
Jeating (disabling) spacecraft. Bal-
listic missile detection radass,
other radars, electro-optical sta-
tions, powerful space tracking
telescopes; und other facilities and
data solaves ave used for monwitor-
ing owter space. Data from all
sourdes comies thio q processing
ventey, equipped with-a complex of
high-speed computers, wheve the
orbital parammeters, parent coun-
try, and purpose of space objects
are determined and wheve they
are cttdlogued. Target desigrnation
data for Gulercepting the space-
erafl gre developed where neges-
sary. The intercepl and defeut
(disabling) of an enemy spacecragft
may be accomplished by special
systems. that support the lawnch. of
antomatic satellite interceptors
and their guidance to the spuce-
erqft destgnated for destruction, It
i also accomplished by antinis-
sile fire complexes, [antiballistic
missile systems]. 4

Not only is ANTISPACE DEFENSE
now attributed 1o foreign sources, it
is no longer described as a compo-
nent of air defense. Moreover, the

1965 definition concentrated solely
on the “destruction” of enemy
spacecraft, using the Russian word
“unichtozhieniye,” which eleirly
translates into “destroy” The 1978
definition, however; uses the Russian
word *porazheniye,” implying a more
general concept such as'to “defeat,
disable, or take out of action.” Anti-
space Defense cari thus be accom-
plished throughsuch means as blind-
ing satellite sensors, jamming com-
muhications, and destruction of
ground installations 4s well ss the
destruction of ‘the spatecraflt itself,
The 1978 definition also:includes the
means of detection, tracking, and
identification -of enemy spacecraft,
items that were absent from the 1965
definition, presumably because that
definition of ANTISPACE DEFENSE
was not qualified as “foreign." The
Soviet military, however, has con-
tinued to test its ASAT system The
changes described above, therefore,
are wholly rhetorical in nature,

The BME describes SPACE WAR as
military operations using space and
antispace resources and systems
with the aim of weakening the
enemy’s space forces or achieving
supremacy in outer space. This can
be accomplished via the "destruction
[unichtozheniye] or disabling” of
enemy military spacecraft; the use of
space systems for reconnaissance,
early warning, navigation, communi-
cations, meteorology, geodesy, and
targeting for nuclear strikes; as well
as'the use of spacecralt équipped for
operations against-objectives on the
earth's surface. (SPACE WAR pre-
sumably can include space-to-

ground strikes against space launch
facilities ‘and space command and
communications centers.) All as-
pects of SPACE WAR are attributed
exclusively to ‘the United States;
there is no mention of a.Soviet need
to guard against such warfare,
though the Quter Space Treaty and
other international agreements de-
signed to limit the militarization of
space are noted. The only comment
on'the Soviet space program is lim-
ited to a statement of its totally
pedceful nature?® I ocould. easily;
however, despite Sovietclaims tothe
contrary, be posited that'this entry
offers a blueprint for planned Soviet
rudlitary operations in space,

SPACE RECONNAISSANCE, de-
fined as “measures for acquiring in-
telligence through the use of cosmic
means,” is also attributed solely to
the US military, While the SME men-
tions ballistic missile early warning
and nuclear detonation detection as
elements performed by space recon-
naisgarnce satellites; no mention. is
made of the right to use national
techriical means of verification for
the monitoring of nuclear arms Hini-
tation -agreements (nor is it men-
tioned that, under 'the terms of the
relevant treaties, it is illegal to im-
pede- such treaty verification meas-
ures). The implication is that the
United States conducts space recon-
naissance only for espionage pur-
poses, The Soviets admit-that it “is
difficult to take active countermeas-
ures against™ such reconnaissance,
but suggest (presumably to Soviet
officers) that “special measures® be
“taken to concesl military installa-
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tions."®® (As noted. above, space re-
connaissance, under the heading
RECONNAISSANCE SATELLITE,
was not'qualified as “foreign” irt the
Dictionary of Basic Military
Terms.)

SPACE WEAPONS are described
as “equipment designed to.perform
military misgsions in ot from space,”
including such equipment “located
oncelestial bodies” Again, all exam:
ples are described as thoseof the US
Armed Forces. The various types of
SPACE WEAPONS include automa-
tic satellites for radar ferret and
photoreconnaissance, navigation,
communications, meteorology, geod-
esy, early warning, -and nuclear deto-
nation detection, as well as “manned
spacecraft, aerospacevehicles, orbit-
ing space stations;” and the “reusable
space shuttie.” The latter is de-
scribed as a particularly effective
space weapon, whether ¢onducting
missions onits own'or supporting the
operations of orbiting spdce. sta-
tions*” Insisting that only the United
States possesses such weapons and
systems, when the USSR either has
or.is actively developing all of them,
stretches the bounds ‘of credibility
too far: how cdn statements of Soviet
peaceful intentions regarding outer
space be taken seriously when Mos-
cow so duplicitously distorts the ac-
tual situation?

SUPREMACY IN SPACE is de-
scribed as “a situation in which the
military space systems of one side
have décisive superiority over the
systems -of the other side. The side
dominant in space-is capable of per-
forming its missions without signifi-
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cant enemy opposition.” Further-
more, “superiority in" the gquantity
and quality of space systems-is im-
portant for achieving supreracy in
space.” While space-based military
support ‘tissions figure in this de-
termination, “military space weap-
ong capable of destroying tdargets in
space as well as ground (or naval)
objects dre of decisive importance,”
SUPREMACY IN SPACE, finally, “is
examined on a global scale and.not
tied to a-theater of operations, the
territory of individual countriés, or
rilitary coalitions;” it “encorpasses
all of space, both close and distant."2®
While the SME repeatedly mentions
that these are the views of “foreign
military experts," there can be no
doubt that the Soviet leadership
holds similar views, particularly
when one considets the military
space capabilities of the Soviet
Union.

The other three items that deal
with the military use of space, and
are therefore qualified by the term
“foreign,” are more {ectinical in na-
ture than the-entries already consid-
ered. SELECTION. OF AEROSPACE
TARGETS is concerned with the dif-
ferentiation of targetable objects in
alr or space from a background of
false images created by natural or
manmade interference with the
means of detection® MEANS OF
DETECTING AEROSPACE TAR-
GETS briefly discusses the use of
radar to monitor the aeérospace envi-
ropiment as an element of antiair,
antimissile, and antispace defenses®
THE AEROSPACE SITUATION is de-
scribed as the general conditions

prevalent in airand space-over a spe-
vific period of time. Thisineludes the
presence of manmade objects in
space, the means of tracking them in
space and as they return to earth,
and various natural phenomens,
such as meteorites and climatic con-
ditions. The SME notes here that the
nations of the world have agreed not
to orbit nuclear weapons® These
passages reflect just how hypocriti-
cal the Soviet leadership is in regard
tothe military use of space. While the
Soviets openly discuss military re-
quirements and principles for their
ground, rocket, 2ir and naval forces,
they do not-do so for the military
forces they have or may develop te
usein space, even when the purpose
of these forces could be couched in
purely defensive terms.

The SME offers definitions of 2
number of other possibly military-
oriented, space-related subjects that
areé not.claimed fo be foreign in na-
ture. These include: AEROSPACE
VEHIGLES, THE 1967 QUTER
SPACE TREATY, ARTIFICIAL
EARTH SATELLITES, SPACE
‘COMMUNICATIONS, SPACE 8YS-
TEM, S8PACE TECHNOLOGY,
SPACECRAPT, SPACE LAW, COS-
MONAUTICS, COSMOS, METEOR-
OLOGICAL SATELLITE, SPACE
STATION, SPACE PLANE, SALYUT,
SOYUZ, and TRANSPORT SPACE-
CRAPFT (There aré others that deal
with various natural phenomena and
purely téchnicalissues that need not
be considered.)

AEROSPACE VEHICLES are de-
seribed as 2 class of fiying vehicles
that can achieve near earth orbit in
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space and also maneuver in the at-
mosphete with the help of aerady-
namic forces; An example is the US
space-shutile, which the Soviets-des-
ignate as the “reusable transport
spaceship.” The entry mentions that
anumber of countries began work on
developing such vehiclés for military
purposes inthe 19505 and 1960s and
then cites only the US space shuttle
as an example® The SME, therefore,
does not exclude the possibility that
the USSR is developing such a ve-
hicle. The Soviet deséription of THE
1967 QUTER SPACE TREATY is
Tairly straightforward and nonpelem-
ical; although it {s noted that the Tre-
aty's intentis {oavert an ayms race in
space, no.state isaccused inthis arti-
cle of hindering such a develop-
ment? Likewise, in the passage on
ARTIFICIAL EARTH SATELLITES,
the SME is largely concerned with
technical and orbital characteristics,
The varigus. types of satellites are
discussed with Soviet (only non-
military) and Western examples pro-
vided. It is noted that some- countries
use satellites: to perform military
functions -such as photoreconnais-
sance; radar ferret collection, ballis-
ticmissile launch detection, and wilis
tary communications. Again, the
SME dees not specifically deny that
the USSR uses satellites for such
purposes. But neither is such Soviet
usage affifmed®

The SME definitions of SPACE
COMMUNICATIONS and SPACE
SYSTEM again are largely technical
in nature. The use of satellites for
military communications is briefly
described ~ with appropriate exam-



ples from US and Western systems—
and a SPACE SYSTEM is defined asa
complex of interworking facilities on
earth and in orbit designed to per-
form tasksin space and from space3
SPACE TECHNOLOGY is also limited
to & brief, nonpolemical description
involving the accormplishment of
various scientific¢ and applied objec-
tives. No mentionis made of any mili-
tary exploitation of $PACE TECH-
NOLOGY

The SME entry on SPACECRAPT
offers a fairly detailed description of
the various types of satellites and
manned vehicles that operate in
outer spice, noting that they can per-
form various scientific, economic
(commercial), and military func-
tions, Predictably, the SME empha-
sizes that it is only abroad, especially
in the Uniteéd States, that specialized
spacecraft are used for military pur:
poses. The major types listed by the
SME — reconnaissance, navigation,
communications, and multipurpose
- are broken down by category-and
discussed in somie detail, in a fairly
straightforward manner. Itis evident
from the passage that the Soviets do
not consider all ¢ommunications
satellites to be military in nature
(even some nonmilitary US exam-
ples are offered). On the other hand,
while the SME discusses all of the
different types of military support
satellites, no mention is made of
space weapons such as ASATS 7

The Soviet definition of SPACE
LAW follows the standard pattern of
exaggerating the Soviet role in fos-
tering the peaceful use of space, but
otherwise presents a nonpolemical
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overview of the important interna-
tional agreéments that Have come to
regulate the use and exploration of
outer space. The SME notes that
these agreements have succegded so
far in achieving only a limited de-
militarization of space, since. “subor-
bital flights of military objects
through outer space” have not been
affected. It is also noted that the
United States and'the Soviet Union
have agreed that national technical
means of verification are permissible
for the monitoring of arms control
agreements, and that these functions
may be performed by SPACE TECH-
NOLOGY.?® Soviet inconsistencies in
discussing national technical means
of vérification, however, raise a ques-
tion regarding their intention to
comply with existing treaties (see
the SME entry on SPACE:RECON:
NAISSANCE above).

The entry on COSMONAUTICS is
entirely dévoted to technical and his-
torical information; it discusses US,
as well as Soviet, manned space
flights without any reference to the
military use of space? The SME'S
description of the COSMOS series of
Soviét satellites, of course, also refers
only to peaceful séientific and eco-
noriic exploitation of outer space, al-
though virtually all unmahned Soviet
military spacecraft are given a Cos-
mos designation®® The passage on
METEQOROLOGICAL SATELLITES
follows the same pattern, mentioning
US and Soviet programs and referr-
ing only to nonmilitary functions®
The Soviet designation for SPACE
STATION (literally, “Orbital Station™)
covers the same ground while dis-

cussing the Soviet Salyut series and

" the US Skylab program; there are no

references to sither having a military
funétion

Of particular interest is the SME
entry-on the subject SPACE PLANE
(literally, “Orbital Aireraft™), which is
not qualified as foreign. It reuds, initg
entirety:

 SPACE PLANE, q reusable, piloted

aerospace vehicls. A special fea-

L. ture of its flight is its ability 1o

enter and achigve near earth orbil,
descend from orbit for maneuvers
in the dense layers of the atms-
phere (using aerodynamic forees),
and return to a new orbil in outer
space. ¥

‘While such a spacecraft, as noted in
the SME entry on AEROSPACE VE-
HICLES, would apparently be used
to supply orbiting space stations, it
would -lso have a broad range of
possible military functions, including
surveillance. Such functions are not
included in the entry on AERO-
SPACE VEHICLES, though the dis-
tussion of the US space shuttle men-
tions that it has unspecified military
uses. The SME, therefore, does not
specifically deny the possibility that
the USSR might develop a space
plane.

The SME’s coverage of the USSR's
SALYUT and SOYUZ manned space
programs, predictably, offers no hint
that ‘they have any military func-

. tions** The third linkin this orbital

complex (which the linking of a

. Solyut and a Soyuz creates), the

unmanned TRANSPORT SPACE-

- CRAFT Progress, isalso described in

purely nonmilitary termsi* (While
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the Russian term “transport space-
craft” could be réndered in English
as “space shuttle,” it would be too
confusing to use that desigriation.)
The SME also has snentry on LASER
and one on BEAM WEAPONS
(LASER WEAPONS), with the latter
entry qualified by the term “foreign.”
The BEAM WEAPONS (LASER
WEAPONS) entry does not §pecif-
ically mention using such-weapons in
outer space; it merely mentions that
airplanes and rockets are likely
targets for such weapons. The SME
entry on LASER, hawever, notes that
laser weaponsare-a promising means
of destroying (porazheniye) inter-
continental ballistic missile war-
headsand military satellites, strongly
implying a space weapons functions®
The entry includes laser weapons as
a type of Beam Weapon, soit can still
be claimed that stuch uses are
“foreign”™in nature.

While the SME indicates that the
Kremlin's cldim to have only a peace-
ful interest in‘outer space has inten-
sified significantly since the mid-
1960s, it is. also evident that the
Soviet approach to this issue is not
entirely consistent. The passages on
AEROSPACE VEHICLES and SPACE
PLANE, for instance, hardly address
the military possibilities of such
spacecralt, and then only regarding
the US space shuttle — presumably
because the Soviet Union intends to
develop them, ostensibly-to service
its manned orbital complexes. In-
deed, the utter lack of Soviet
stateraents regarding a Soviet inter-
est in the defensive use of space-
based military capabilities is incredi-



Recovery of the “Space Plane™ by u Soviet Ship in the Indiun Ocean,
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hle, considering the Soviet propen-
sity to discuss defense-related is-
sues, The only possible conclusion is
that the Soviets are interested in
such matters, but prefer to conceal
their interest for purposes of strat-
egy and propaganda.

i mid-1983, the Soviets published
their maost recent compendium of
nilitary teérminology, the Militury
Encyclopedic Dictionary (MED),
again under the general direction of
MSU Ogarkov. The title of this one-
yolume publication, transliterated as
YVoyennyy Entsiklopedicheskiy
Slovar?, could actually be translated
as "Military Encyclopedia” (an en-
cyclopedic dictionary is, essentiully,
an encyclopedia and the Russian
phrase “entsiklopedicheskiy slovar™
transiates into English as encyclope-
dia), but that could engender cordu-
sion with the SME! There is the
possibility, of course, that the MED is
meant as:an abbreviated version of

< the SME. According to the MED'

Main Drafting (Editorial) Commis-
sion, the MED js based on the SME,
although the former contains up-
dated material (as of Séptember
1982). Indeed, the various commis-
sions and editorial boards of the two

_ publications are essentially identical

in structure and personnel*” An ex-
amination of the MED, however, re-
veals that the updating of informa-
tion does not account Tor all of the
differences beiwéen the SME and
MED. This report, then, will concen-
trate on the differences between the
presentation of space-related mili-
tary subjects in the SME and the
MED. Where no change is noted, the
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entry has essentially remained un-
changed from the SME to the MED
(taking into consideration the differ-
ent nature of each publication).
There are noticeable variations in
the MED regarding six space-related
entries in the SME that ‘were qual-
ified as “foreign.” Most glaring is the
complete absence of entries on
SPACE WEAPONS, SUPREMACY IN
SPACE, and THE AEROSPACE
SITUATION. Regarding the latter,
mention is made of the concept of
“The Aerospace Situation” as one
existing among some foreign armed
forces, under the MED entry on THE
AIR SITUATIONS® The MED, how-
ever, makes no reference whatsoever
to SPACE WEAPONS, other thannot-
ing, under the entries for COSMO-
NAUTICS and SPACE SYSTEMS,
that the United States uses outer
space for military purposes®® The
absence of an entry on THE AERO-
SPACE SITUATION does not seem
highly significant;thelack of an entry
regarding SPACE WEAPONS and
SUPREMACY IN SPACE, however,
would appear to indicate a continu-
ing, perhaps even increasing, Soviet
reluctance to comment on the
passible military-uses of outer space.
The MED entry on SPACE RE-
CONNAISSANCE is noteworthy in
that it is not qualified by the term
“foreign,” as the entryis in the SME.
Whether this can be interpreted as
Soviet acceptance of the principle of
$pace reconnaissarice, evenif only as
a raeans of treavy verification, is not
entirely clear, The entry still insists,
as does the SME entry, that space re-
connaissance “isa component part of



the US strategic reconnaissance.”
The MED definition is essentially an
abbreviated version of the SME defi-
nition, except that the coneept isno
longer qualified as “foreign s
Another nytable variation iz present
in‘the MED entry on SPACE WAR. In
the SME this entry states that the
objectives of 2 SPACE WAR would be
the weakening of the “spice forces”
of the enemy or the athievement of
superiority in outer space, The MED
entry mentions neither of these: ob-
jectives. It does statethat the United
States has 4 wide program of re-
search into the military uses of space
and that the USSR is resolutely op-
posed-to such uses of space® 1t is
possible that this omission is the re-
sult of the need for brevity in the
MED's entries. It may also, however,
refer to the inconsistency of Soviet
staternents vis-a-vis their actions re-
garding outer space. If the United
States uses space for milltary pur-
poses, and the “enemy” of the United
States has “space forées,” then who
could this enemy be? The USSR, al-
legediyv has no “space forces” of a mil-
itary nature and it is, apparently, in
the intérests of maintaining this
charade that the Soviets have altered
their definition of SPACE WAR as it
appears in'the MED,

Thefinal variation in this category
involves the entry MEANS OF DE-
TECTING AEROSPACE TARGETS.
While both versions of this entry are
essentially technical in nature, the
MED is moré specific-in identifying
the type of space tracking radar
(those using very lorig-range super-
high-frequency bands) used to de-
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tect satellites and other space ob-
Jects. The MED version also omits
the concluding reference in the SME
version to the need, when necessary,
ta provide “systems of destruction
(porazheniye)” with “target designa-
tion” data®® The significance of this
variation is ot entirely clear, The
MED entry is still qualified as
*foreign,” so it can be maintained
that it is not discussing Soviet tactics
or equipment. It may siraply reflect
thedifferent nature of the MED.
Thereare a nuraber of noteworthy
variations among the other category
of space-related entries in.the SME
and the MED — those that are not
qualified as “foreign” but may have
military significance anyway One
example can be found in the MED
entry ori THE 1967 OUTER SPACE
TREATY. In the MED this entry con-
cludes with the statément “In viola-
tion of the Treaty on Quber Space the
USA is'working ona program for the
milifarization of outer space (see
“Shattl”)” {with the parenthetical
reference alluding to the MED entry
on the U5 Space Stiuttle)® The SME
entry on the same subject contains
o statement even remotely similar
to this one, reflecting theintensifica-
tion of Boviet propaganda on this
subject sirice the SME was published.
(In fact, the United States has not
violated this treaty, with the space
shuttle’ or any other system.)
Another similar viriation occurs in
the MED entry on ARTIFICIAL
EARTH SATELLITES. In this in-
stance, after proclaiming that cnly
capitalist states — especiaily the US
— use satellites for military pur-

poses; the MED notes that work is
also progréssing on the dévelopment
of combat (beyevykh) satellites,
armarked for destreying (un-
fehtozhenive) space vehicles and for
attacking earth from space’ Again,
the SME entry ¢ontains ne suclisimi-
ar statement, These variations indi-
te that the Soviet leadership is only
willing'to discuss themilitarization of
tterspace by the United States; this
daes nob, however, resolve the incon-
. sistency-evident in the Soviet rehie-
tance to mention any of its own an-
tispace-defense measures,
The pattern continues in the MED
entry” SPACE SYSTEM ‘with a4 con-
chuding statement that the United
Btates is devoting great attention to
the development’ of riilitary space
systems>® This statement stands in
sharp contrast with the SME entry
/SPACE SYSTEM, which was largely
technical in nature. The MED entry
=on COSMONAUTICS vaiies from the
SME onlv in its mention -of the sue-
cesstul flight of the US space shuttle
 Columbia in 1881 It states that the
. primary aim of Golumbia s to acquire
information on the universe through
theaccomplishment of seientific and
edonomic tasks, but cancludes by
ing that the US also uses it for
military purposes® Such a state-
mient, in this context, is relatively
tonpolendical and it would appear
at-the primary motivation for this
riation- is to provide updated in-

The SME entry SPACE PLANE
(literal rbital Aireraft— from Or-
i Samolyot) is found in the
nder the following heading:
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Orbital'nyy Korabl, literally “Orbival
Ship,” which is not to be confused
with Koswmicheskyy Korabt, lterally
“Space Ship." Il appears that the
Soviet designation orbital'nyy, in
this case, indicates that the vessel in
question can operate both in the gi-
mosphere and in outer space, ds Gp-
posed to a kosmicheskyy vessel
(such as the Soviet Soyuz and the
US Apolin), whi¢h functions only in
outer space(deing little, if any actual
maneuvering upon réentry into the
earth’s almosphere). The designa-
tion orbitalnyy does not have this
meaning when applied to space sta-
tions such as the Soviet Salyut and
the US Skylab. The designation of
this type of spacecraft as a korabl’,
rather than a samolyot, apparently
reflects a more aceurate deseription
of the vessel’s working énvivonment,
but to-minimize confusion over ter-
ruinology; this space ship will still be
referred to as a space plane. The
MED definition does not differ sub-
stanitially from the SME version, ex-
cept that the new definition of
SPACE PLANE allows for automatic,
as-well as piloted, ights, does not
specify that it Is reusable; and refers
to it as-a type of space ship rather
than a type of aerespace. vehicle, in
keeping with the new designation®”
The variations in the Soviet defi-
nitions of SPACE PLANE appear to
indicate a refinement of Soviet
thought on the subject, which weuld
tend to reaffirm the likelihood that
the USSR is developing such a ve-
hicle.

There is an-additional variationre-
garding Soviet deseriptions of the




“foreign™ term AIR DOCTRINE.
While the SME and MED definitions
are essentially identical the MED
apparently equates air doctrine with
aerospace doctrine. (The SME defi-
nition of AIR DOCTRINE dees not
mention aerospace doctrine.)® At
one pointin the body of the eéntryvithe
term “air doctrine” is siraply followed
by the term “aerospace doctrine” in
parentheses; this arrangement, how-
ever, is not observed at the beginning
of the entry, after the subject head-
ing, where it would presumably carry
the most authority If it can be as-
sumed that air doctrine and aero-
space doctring are equivalent terms,
it would appear that the Soviets be-
lieve the United States intends to use
its air and space forces extensively, in
concert with its ground and naval
forces, in any appropriate conflict.
The sameé also can be said for the
Soviet Union; whose milltary doc-
irine applies uniformly to all five
Services of the Soviet military
Beyond the variations noted
above, the MED contains several en-
tries on space-related subjects. of
possible military orientation that are
not included in the SME. These'addi-
tions appear to involve updated in-
formation, and support recent trends
in Soviet propaganda, The MED
entry on the COLUMBIA, the first US
space-shuttle to complete an opera-
tional mission, for instance, de-
scribes the space shuttle as a purely
military spacecralt, intended to carry
military cargo into outer space, in-
cluding weapons and reconnaissance
devices® The MED entry entitled
SHATTL (meaning the US space

shuttle) is only slightly less prap-
agandistic. It claims that the shuttle
is intended to place into orbit and
return to earth “military and other
payloads” and that the Pentagon is
planning on it as a major element in
its use of outer space for military
purposes? By contrast, the entry of
REUSEABLE SPACE DEVICES is
wholly technicalin nature, making no
mention.of the possible uses of such
spacecralt, although the US space
shuttle Columbia is mentioned as an
example® The implications of these
new entries are clear: reusable US
spacecraft are essentially military in
nature and thus contribute to thede-
stabilizing arms race. Since the USSR
is also developing reusable space-
craft, haowever, it is necessary for the
Soviets to describe such vehicles in
neutral terms; which {s accomplished
in the nonspecific entries about the
general types of stch spacecrafs.
The MED also has entrigs on
SPACE SHIP (Kosmicheskiy
Korabl!) and SPACE COMPLEX
(Kosmicheskiy Kowmpleks), which
were not included in the SME. The
SME had a subject heading for
SPACE SHIP but directed readers to
the entry on SPACECRAFT (kos-
micheskiye Appuraty); this entry
then covered all the different types
of artificial earth satellites and inter-
planetary scientific probes. SME
coverage of the MED entry on SPACE
SHIP (which are manned space cap-
sules such as the US Apollo and the
Soviet Soguez) is tound under the en-
tries for these specifie vehicles. Sinee
the MED entry on SPACECRAFT is
very condensed in comparison with

- the SME entry, these changes are

presumably related to the different
natures of the two publications.

‘BPACE COMPLEX is an entry which

was not:mentioned in the SME -and
thus reflects a relatively new concept
in Soviet thought on space-related
matters. A SPACE COMPLEX is de-
fined as the combined space- and

Jand-based elements of a particular

method of accomplishing specific as-
signments in or fror spaie; adding
the users of such information to the
space complex creates a SPACE
SYSTEM, as defined by the MED,
which is a slight variation. from the
SME entry on SPACE SYSTEMs?
While the Soviets use only nonmili-
tary examplesin the MED, this strue-
fure mayalso apply to Soviet milltary
space systems.

Analysis of the MED reveals that
the trends of Soviet statements con-
¢cerning the military use of euter

- space, which were identified in ear-

lier publications, have been accen-
tiated it their most recent presenta-
tian. Not only has Soviet propaganda
regarding allegedly widespread US
militarization of outer space, espe-
cially involving the now uperational
U8 space shuitleprogram, increased,
but the USSR, ay always, steadfastly
refuses to acknowledge their own
Toilitary space programs. Actually,
such detailed Soviet deseriptions of
US spaceprograms are additional in-
dications of intense Soviet interest in
space weapons. Indeed, Soviet
treatment of subjects suchias SPACE
WEAPONS, SPACE WAR, and SPACE
RECONNAISSANCE appear to indi-
cate a certain refinement of Seviet
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propaganda technigues regarding
their relisctance to-admit their use of
even défense-félated and military
support space systems. Further-
more, purely techinical entries on
such subjects-as SPACE PLANE and
REUSABLE SPACE DEVICES indi-
cate a continuing Soviet interest in
the development of such space pro-
grams. This, in turn, reinforces the
Soviets’ need for a military space
doctring, whatever their protesta-
tions tothe contrary, especially when
the full implications of the Soviet
Unipo’s military space capabilities
are considered.

4. The Organization and Control
of the Soviet Space Program

The military nature of the Seviet
spice program is evident from what
is known regarding its grganizational
structure. At the apex of the system
undoubtedly stands the Polithuro,
arad specifically those most powerful
merbers of the Polithure who form
the Defense Council. General guid-
ance and major decisionmaking for
the Saviet military space program re-
sides here, with Minister of Defense
Ustinov considered to be the
Polithuro/Defense Council member
vespansible for overseeing the pro-
gram, Presumably, there is a division
of labor between the Politburo-and
the Defense Council;with the former
providing general control wid direc-
tion of the space effort and the latter
making fundamental national-level
decisions on military space research,
design, development, testing, and
production® [t must be pointed-eal,
However, that Soviet secrecy inthess



matters prevents the West from fully
understanding the exact interrels-
tionships among the various institu-
tions or vrganizations involved in the
Soviet military space program.

There is no doubt about overall
CPSU control of the space program.
The Ceniral Commiiteé (CC), struc-
tured to parallel the Soviet Govern-
ment at the ministry level, partici-
pates in the decisionmaking process
through the CC Departments for Sci-
ence and Educational Institutions
and for the Defense Industey The GC
Defense Industry Department
monitors the work of the defense in-
dustrial hierarchy The CPSU, of
course, exercises jits control at all
levelsof the space program, from the
apex to party cells fn factoriés and
military units, The Soviet Govern-
ment, with the Councit of Ministers
as {ts highest organ, is charged with
implementing party policy. The
Council of Ministers oversees the fol-
lowing entities, which control re-
search.and development and all the
mdustries involved in the space pro-
gram: the Ministry of Defense, the
Ministry of Defense Industries, the
Military Industrial Commission
(VPK), the State Committee on
Planning (Gosplan), the $tate Com-
mittee on Seience and Technology,
the USSR Academy of Seiences, the
Ministry of Insirument Making, Au-
tamation: Equipment and Control
Systems, and the Ministey of the
Chemical Industrys

The VPK, reporting in aceordance
with party guidance to the Council of
Mindsters, i responsible for aétuul
program management of thé Sovier

ki

military space program, coordinati ng
the:activities of all entities involved
in the production of space systems.
Its chairman, L. Smifnov is a Deputy
Chairman of the Council of Ministers
as well as-a member of that body's
Presidium. The responsibility for the
actual design and production of lig-
uid-propellans ballistic wissiles,
space launch vehicles, and space-
craft most likely rests with the Minis-
iry of General Machine Building
Gosplan; the State Committee. on
Science and Technology, and ihe
USSR Academy of Sciences are other
government entities that have input
Into the management of the Soviet
military space program, Gosplan has
some input into the military space
program because it is necessary to
integrate the space effort with other
national undertakings. The State
Commiites on Science and Teehmol-
ogy s responsible for eqordinating
clvillan industrial research and de-
velopment; its tes to the Soviet mili-
tary are not well documented, but a
rumber of the committee’s officials
are also active in the defense indus-
trial sector. For this reason, there is
some speculation that it iy involved,
at Jeast peripherally, in eoordinating
some of the assoclated research and
development activity contributing to
the space program. The USSR
Academy of Scieneesis presented by
the Saviets as a rough equivalent to
the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration and it does oversee
thework of sucly entities as the Insti-
tate for Space Research, the Com-
mission for the study and Use of
CQuter Space, the Council for Inferna-
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tional Cooperation in the Studies and
Uses of Outer Space, and the Corn-
mission for the Promotion 6f Inter-
planetary Flights; it also operates
some-of the space tracking stations
within the USSR The contributions
of these entities to the Soviet space
program, however, appear to be
rainor, especiatly in comparison with
the dorminant role of the Soviet-mili-
tary

All five components of the Soviet
Armed Forces are involved in the de-
velopment and operation of the
Soviet space program. The Strategic
Racket Forees ave responsitile forall
activities associated with space
launches, satellite tracking, and
space payload recovery as well as
“providing all logistic support for the
space program. The Soviet Air Force
is heavily involved in the Soviet man-
ned space Program -— $o much so
that the official journal of the Soviet
Air Force is entitled Avintion and
Cuosmonautics, Soviet Cosmionauts
are trained by the Air Porce and gen-
erally wear Air Force uniforing®” The
Director of Flight Training for the
Cosmonaut Corps is Lieutenant
General of Aviation V. Shatalov, a
former cosmonant, who is also the
Deputy Commander in Chief for
8pace Navigation in the Soviet Air
Force® Soviet sources no longer
publicize the antispace defénse ele-
ment of the Soviet Air Defense
Forces (as noted above), but antis-
pace defense was once officiaily
listed, along with antiair and anti-
missile defense, us 4 component
thereof. It can be assumied that the
Soviet Air Defense Farces still have
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this responsibility The Soviet Army
and Navy are less involved in the
Soviet military space program than
the other Services, but still rely on
space. assets for considerable, and
sometimes significant, support fune-
tions.

In addition, the three Soviet space
assembly and launch complexes at
Tyuratam, Plesetsk, and Kapustin Yar
are all run by the Soviet military
Tyuratam, which the Soviets call the
Baikonur Cosmodrome (in an at-
tempt to conceal the exact location
of the launching facility), launches
all manned flights wid ajl the Frac-
tional Orbit. Bombardment System
(an orbiting nuclear warhead tested
in the late 1960s) and antisatellite in-
spector flights, among others. The
Saviets do not specifically acknowl-
edge the locations of their other two
launch facilities either. Plesetsk
launches many Soviet navigation
satellites, weather satellites, and the
majority of other military satellites
(serving a wide range of purposes)
and Kapustin Yar handles wmultiple
payload communications satellite
launches, among othérs® As this
analysis indicates, the organization,
administration, and management of
the Soviet space effort is overwhelm-
ingly milliaryin nature,as befits the
overwhelmingly military nature of
the space program itself.

5. Soviet Space Propaganda and
Diplomacy

This section will examine $oviei
propaganda regarding the US and
Soviet space programs to ascertain
why the Kremlin insists on denying

the existence of even a defensive
Soviet military space program. Such
4 §tance seems éspécially odd when
the Soviet Union openly discusses
the military forces it intends to use
on land, in the-air, and 4t sea. After
considering recent Soviet prop-
_~aganda on this subject, the focus will
7 shift to an examination of Soviet di-
plomatic- proposals regarding outer
"space. The objective is to détermine
how the Soviets seek to Iurther their
Tailitary aims in outer space through
the use of these nonmilitary tactics,
Soviet propaganda is-particularly
__hypocritical in its treatment of the
space. programs of the US and the
USSR, Soviet propagandists would
have the ‘world believe that every-
thing the United States dods ivy space
“has military applications and that all
Soviet space programs are wholly
peaceful, dedicated only to scientific
and geonomic pursuits. MSU Ustinoy,
the Soviet Defense Minister since
1976, wrote in 1982 that the USSR
“apholds the nécessity of not permit
ting the militarization of outer space™
while “the United States has of late
been emabarking on a broad program
for the militarization of outer space,”
which. he claims is contrary to the
1867 Quter Space Treaty and the
1977 Soviet-US Agreement on Coop-
eration in the Exploration and Use of
QOuter Space for Peacelul Purposes.™
(This from a man who has been
deeply involved in the Soviet military
$pace program since its begin-
nings.n)
. US statements regarding the mili-
. otary nature of Soviet space programs
. are summardly dismissed. A Soviet
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Defense Ministry spokesman, Calo-
nel A. Timofeyevy, expressed it this
way In an August 1982 Pravde arti-
cle:

The United States, supposedly, is
developing space weaponry pro-
grams-only out of fear that similar
projects have been launched in the
USSR Allthis is a prameditated lie,
a propagandistic myth. ... The
Soutet Government has undsviat-
ingly striven o see that space will
become an arena of exclusively
peaceful cooperation,™
Nevertheless, Soviet reactions to US
ilitary space programs differs from
Soviet reactions to.other US military
progrars.

While the Kremlin was quite spe-
cific in detailing its military “coun-
termeasures” to the deployment of
US intermediate-range nuclear
missiles in Western Europe, their re-
sponse to US military space pro-
grams hag heén quite vague, promis-
ing reactions but refusing to describe
them, -In criticizing US proposals to
develop a space-based antibailistic
missils (ABM) system, a Soviet space
spokesman stated that the deploy-
ment of such a system “will inevita-
bly lead the other side to develop
weapons Jor protection and coun-
teraction. .., The Soviet Unjon will
never allow US military superiority
and will never find itself disarmed in
the face of any threat.™ These
thernes were repeated particularly
forcefully inra March 1984 editorial in
Prapda.’ Although Moscow will not
elaborate on these countermeasures,
it seems to believe that “In the future
space will become the principal



theatre of military operations,” if for
no other reason than because the
United States, allegedly, will force the
issue®

TheSoviets claim that they wish to
resolve this issue peacefully, for the
good of all mankind, and . maintain
that they have supported the de-
niilitarization 6f “outer space since
1858. As proof of this, Moscow
exaggerates the role it has played in
the adoption of The 1967 Outer
Space Treaty and other international
agreements that have limited, par-
tally, the military use of outer space.
The Soviets did not, however, be-
come particularly interested in this
issue until 1981, following the first
flight of the US space shuttle. Since
then, the USSR has launched major
diplomatic initiatives against the US
military space program by -proposing
multilateral treaties at the 36th (Au-
gust 1981) and 38th (August 1983)
sessions of the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly

The 1981 Soviet draft “Treaty Ban-

ning the Deployment of Any
Weapons in Quter Space””® reguires
inSection I, Article I, that:
The member states undertake not
to put-into orbit around the earth
objects with weapons of any kind,
708 to install such weapons on ce-
lestial bodies, and not to deploy
such weapons in outer space in
any other way, including also on
piloted space vessels of multiple
use fread: US shuttle)].. ..

It also states, in Article 111, that,
Each member state shall be bound
nol to destroy, damage, or disturb
the normal functiowing and not to
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alier the flight trajectory of space
vehicles of other member states
wherethe latter have, for thetr part,
bean put into orbit in strict go-
cordance with Section I, Article Lof
the presert trecity.

Article 111, therefore, actually would
permit the attack of space objects
that are armed (i.e., those not in ac-
cordance with Section I, Article [ of
the freaty). This would create a
“right™ to attack satellites that goes
beyond the internationally excepted
definition of self:defense and that is
certainly contrary to practice on
earth?”

Perhaps to improve on their 1981
proposal, the USSR submitted a
“Draft treaty on Banning the Use of
Force in Space and From Space with
Respect to the Barth” in August
19837 This draft did call for the
peaceful resolution of any dispute
arising in connection with the opera-
tion of'the treaty and also expanded
the number of prohibited activities in
wuter space to include: “The use of
foree or the threat of its use inspace,
in the atmosphere, and on earth®
through the utilization of space ob-
Jects that are “orbiting the earth,
stationed on celestial bodies, or de-
ployed in space in any other manner”
It also prohibits any military, includ-
ing ASAT, use of manned spacecraft
(again, meaning the US space shut-
tle). Along with this proposal, then
CP8U General Secretary Andropov
declared a “unilateral moratorium®
on the launching of any type of ASAT
system for ag long as other states, in-
cluding the United States, do like-
wise.™

Both proposed treaties, as well as
other Soviet propaganda statements,
also have expressed concern for the
protection .of national technical
means of verification. However; only
the Soviet Union has an operational
ABAT weapon capable of destroying
space-based systems {which they
have never admitted possessing).
Thus, Andropov’s pledge concerning
a unilateral ASAT moratorium is
rieaningless, for the Soviets can con-
tinue to test them, disguised. as sci-
entific research satellites, regardless
of any treaty On the other hand,
since Moscow considers the US
space shuttle a potential ASAT, it can
always claim that shuttle liunches
violate the moratorium® The Soviets
also have called for the dismantling
of all current ASAT systems, but,
again, since the USSR denies that it
possesses them, it has nothing to
dismantle: The Soviet ASAT morato-
rium maneuver, in fact, may actually
be aimed primarily -at technological
elements and both Soviet draft
treaties concentrate heavily on
space-based technology {both the
operational Soviet ASAT and the de-
veloping US ASAT are ground-
based).

These Soviet treaties are also
questionable in that both place re-
strictions on the US space shuttle,
which will be the primary US space
launch vehicle (8LV) in the future,
but place no restrictions on expend-
able SLVs, which the USSR will con-
tinde to rely on for years to. come
(partly becduse they eurrently trail
the United States in shuttle-related
technology). Moreover, the 1983
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Soviet draft treaty expressly forbids
any military use of the shuttle, which
includes the launch and recovery of
any US military satellite, In spite of
theabove-mentioned difficulties, it is
possible to infer that the Saviets
possessnilitary space systems since
they have: 1) offeréd to negotiate
about space weapons; 2) thredtened
to deploy countermeasures: against
US space systems; ) pledged not to
launch ASAT weapons during their
morateriunm; and 4) mentioned, oc-
casionally, the sanctity of space re-
connaissance for treaty compliance
verification. Inferences, however, are
weak negotiating points, especially
when negotiating with the Soviet
Union, which-adheres to the dictum
“what's purs is ours, whats yours is
negotiable”

Soviet-propaganda attacks and di-
plotacy regarding 1S military space
programsare designed to portray the
United States as a threat to interna-
tional peace and security, to belittle
the impact of US space acgom-
plishiments, and to deflect attention
from the overwhelmingly -military
character of the Soviet space pro-
grarm. They also indicate a continuing
Soviet respect for US scientific and
technological capabilities. Further-
more, it is obvious that the Soviet
leadership is fully aware of the mili-
tary significance of outer space and
recognizes that a technological
breakihrough in outer space could
decisively tilt the “correlation of
forces” in the world, at least tem-
porarily For this reason, Moscow will
do everything possible to hinder or
prohibit US military space programs



while refiising to accept restrictions
orvits ownomilitary space capabilities.

6. Conclusions

This examination of general Soviet

military doctrine, of Soviet state-
ments regarding the military use of
outer space, of the ¢rganization and
control of the Soviet space program,
and of Soviet propaganda and di-
plomacy regarding space, leads one
to conclude that a definition of Soviet
radlitary space doctrine would read
as follows:
Soviet Military Space Doctrine—the
Soviet Armaed Forees shall be pro-
vided with all resources necessary to
attain and maintain military superi-
ority in outer space sufficient botii o
deny the use of outer space to other
states and (o assure maximum
space-based military support for
Soviet offensive and.defensive com-
bat operations on land, at sea, in air,
and in outer space.

This version of Soviet military
spacedoctrine satisfies the necessity
of being compatible with, as well as
subordinate to, general Soviet ruili-
tary doctrine. It has a political and
military-technical thrust; it ermpha-
sizes the primacy of the offensive
application of superior military force
to achieve Soviet objectives; and it
recognizes the combined arms ap-
proach to combat operations. Pur-
thermore, this version places no lim-
its on either the seépe or depth of
Soviet combat operations and is un-
equivocal concerning the require-
ments for alloeating resources to the
military effort.
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This proposed-Soviet military
space docirine also Is essentially
consistent with Soviet views on the
military use of $pace, onee the prop-
aganda factors are filtered out- of
Soviet statéraents. Soviet comments
prior to the 1967 Outer Space Treaty
clearly recognized the utility of
space-based military capabilities.
More irnportantly, however, these
statements openly insistéd on a
Soviet effort to exploit space-based
military capabilities, though, al-
legedly, only for defensive purposes.
With the signing of the Outer Space
Treaty, however, Soviet statements
paid less-attention to the military use
of space while continuing to attack
US space programs and explicitly
dropped references to the Soviet rhil-
itary space program. This change in
Soviet propaganda is highly signifi-
cant. For instance; there might be
some cause for speculation about
Soviet intentions if Soviet state-
ments continued to discuss Soviet
programs for the defénsive use of
space-based military capabilities and
military support. functions such as
reconinaissance and surveillance. It
might be possible to-argue, then, that
the USSR was only “reacting” defen-
sively to US initistives-in space, But
the current Soviet stance, refusingto
admit the existence of any military
element in their space program, can
only mean that the Soviet leadership,
rather than merely counteracting US
moves, is actually seeking military
superiority in outer space for offen-
sive, as well as defensive, purposes.

The version of Soviet military

-

space doctrine offered ahove also
aligns closely with Soviet prop-
aganda and diplomacy regarding US
military space progrars. Most signif-
icantly it corresponds decisively with
the-actual deployment and develop-
ment of the USSR's military space
capabilities, for an understanding of
Soviet military space doctrine is
much more dependent on what the
Soviets do in spacerather than what
they say about space. The USSR has a
vast, continually expanding military
space prograrm, capable of perform-

- ing. most, if not dll, of the military

support funciions of the US space
program, as well as additional space
weapons that are beyond current US
capabilities (the operational Soviet

_ ASAT program, for instance). These

Soviet military space capabilities
emphasize the certainty of the sxist-

 ence of a Soviet military space doc-

trine and clarify its status within
general Soviet military doctrine. Be-
cause the Jatter insists on the at.
tainment of Soviet military superior-
ity in terrestrial forces, it would be
illogical to expect the Kremlin to

| strive for anything less in outer
_ space, especially considering the mil-

itary significance of this environ-
ment.

The final issue, concerning the rel-
ative importance of the two basic
functions of space-based military as-
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sets —support for terrestrial opera-
tions versus actual capabilities for
waging war in outer space — can be
resolved by stressing themutual de~
pendence of the functions. For the
immediate present, of course, mili-
tary support functions are more im-
portant, but, as the capability of con-
ducting warfare in space becomes
less technologically constrained, this
function will increase in importance.
In addition, the overwhelming ma-
jority of military objéctives are lo-
cated onthe earth’s surface and will
continue to be for farinto the future.
In any case, the ability to provide
space-based military support for ter-
restrial combatl operations requires
freedomto operate in, if not outright
dominance of, outer space. Mareover,
Soviet military doctrine. fully recog-
nizes the decisive need to disrupt, if
not destroy, enemy command, ¢on-
trol, and communications assets.
Outer space is becoming more and
more vital, if not essential, to military
forces in this respect and therefore
the Soviet leadership can be ex-
pected to pursue both functions with
equal vigor, for the ability to.conduct
warfare in space and to provide
space-based support for combat op-
¢rations on earthare both dependent
onthe attainment and maintenance
of military superiority in outer space.
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