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Foreword

On 23 NMarcn 1983 President Ronald Heagan described to the nation and
the world his intention to direct the U.S, military to undertake a program
of research to investigate the feasibility of developing and deploying a
system to defend the United States and its allies against attack by
ballistic missiles, a so-called Strateyic Defense Inftiative ({SDI).
Looking back over the 2 1/2 years since that pronouncement, 7t seems fair
to say that, at least in this writer’s memory, nc other single event, save
perhaps the bombing of Hiroshima, has stirred so much reaction among
military, political, academic and scientific leaders not ts mentiocn media
representatives, around the world.

Even thouygh it was and is a research program, many people concluded
that the weapons systems being considered either existed or were Jjust
around the corner., Might these non-existen” systems be used as “bargaining
chips® in arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union? Should we
deplioy them? How effective a shield would the SDI provide?

Feasible or not, the Soviets saw the SD1 as an effort by the U,5. to
seize the technological 1initiative and to create a force which, if
workable, would necite the major elements which undergirds Soviet claims to
superpower stat.s, Jts substantial arragy of long and medium range
iand-based and submarine-based bailistic missiies, Suddenly, the
“ultimate” offensive weapon of the 1950°s had been overtaken by new
defensive technologies of the 1980°s,

RBuglizing that such a concerted effort by the U.S. would quickly
surpgass their own lead in space and ballistic missile defense and that they

would be left in the technoclogy dust, the Soviets mounted a tremendous




political campaign te stop the SDI. They played on divisions in the
Western Alliance, using the SDI as the means for further driving the wedye
between the U.S, and Western Europe. They quickly recovered fram their
pouting sp:11 over the Pershing Il/cruise missile deployments in Eurcope and
returned to the negotiating table, Gorbachey leads the effort o
iatimidate the West by calling the situation “expliosive” as he prepares for
2 summit meeting with Mr, Reayan.

It ¥s, of course, important for the U.S5. to assess Soviet views On
strategic defense systems and, in particular, to separate form from
substance, not an easy task when Soviet writings and pronouncements are SO
affected by maskirovka.

In the Spring of 1885 the Center was asked to investigate Soviet
literature dealing with space and ballistic missile defense imn grder to
identify the major avenues along which the Soviets were moving. It was
also important to determine if Soviet plans were affected by the SDI.

Since, 1in the centrally-directed 3Soviet system, military doctrine
provides the primary framework for establishing requirements, both
oryanizational and technological, it was appropriate to review doctrinal
writings as a basis for uynderstanding how the Soviets were developing their
"sD1.Y  Of egual importance was the study of ways the Soviets might counter
the U.S. defansive effort.

The ECenter was fortunate to be abla to enlist the aid of twe
pre-eminant Sovietologists, Or. Jacob Kipp and Br, Alfred Monks, Dr. Kipp,
our old fi-iend and colleague, is proadly knowledgeable regarding historical
and current crends in the Soviet military especially in matiers relating to

pperational art. Dr, Monks, just prior to nis goming to the Center as a

vi




Summer Fellow, had authored a book on Soviet military doctrine. Both are
fluent in Russian,

The other member of the basic reseadrch team was the writer and
engineer whose recent research dealt with various elements of Soviet
military technology, particularly sensor systems and long-range missiles.

Tnis interdisciplinary team of senior researchers functioned in an
almost <classical way, each reading and anzlyzing the Jliterature and
synerygizing his coljeagues in cur frequent meetings, Support in locating
and organizing the literature was ably handled by Ronald Wright and Kevin
Stubbs, both doctoral students in the Department of History and by two
undergraduate students, Joseph Muniz {history) and Rob Gest {aerospace
engineeringj. Wright, Stubbs and Muniz authored a section of the study
wnich actually came about as a follow-on effort after the completion of the
main study,

Apn effort such as this cannot come to fruition without the assistance
of many other people. Lisa Zalmanek and Jessica Duran typed the drafts and
Helinda {indsay oversaw the preparation of the final manuscripz.

To all of you [ must say, "Well donei®

Richard E. Thomas
July, 1986

vii




viit




Acknowledgement

This study was conducted under Purchase Order No, E-9096 with Battelle

Memorial Institute of Columbus, Ghio. The contract monitor was Dr.
Freudeureich whose assistance is gratefully acknowledged.

ix

Ben




SECTION I

Overview

Dr. Richard E. Thomas







The objectives of this overview are {a) to recaount for the reader the
general goals of the research which formed the basis for the studies
contained herein, (b} toc attempt to identify some of the primary results
described by the contributions and, {¢} to discuss some of the
implication’s of thase results.

It must be stated at the outset that in this Section the writer is
attempting to describe in his own words the fruits of the efforts coaducted
by him and his colleayues during the Summer of 1985. Those works contained
in the later Sections of this study deserve to be read in their entirety.
However, some sort of {integrated statement is needed, the responsibility

for which is mine alone.

(A) Objectives

Qur task, stated in its most elementary farm, was as follows: study
and describe the Soyigt reaction te the Strategic Defense Initiative
{S5I). That statement is, in that succinct form, somewhat misleading for
it suggests the notion that as of 23 March 1983, when President Reayan
announced his intention to pursue the S0I, the Soviets were confronted with
somethiny new and unexpected. That is not true.

The Soviets have been thinking and writing about space and ballistic
missiie systems, defensive, oftensive, reconnaissance and support, for at
Ieast.zﬂ years, lMuch of that literature fs discussed and aralyzed in the
individual papers which comprise this report.

Therefore, part of ocur task was to assess the trends which existad in
the minds of Soviet authors before the 5DI was announced and to attempt to
discern any changes which occurred after 23 #arch 1983,

Ancther part was to examine doctrinal and technological prospects for
an "“end rur” by the Soviets around the proposed SDI systems which are

3




configured primarily for defense agaimst ballistic missiles. Whije the
Soviets might and ;;robab}y wili in the near term develop means for
penetrating the SDI, they might alsoe confront the US with a different
threat such 4s the delivery of warheads using very high speed, i.e.
hypersonic, cruise missiles flying deep within the atmosphere. Such
missiles would require the develepment of ramjet engines to replace the
currently used turbojet engines which limit speeds to  abosi M=2.5,
Aerodynamic heating at higher Mach numbers would alsc reguire the
deveiopment of high temperature structures for such missiles. Soviet
research literature dealing with these areas of technaslogy was also
examined,

As the research effert evolved it became clear that the notion of 2
Space Tvh, a Space Theater of Military Operatfons, was a rather firmly
rooted concept embracing Soviet military activities in space. Since the
implications of that concept are rather fimportant, the research team
expanded its sphere of inquiry to include that topic.

This, then was the general framework of our investigation.

(B} Results

it is clearly truistic to say that all policies and actions undertaken
by the H.5.5,R, are centrally directed =~- that is the hallmark of
Sovi.et—st_y'le Marxism. Access to the levers of peser is closely controlled
by the upper echelons of the Nomenklatura, the relatively small group which
sits atop the CPSU, so that admission to that status is possible only to

those whose basic principles are embodiea in the phrase "of, by aml for ths

Nomenklatura.” As a result it seems to many that there are a few
differeaces between Czarist Russiz apd the modern Seviet union -- the
4




Revolution has succeeded only 1in brimging new "Czars" and their crontes to
power.

pr. J. J. Dziak and others believe that the central geverning body in
the Soviet Unjon is the Defense Council, an organization which appears teo
be comprised of representatives of the major power structures within the
H.5.5.R. There is little doubt that the central direction for the Soviet
military evolves from that group in the form of Soviet military doctrine,
Doctrinal positions are uswally reflected in the writings and speeches of
high-ranking military officers but the parameters which influence dectrine
are manifold and frequently are discussed in the debates, the “ordered
ferment ,” to use another Dziak phrase, which percolate up through the
system,

Soviet military doctrine evolves out basic assessments of political,
perhaps geopolitical might be a better term, conditions and objectives as
well as economic and scientific development. Threat assessment is clearly
inteyrated 1intc the deliberations but the resulting positions are
simultanecusly active as well as reactive. While statements of doctrine do
not describe objectives per se, they do appear, as dJchn Erickson has
chserved, serve to define requirements, including organizational and
technical matters, which the hierarchy determines to be essentfal to the
attainment of their goals.

In tna process doctrine establishes a framework out of which flow
strategy, operational art and, occasionally, new elements of military
science, the sysitem of knowledye defining the character and laws uof war.

Soviet miiitary weiters have iong been concerned about the impact of

technoloyy on future wars and they have made siynificant efforts to predict




its effect. In the years between the two World Wars, they foresaw the
important role to be played by increasing mobile forces and firepower., The
developmant of nuclear weapons, coupled with rocket-powered missiles led to
the description arcund 1960 by the Soviets of the so-called “"reyolution in
mititary affairs.” As the pace of development of military technelogy has
quickened over the past 30 years, military leaders 1im the H.S5.S5.R.
including Svechin, Ogarkov, and others, have written, either directly or

indirectly, about the existence of a technological initiative and that its

attainment should be considered as a proper military objective.

Sensitivity to the role of technology in military affairs is perhaps
best exemplified Dy a new Soviet Law of War which appeared in late 1983,
after the anncuncement of the SDI. However, this statement was probably
formulated before March, 1983, and should not be construed as a response g
the SDI. It is,

The development and shift in the methods of combat are dependent

upon quantitative and qualitative changes in military technology,

and upon the Jevel of morale-military qualities of military

personnel.”
and is discussed in Section III in this paper by Dr. Monks.

it i3 important to the Soviets to assess not only the nature and
influence of futyre military technologies but also their rate of develop-
ment., From their writings one perceives that military space operations and
ballistic missile defense systems have been on the minds of Soviet military
planners almost since the appearance of the first ICBM and the first manned
space flight, Perhaps because military considerations have so dominated
their own thinking and because they do tend to "mirror-image® us, they seem

to have sensed a military threat from space from the days of the Mercury




pragram. Unguestionably, they saw the Manned Orbating Laboratory {MOL)
project as proof of the .S, intention to militarize space.

In 1953, Sokolovsky's Miiitary Strategy described how air defense

[P¥0)} had expanded to include missile {PRO) and space {PKD) defense. in
1966 General Matveyvev described the need for active and passive optical
systems designed toc operate from 0.76 microns to 500 micrens {!), clearly a
requirgment for space-based sensor systems,

The Soviets appear to have predicted that ICBM defensive technologies
would develop rather slowly and that offensive weapons would dominate for a
constderable span of years following the doctrinal "revolution® of the
early '60s and the ascendancy of the Strategqic Rocket Forces to the
position of first among equals 1n the structure of military forcas im the
U.S.5.R. The achievement by the mid '70s of parity in ICBM/SLBM delivery
systems paved the way for another doctrinal shift, this one favoring the
modernization of conventional war-fighting forces. Soviet armed forces
were charged with doing more than protecting the Motheriand -- a giobal
role was identified, one which charged them with defending the conquests of
soctalism.

All during this time since Sokolovsky first called attention to the
space threat from the U.S. {1963] and defined the space combat environment
{1967}, the military writings fn the U.S.S5.R. continuously reflected plans
for mititary space cperations. Discussion of terminal phase (ABM; systems
was extensive in the late '60s but disappeared affer the ABM treaty was
signed. At that time the Saviets perceived the impact of political
jeverage in affecting the U.5. development of military technclogy -- they

concluded that President Nixon was forced by domestic politics fnto arms




control agreements, a view which h2s no doubt influenced their initial
reaction to the SDI.

Associated with their view that offensive systems would dominate the
missiTe/space picture for some time has been the belief that all defansive
systems were Himited 1in the number of taryets they could handle.
Penetration was simply a matter of overloading those systems using, as one
Soviat writer described them, "clouds of decoys.” Attacks on space-based
assets such as sensor and communications satellites were considered useful
in assisting Soviet ground-based defensive systems in accomplishing their
mission.

Aygainst this backdrop of relatively near term operational wsoves to
assure the effectiveaess of their I(8M forces, the Soviets continued their
plans for the evolution of full scaie military space operations. Several
influential writers saw space as the ultimate combat theatre, sosme of them
stating the belief that the nation wnich controls space will also control
the earth,

perhaps the best evidence of their intentions to ultimately contreol
space has been the development of the concept of a space TvD. Soviet
military 1iterature beyan to describe space as a theatre of military
operations (TVD} in the 1970s withAnureyev’'s description of combat zones in
space. He described how iasers and other new technologies, particularly
neavy 1ift boostars, could open up the space theatre, The TVD concept
would seem to connote the full range of combined arms military operations
encompassing offensive as well as defensive, reconnaissance and sugport
{sa.g. navigation} systems. In this connection Sowvwiet thinkinyg about

military space operations appears to transcend that of the U.S.




Based on statements in Soviet literature, the 3Soviets saw the 3501
coming but, of course, tt was not labeled as such. Since their own
assessment was that these technologies would be rather slow in developing,
there appeared to be no substantial changes in military doctrine even
though some Soviet writers credited the U.S, with having seijzed the
technoloyical initiative., Early in the -80s the Soviets were convinced
that their political cards would not only enable them to stop the
deployment of the Pershing [I's and cruise missfles in Eurcpe, but also zo
use anti-Reagan elements in the U.S. to slow or stop the pace of
development of new weapons technologies,

AL the same time they seem to be considering new ways of countering
space-~-based defensive systems which, while possibly able to detect, track
and destroy ICBM's during boost or post-boost phase and surviving warheads
during subsequent segments of fiight, would have enormous difficulty in
intercepting a high speed cruise missile flying deep within the
atmosphere, Although 2 turbo-jet powered cruise missile travelling at its
limiting Mach number near M-2.5 would present a difficult target for
earth-based systems and an even tougher target for space-based systems,
fncreasing 1its spead into the hypersonic ranye would reduyce its
vulnerabiiity even further.

The Soviet scientific research literature ceveals the existence of a
substantial effort to develop ramjet engine technology to a point where
hypersonic cruise missiles could be wutilized as an “end-run® around
space-based defensive systems. The literature describes hypersonic inlet
and supersgnic combustfon res.arch adeguate to constitute a technology base

for the design of such missiles. Importantly, it appears that the




pubiication of diffuser research in the open literature ceased abruptly at
the end of 1981, indicating its possible fimportance in military weapons
applications,

It is likely that the Soviets saw the SDI announcement as an
indication of the d.5. 1intention to accelerate the development of
technelogies which were already beiny studied prior to March, 1983, The
SDI preobably did not confront the Soviets with anything new and startling
-- their doctrinal positions regarding the evelution of their own military
space capabilities and their plans for countering U.5. wmilitary space
systems are in hand. They may, however, need to modify their plans if they

fail to stop or slow the SDI via their political offensive.

{C)} Impiications

In order to be of maximun use the discussion of the implications of
the research work reported herein should be cast in a framework which would
tnclude all facets of relations between the U.5. and the Soviet Union, The
tong range objectives of the two nations, relations with Western Europe,
trade and technology transfer, arms control negotiations, pelicy decisions
by the new Soviet Teadership, the future of the 3D are but a few of the
elements which should probably be considered but Such an approach 1s a very
tall order indeed.

This discussion will be conducted in rather narrower <ontext, one
which devolves from those main ideas which are discussed in papers which
falliow.

One cannot read tiv works of Drs, Ripp and Monks without being
impressed with the increasing Seoviet concern for the technolegical threat.

Soviet response to the SDI wnich began before the SBI was announced has

10




been substantial, apparently exceeding in its volume and intensity anything
which has yone before.

The .5, nas made efforts in the past to draw a response from the
U.5.S.R.. one which hopefully would form the basis for a new, less
adversarial relationship between the two nations. Perhaps the best known
and most comprehensive of these came on the heels of the Cuban Missile
Crisis in Q.tober 18582 when, 1in spite of the substantial concessions
granted to the Soviets, they felt deeply humiliated at having bheen
faced-down and forced to remove thelr missiles,

Scme leaders have safd that there was a conscious decision by the
United States to let the Soviets attain military equality in the hopes that
their paranoia would disappear and that the U.5,.5.R. would become a more
positive force in the community of nmatians. The era of detente, with its
treaties, reduced development of U.S5. weapons, increased trade and cultural
interactions did not preduce change in the U.S5,S.R. That may have been in
part a product of the U.S. Tnvolvement in Vietnam which led the Soviets to
conciude that the U.S. had lost the will to defend ftself., M. Brezhnav
indicated that he expected the “"correlation of forces® to continue to shift
in favor of the U.5.5.R. so that, by 1985, the Soviets could be the
dominant force in the World.

Whatever the reason, the Soviet response to U.S, actions in the decade
and a ¥ «f following October, 1962, was not what had been hoped,

When the U.S. began ig rearm in the late 1970s, the Soviets seemed to
see it as a declaration of technoloyical war since the U,S. began to
consider a whole new array of weapons, not simply improved versions of

existiny ones,
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This was a particularly onerous problem because their own prgjections
foretold an increasing impact of technology on the nature and conduct of
war . One needs no more elogquent testimony than the Sixth Law of War,
discovered by Dr. Monks. Several interpretations can be derived from it
-- two of the more cbvious ones are:

a} If the technologica) imbalance between two combatants is toe
large, nc amount of wile and ingenuity on the battlefield can
make up the difference,

BY 1If the trcops do not have confidence in their weapons {tech-
nology) their morzle and combat effectiveness will diminish.
(One cannot help but recall the reaction of All.2d bomber
crews when the German ME-262 appeared in the skies over
Germany.}

The SDI represants an accelerated, concentrated effort to develop high
technology weapons and the Soviets would regard it as clear evidenca of the
U.5. intention to seize the initiative in advinced weaponry. 1if, as John
Erickson says, the Soviets have technigues for “gquerying their system" and,
one presumes, making accurate assessments of its capabilitfes, they must
have genuine cause frr concern over their prospects for staying sufficient-
1y ¢clese to the United States to permit them to remain, over the long term,
a suparpower,

Ko doubt a major guestion {n the Kremlim since March of 1983 has been,
Can the American's do i1t7 Can they develop the SDI?M Although the direct
answer they have evolved is not known, their anti-SDI pelitical program is
50 extensive that they clearly believe the U.5. might achieve its
objective, therefore they want to stop or slow the (.5, effort,

The leaders of the CPSU are responding to the threat posed by U.S.
technology. It has brought them back to the negottating table however it

remains to be seen if the results of those discussions will produce anthing
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meaningful in the way of modifying the behavior of the U.5.5.R. Nonethe-
less, we must remember that the Soviets have enosrmous respect for the
scientific and technical talent of the United States. Looking beyond the
S0I, a strony research program in advanced weaponry would appear to be an
extremely important lever in the West's effort te bring about change in the
Soviet Union,

There is another side to that scenaris -- Dr. Monks menticns in his
paper the prospect of a preemptive attack by the Soviets, a possibility
which deserves further consideration, In view of their concern for “the
technological ipitiative” and their conclusion that guantity can have only
limited effectiveness in countering a gqualitative {1.e. technological)
difference, if the Soviets becowme convinced that the next “revolution 1in
military affairs" will leave them in such an fnferior position as to
threaten thelr superpower status, they might take some precipitate action
to confront the West while the correlation of forces is meore In their
favor. Here, a better understanding of their technigques for assessing the
balance in technological potential, the relative rates of advance fn the
development of new weaponry, would be important.

The research reported herein shows three potential facets of Soviet
thought regarding strategic defense and military space operations:

a2} a belief in and commitment te a comprehensive capability for

military operations in space, combined arms activities to gainm
supremacy in space and to use space assets to support surface
forces,

b} a substantial effart to develop the technological base for the

design and production of high speed cruise missiles as a means
of delivering both nuclear and conventional warheads,

c} a conyigtion that any system designed to defend against

ballistic missiles can be penetrated by saturation, "clouds of
decoys," to use Anureyev's term.

13 -




How might these fit together to form & long range Soviet plan to maintain
the wiability of their offensive forces?

Assuming that the 3DI gees forward toward development and deployment,
it seems that their cuwrrent doctrinal position is cengruent with the notien
of overloading any defensive system designed to intercept ICEM's and to
1imit the system 1insofar as 1is possible by attacking sensor and
conmunications elements,

As the 3501 evolves, the Soviets will likely depley high speed,
Yong-range, cruise missiles (HYCM's) to confront the .S, with delivery
systems which the SDI is not desiyned te handie. This would have the
effaect of “bringing the U.S5. back down to earth” in order to study, design
and depioy methods to defend against the HYCH's.

A1l the while that this scenaric is unfolding, the Soviets will
continue to move ahead with their military space program which eventually
would combine their own SDI with other space assets to produce capabilities
consistent with a Space TvD. The ability to coentrol space would assure the
viability of their ICBM farce and enhance their tenure as a superpower.

1f the SDB1 can be blunted by their political offensive then the
soviets would Tikely seek to develop smart weapons which would strengthen
their conventional, land-based forces while continuing their move toward
Space Supremacy. 7

finally, as the technological gressure mounts on the U.S5.5.R., w can
expect significant changes in the relationship between the Soviet military
and the scientific establishment of the U.5.S5.R. These changes will be
aimed at yreater scientific productivity to support the evolution of

advanced weapons systems.
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SECTION 11

Technological Surprise vs. Technological Initiative:
Reflections on the Strategic Defense Initiative

Dr. Jacob W. Kipp
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Introduction

The point of departure for this investigation of possible Soviet
responses to the Strategic Defense Initiative must be an attempt to define
what that research program upon which the U.S. government has embarked is
intended to achieve., As President Reayan stated those objectives in his
March 1983 speech, they include moving the strategic context within which
the superpowers operate from onre based upon mutual assured destruction to
guaranteed survival through & vigorous research program leading *o the
development of a system of defenses against ballistic missiles.1
Goverament spokesmen have taken great pains to emphasize three points:
first, the grogram is a research effart; second, the objective is to create
an effective defense of the United States, and, finally, the program is
supposed to be a step towards the reduction and elimination of the threat
of thermonuclear war under which humanity has lived for the last four
dacades,?

Behind these three assumptions is yet another upon which the U.5.
military build-up under the Reagan administration has rested. Following a
decade of Jjetente it was necessary to increase American power sufficiently
ta baryain with the Soviet yUnion from a "position of strength.”

In assessing the probable responses of the Soviet Union to this
initiative and the research program that preceded it, the point of depar-
ture must be a conscious effort to iiluminate, penetrate, and explore the
interconnections and interdependencies which wiil affect the Soviet
perception of the immediate, shert-term, and long-term threat posed by the
program. The most capital mistake that could be made in this assessment

would be to fall into the trap of naive empiricism. Major General V.K.
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¥onoplev has warned that sSuch naive empiricism in its stereotypical form
concentratesAexciusively on technological dimensions of military questions
ignoring the political side and treats the interactions between the
contending parties as essentially a mirror-imaging of technoloyical
responses within the isoclated realms of strategic doctrine and tactical
use, At its very best such arguments will, on the basis of historical
analogies, attempt to extrapolate specific aspects of a given situation
into the indefinite future without any sense of the historical context and
conditions under which the current situation developed.? The point is to
recognize conscicusly the explicit differences between the Soviet Unign
and the United States with regard to both the subject and the object of
such foresight.

For the purpose of this analysis 1t is essential te begin with an
explicit definition of the institutional and ideoloyical context of the
Sgviet respanse. The Strategic Defense Initiative as a potential threat to
the security of the Soviet Union will come to the direct attention of the
Soviet Party-State elite functioning within the Politburo and the Defense
Council. At these high Jlevels of the party-state bureaucracy the
assessment of the threat will in good measure depend upon the competency of
a2 host of experts within the Party and state 1institutions charged with
assessing the political-military and the miiftary-technical aspects of the
threat, When finally articulated, this response will become part of the
military policy of the Communist Party of the Soviet Umion and will, in
turn, affect Soviet military doctrine d

The Military Policy of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union thus

stands at the core of our problems for it is here that Marxism-teninism and
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military affairs are infused into Soviet military doctrine and science by
mean< of Marxist-Leninist teachings about war and the army.> ldeology in
the Soviet world view is 2 guide to action, a prism through which the
events of the objective world are organized as part of a system of social
transformation, aiming at nothing less than transformatton of the world.
Since the time of Marx and Engels its 1ideoiogues have arqgued that the
effective check against ideclogical ossification and dogmatism is the
constant testing of theory against praxis. HMarxism-Leninism demands of its
practitioners a unity of theory and praxis which serves as the ideological
guide of a state, a commonwealth, and the international movement of the
working class. Marxism-leninism explore the interconpectices and
intardependencies of theory and praxis. Theory must inform praxis and
praxis must serve as a corractive to theory. Praxis thus becomes a
"feedback®” loop within this ideclogical system and allows it to give
expressian to its historicity.b

Within the Soviet system the Communist Party exercises authoritative
contraol of idenlogy, adjusting ft to socio-economic, political, and
military shifts ia the correiation of forces. The Party as 2
democratic-centralist institution mandates such ldeoclogical adjustments
through the dacisions of the Poltitburc, the plenums of the Central
Committee and the actions of the Party Congresses, These adjustments take
place within a Marxist-Leninist Weltbild which emphasizes the centrality of
economic modes of production within social processes, the political
manifestation of the transformatfon of such modes taking the form of class
struygle, leading to the historically inevitable vichory of communism.

This particular eschatoloyy which combines the Enlightenmept's faith in
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progress with the Romantics' attraction to social revolution is supposed to
briny about an end to expleoitation of man by man and of alienation of man
from man and from nature.

Since the early 15205 when Mikhail Frunze first called for a "unified
military doctrine® this concept has embraced the idea of creating a maximum
of military power for the Soviet state through a "unified corganism welded
together . . ., by a community of political ideology."? Military doctrine
in modern Soviet usage embraces at a given time, “the system of views on
the reany, goals, and character of a feasible future war; on the
preparation of the country and its armed forces and oa the means of
conditioning it."8 Spoviet miiitary doctrine, like the military policy of
the CPSU, 1is based wupon Marxism-Leninism’'s teachings about war and the
army. This ideoglicogical infusion into Soviet military doctrine affects its
two mutuwally-connected and mutually-interacting sides: the socio-political
and military-technical. Since lenin the central emphasis has been upon the
former, for Soviet officials, apparatchiki, and officers are taught the
centrality of Lenin's reformulation of Clausewitz's dictum, "War is a
continuation of politics by other, i.e., viclent, means.*? War s in this
context an instrument to a political end, but the end 1is, 1in turn, the
product of the existing class and social arrangements within the contesting
sides. Politics in this regard gives expression te the inter-coanections
between domestic and foreign affairs and is by its very nature concerned
with the Tong-term thrust of such relations and not immediate, tactical
maneuvers. Soviet military doctrine is not, therefore, technelogically
driven.

The military-technical side of doctrine does, however, encompass a

wide range of fssues relating to the eorganizatiomal development of the
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armed forces, raising their combat preparedness, the perfection of their
technical equipment and control, and furtter development of Soviet military
art. In this context military art refers to the efforts to define the
ways, means and methods of the armed forces' prepacration and executiun of
tasks relating to the defense of the U,5.3.R. Thus, while the
military-technical side of coctrine cannot oe called the wheal-horse of
soviet military doctrine 1t does, nonetheless, impact upon the formulation
of doctrine. With Engels they return to economic transformation as ine
engine of socio-economic <change, the context of developing class
hostilities, and the source of new technologies, which directly find their
uses in military affairs. Scientific-technological change has, according
to the Soviets, accelerated to the point where it is possible to speak of a
scientific-technical revolution. This scientific-technical revolution has
had and continues to have a fundamental impact upen Soviet percepts af the
retative potentfal of the competing socfal systems, their govermments, and
armed forces to achieve specific immediate gecals and tasks aad the
prospects for achieying those and other tasks in the future.1l0 yitnin
mititary affairs it is now clearly possible to define two distinct stages
to this scientific-technical revolution: the first began in the' mid-1950"s
with the development and deployment of nuclear-armed, ballistic missiles,
and the second came in the 1970s with the development and introductton of
third-yeneration computers anc automated systems of troop control. 1In the
early 1980°s Marshal N. ¥. Ogarkoy began to call attention toc yet another
stage associated with the development of new types of weapons based upoen
radically different scientific principiles.ll

The: medium through which the Soviet military elite formally exercises

its in Juence upon the formation of Soviet miiitary doctripnpe s military
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science, which has been cefined as ‘“the system of knowlaedge on the
character and laws of war, the preparation of the armed forces and the
country for war, and the means te conduct it." Infused witk Marxist-
teninist idecloyy, which serves as the prism through which external svents
are organized and categorized, Sovist military science has a class base and
is infused with the spirit of the party (Earti‘inost').iz Military science
is, however, alsa shaped by technical change, the praxis of war, and the
economic resouwrces available to the Soviet Union and 1its aliies. By
definition Soviet military scienace is dialectical, i.e,, it sees itself
engaged in constant strugyle with bourgeois military science, The relative
success of Soviet military science in guiding and informing Soviet military
doctrine depends in great measures upon the unity of theory and praxis
achieved by its successful upplication to the conduct of armed struggle.
As a recent work cdone undec the direction of General 1.E. Shavrov, when he
was Chief of the Yoroshilov Aczdemy of the General Staff, asserted:

The most concentrated expression of military-scientific knowledge

is to be found in Scviet military doctrine, which embodies a

system of scientifically sound views on the reality, character,

and means of conducting war, as well as on the demands of

military construction, the preparation of the armed forces and

the ccuntry for the complete defeat of the aggressor. Soviet

military doctrine finds its concrete manifestation in the theory

and practice of the construction of the armed forces, 1in

strategy, operational art, and tactics.13

Military science and doctrine are tnus intimately and mutually
connected in Soviet militar thougyht. Hilitary doctrine becomes state
palicy regarding the goals and character of a possible war. Doctrine takes
into account what sort of enemy against which tne war will be Tfouyht, the

character and cbjectives of the war in which the state and its armed forces
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are expected te participate, and the missions of the armed forces.
Military science shapes and, in turn, is shaped by military doctrine,

One part of Soviet milfitary science ¥s military art, which has been
defined as "“the theory and practice of the preparation and conduct of
military actions on land, atsea, and in the air_"14 Military art must by
its very nature develop in cornection with the expansion of the arena in
which warfare can be conducted. Acquisition of the technological means to
prepare and conduct mititary actions inm space and under this definition
ineyitably carries with it the requirement to develop a military art in
embrazing all three levels of warfare, i.e., strateyy, operational art, and
tactics. From a Soviet perspective suych a develapment takes place under
two constraints. The first refers to the existing scientific-technrical
levels achieved by the competing sociel systems, Marxists of all
persuasions have and continued to have a healthy respect for the ability of
bourgecis socielies to engage in technological innovation. The qguestion
has rather been whether such societies could 1in fact, given their social
structtures, engage in the necessary foresight and planning to make optimal
use of thefr technological Tnnovations,l> The fssue of military art for
warfare in space then at one level comes down to a question of whether
Soviet political jeaders and military figures Dbelieve that the
scientific-technical revolution has recently made it possible te speak of a
new threat or opportunity from space. The other side of the same question
is expressed by what the Soviets refer to as law of “the unity and strugqgle
of opposites.,” In class struggle, international competition,and warfare,
Marxism-Leninism emphasizes this interaction between the opposing sides
withtn a system of struggle and competition, the outcome of which is

historicaliy cdetermined, j.e., victory of the forces of sociatism.ib
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The Nuclear Rocket Revolution #n Military Affairs

from the Soviet perspective the use of space for military purposes
began in 1944 when the Germans initiated operational Taunches of V-2s
against London., Yet, the ¥-2 could no more be classed a space weapon than
the arrow ar cannon ball could be called an air weapon. In all three cases
the weapon passed throuyh the medium without creating the necessity for the
development of a military art for space., Major General 1.I. Anureev has
hinted that suth & trend might have developed if the British in their
search for a counter Lo the ¥-2 attack had developed combat means of
intercepting the V-2s. However, in 1544-1945 the technoliogical
requirements for such a defensive system, embracing a target acguisitien
radar, computer-assisted control capability, and an interceptor rocket were
not technically feasible, and the capture of the German launch sites proved
the most effective means of countering the threat.l? It is worth noting,
however, that Soviet authors have called attention to the development of
British defensive measures against the V-1 "flyiny bomb® as am appropriate
starting point for consideration of the development of air Jdefense systems
against cruise missiles. in this case, as opposed 0 the V-2, existing
technoloyy taken from the military art of air warfare made it possible to
develop & workable solution to the ¥-1 problem at all levels of warfare,
strategic, operational and tactical.l® The relative effectiveness of these
sets of measures underscores a specific theme of 3Soviet work on the
development of military science and art: the impact of quantitative and
gqualitative changes on the conduct of war,

Writing in the 1520s 1in the first systematic work on strategy compiled

during the Soviet period, and the last until Marshal Sokolovsky's Yyoennaila
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strategiia appeared in 1962, A. A. Svechin, a miltitary spec®alist of the
Imperial General Staff who had joined the Red Army (RKKA}, addressed the
inherent problem of technological change as posed in the warfare of the
industrial era. Svechin ran iato substantial opposition within the Soviet
military and Communist Party because his strategic assumptions embraced the
idea of "war of atirition® as opposed to operations designed to achiewe
destruction of the enemy. On the other hand, he was the first Soviet
officer to address the twin problems of technological surprise and
initiative 1n modern warfare, Svechin warned that the historical
experience of industrial warfare had made it next to impossible to achiewve
technological surprise, He cited several cases, i.e., the French misuse of
machine yuns during the Franco-Prussian War and German employment of gas
during World War 1. to underscore the difficulties. In the former case
Louis Napcieon's army had peither the necessary number of weapoas or 2
military art for their employment in a decisive manner in combat. in the
latter case the German #High Command bhad, when confronted by the
urce~tainties of gas warfare, decided to test the gas in combat zs part of
their effort to develop a military art for its tactical employment, The
resuli of thess efforts was te reveal to the enemy the potential danger <nd
the 1loss, thereby, of operational surprise, Svechin concluded that
techaological surprise was possible in theory but difficult to achieve in
p~x'-act?ce.19

On the other hand, Svechin viewed "technological fnftiative” as a real
and obtainable miiitary objective. Svechin emphasized that the side which
managed to yer and maintain the technological i#nitiative gained many

advantages, The key to holding the fnitiative was a massive intelligence
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effort to discover and study the major tendencies in enemy technology,
Jjoined with a security program that concealed such developments from your
adversaries. Techngiogical initiative nere, howeyer, embraces more than
research and development and includes mass production of the systems in
question, A weapons system in this view can only have a decisive and
radical impact upon the conduct of war if it 15 employed in sufficient
numbers. Likewise, its impact depends upon the development of a military
art which will maximize 1its dimpact at all levels of warfare. The
incremental addition of new types of weapons in such circumstances wili
lead to their absorption within the existing military art as nothing more
than supporting means to the already-existing structure of forces .20

Svechin's views had a profound impact upon the development of Soviet
military thought during the later 1920s. B. M. Shapoeshnikov, himself a
former tsarist General Staff offifcer and voenspets from the {ivil War,
cited Svechin's work approvingly in his ellucidation of the role of the
Gereral Staff as the "brain of the army.” Shaposhnikov underscored the
necessity of developing an integrated plan through the cgoperation of the
civilian Tleadership and the general staff for preparing the national
economy for war, Shaposhnikov openly acknowledged the politicat hegemony
of the Party in such matters but stressed the need for pre-war planning as
the only effective means for engaging in modern, industrial war.2l In the
1930s after the creation of the Soviet General Staff it did under Stalin
assume just this role.

Writing in the mid 19205 Svechin's ideas on economic mobilization of
the nation to support military modernization were conditioned by the

economic realities of the New Economic Policy, 2 set of measures which
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Lenin and his Party had introduced in 1321 fo bring about a recovery of
peasant agriculture and the revival of petty trade. White the NEP did
briny about rapid eccnomic recovery, by the late 1920s serious gquestions
vere being raised within v‘he Party about policy changes which would
radically accelerate the pzce of economic growth and bring about iadustrial
development according te a state-adopted plan, in the military, voices
were raised supporting such a course. M. N. Tukhachevsky, one of the
RKKA's most ocutstanding commanders during the Civil War and Chief of Staff
of the HKKA, 1925-1928, began to call for the “total militarization™ of
Soviet society. Tukhachev:iky rested his argument upon Lenin's concept of
imperialism as a syster of warfare capitalism ami Frunze's "unified
military dectrine” witn its vision of inevitable conflict between the young
Soviet state and the surrounding, hostile capitalist powers.22

With Tukhachevsky's erncourayement a number of bright, youny officers
of the RKKA begam to consider the problem of "future war" in this period,
One of the most “mrortant contributors to this research was V. X.
Triandafillov, who sorved as Section Chief of the Operations Directorate of
the RKKA from 1923 te 1931, at which time he died in an airplane accident,
Triandafillov's work focused on the problem of the scale and character of
modern offensiye operations, designed to disrupt and destroy the enemy
defense throughout their depth. Based upon his analysis of the military
praxis of World War 1 and the Civil War and his assessment of the trends in
armament development, he asserted that deep, successive operations would be
the key ta victory 1in future war, However, in his anaiysis of the
economic~-technological bases for such operations Iriandafillov divided

Europe into two parts: a Western zone where existing economic capabilities
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made it possible to create large-scale mechanized forces and an Eastern
one, including the U.5.5.R., where economic backwardness preciuded the
large-scale introduction of such techneloegy and therefore confined
mechanization to small-scale increments and experiments,23

Writing in 1929, Triandafillov®s analysis was an implicit call for the
acceptance of Tukhachevsky's "total militarization” of the seciety as an
immediate requirement for the defense of the Soviet Union, For
Tukhachevysky and Triandafillovy it did not matter whether Western capitalist
powers had embarked upon the creation of larye-scale mechanized forces by
the late 1920s. It was enough, given their ideslogical assumptions
regarding the inevitable hostility between capitalism and socialism, for
such societies to have created the technological prerequisites for such a
mechanization. 24

By the late 1930s, even as Stalin carried out his sweeping purge of
the Soviet military, the institutional mechanization for engaging in
similar exercises in military foresight regarding the possible treads in
tne development of hostilities within the next five year plan had been
created. After 193% the Soviet Genaral S5taff under Shaposhnikov undertook
the task of assessing ... probable military enviromment in which each five
year plan would take place. The prospects of hpstilities, their natwre,
and the probable adversaries were evaluated in conjunction with
technological assessments, The future marshal and head of the General
Staff, 1960-1963, 1864-1671, M, ¥. Zakharov described this process in which
he took part as cne in which the General 5taff as the "‘unwinking eye’
which constantly gazes ahead into the future.”25  Zakharov terms this

process as one of competition between general staffs for relative
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advantage, fn which each sought to penetrate the *holy of holies,” their
adversaries'® war plans, viile making evary effort through
counter-intelligence to prevent enemy penetration of ones own planning
process .26

This was the system with which the U,S5,S5.R. fought and won the Great
Patriotic War and with which it had to confront the dawn of the nuciear era
and the beginning of the military exploitation of space. Although in some
ways hampered by Stalin’s management styie and contrel of channels of
communication, the Soviet military system seems to have functiconed
reasonably weil, The beginnings of Soviet atomic research, leading up to
the detonation of a bomb in 1949, have bean well-covered eisewhere.2? The
Soviet program of rocket research and development is not so well-known and

deserves our attention as the starting point for Soviet interest in the

exgioitation of space. Soviet rocket research has Jits reots in-

pre-revolutionary Russia and the inspired genius of X, E. Tsiolkovsky, who
in the first decade of this century speculated on the exploration of the
universe by racket-spaceship.28 gRussia‘s radical democrats were notably
sympathetic with such ideas; the early Bolshevik A. A. Boydanoy even wrote

a novel, Krasnaia zvezua, about such interplanetary journeys.Z9

Interest in the military applications of rocket technology was quite
extensive in tsarist Russia. However, after the October Revolution and
with the outhreak of the Civil War the new Soviet government turaed its
attention to the military application of rocket technolegy and took the
first steps towards developing state-funded institutes for the development
of rocket science and technology.30 In 1921 the Jet Laboratory was founded

in Moscow under the directfon of N. I. Tikhomirov, a chemical eagineer.
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Until his death, Tikhomirov pushed nis laboratory's efforts in the
developmant of solid-fueled rockets. Early successes in this area led to
the decision by the Military Research Committegs of the Revoluticnary
#Military Council of the U.S.S5.R. te expand Tikhomirov's laboratory intoc the
Gas-Dynamic Laboratory {60L) in 1928. In the same year Tikhomirow
supported the proposal of a young university graduate from Leningrad, V.
P. Glushko, to build an “"electrothermal™ rocket engine. 6Glushko's proposal
was accepted in May 1929 and a new section joined tne GDL.31 Research and
development of rocket technology continued throughout the 1930's even in
the face of the disruptions to Soviet society engendered by Stalin's
purges. in 1931 the Central Council of Osaviakhim {Society for the
Assistance to Defease and Aviation-Chemical Construction) directed the
creation of ancther research facility for the study of jet propulsion,
Shortly thereafter this facility became the Central Group for Studying Jet
Propulsion {TsGIRD}, headed by F. A. Tsander. it was TsSGIRD, GIRD after
1932, which launched the Soviet Union's first successful liquid-fueled
rocket in August 1833.32 In order to coordinate rocket-jet propulsion
research GDL and GIRD were formed into one agency, the Jet Scientific
Research Institute {RHII).

Pre-war Soviet rocket research enjoyed its greatest success in the
development of solid-fueled rockets for ground and air launching. Building
upon the work of Tikhomiroy, who died in 1930, Soviet engineers developed
such solid-fueied rockets of verious sizes and tested their launching from
ground platforms and afrcraft. Marshal Tukhachevsky, who was then chief of
armaments for the RKKA, supported these efforts. Such solid-fueled rockets

got their first combat tests late in the fighting at Khalkhin-Gol in August
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1939, when air-launched rockets were tested against Japanese aircraft. By
the outbreak of the Great Patriotic War, the developeent of solid-fueled
rockets and mobile launching systems had reached the stage of deployment.
These multiple ltauncher, mobile systems became one of the most deadly
weapons of Soviet artillery preparation and became known to the worid as
katiushas. In the course of the war the military art associated with the
employment of this new weapen system underwent devetopment, leading to the
development of the  _katiushdS as an Tntegral part of the Soviet artillery
offensive. Gradually rocket units were formed intc larger formations,
until Soviet commanders had at their disposal entire katiusha divisions,
capaple of firing 3,840 rockets in a single salve and delivering 23D tons
of fire upon tne enemy.33 One of the most stunning examples of the
offensive use of this new instrument at the operational Tevel came at
Jassy-Kishinev in August 1944, when M, I, Nedelin, commander of artiliery
for the 3rd Ukrainian Front, used the katiushas with cther artillery means
o shatter the Rumantan and German defenders,34

Soviet development of larger Ifquid-fueled rockets continued during
the war but the immediate tactical and operatit;na} needs of the military
received primary attention. Soviet scientists and engineers were in a
position to evaluate the progress made by German rocket engineers during
the war and made strenuvous efforts to absorb those innovations inte their
own work, Iin 1945 Stalin made the decision to pursue wvigorously the
development of atomic weapons and the means of their delivery, including
both 1long-range aviation and rockels, Because of pre-war and wartime
experience rocket development fell within the purview of artilierists. 7The
first rocket unit of the Zoviet Army was Tormed in July 1846 from 2 Guards

Artillery Regiment commanded by Major General A. F, Tveretsky.35
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The world learnad of these successes in October 1957 when Korolev
oversaw the launtch inte orbit of Sputnik I, This eveat which marked a
major st:p forward for the U,S5.S.R. in its rocket program was alsc a
spectacular propaganda success, setting in motien an intense competition
between the iwo superpowers to derive major isternational advantages from
its proyrams for the exploration of space. At the same time it also marked
the real beginning of the militarization of space as both powers pursued
the development of ballistic missile systems for the delivery of nuclear
weapons at intermediate and intercontinental ranges. In December 1959 the
Soviet government authorized the formaition of a new combat branch of the
Soviet Armed Forces, the Strategic Rocket Forces, with M. I[. Nedelin as its
first commander,36

The development of nuclear weapons and systems of their delivery
began im the mid-195Q's to have a profound impact upon Soviet military
science, military doctrine, military art and the military pclicy of the
cPsu, Under Khrushchev there appeared a tendency to assume that the
nuclear-rocket revolution had made other forms of military power secondary
to the defense of the U.5.S5.R. The Premier was particularly adept at using
the early Soviet space spectaculars to underscore both the dimplicit
military power of the U.5.S.R. and the world-class status of its science

and technology.37

Militarization of Space in Soviet Military Doctrine

Adaptation of Soviet military thought to this new situation began
after Stalin"s deati amd took on & momentus all its owh in the late 1950s
as Soviet officers sought to grasp the implications of the new weapens

systems for military science and art. This task fell to the Soviet General
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Staff and the Higher Military Academy, renamed the Academy of the General
Staff in 19558, In 1857 the post of Deputy Director of the Academy for
Scientific-Work was created. For four years lLieutenant General NH. A. Lomoy
held this poest, and he was followed in 1958 by Lieutenant General A, I.
Gastilovich, who served until 1964. Associated with this increased use of
the Academy of the General 5taff a5 a think tank to deal with the impact of
nucledr weapons upon the art of war went a renewed concern for the problem
of strategy, which had received iittle attention at the academy since the
1930s. In creating a text book for the Academy's course on strategy,
General of the Army G. K. Malandin, who had served as Deputy Chief of the
Ganeral Staff, 1%48-1957, 1953-19585, and General Gastilovich plaved a
leading role, 38 This effort served as the foundation for the first
systematic, mass-circulation volume on strategy stnce the appearance of

Svechin's work in the 1920's, Voennaia strategiia, which appeared in 1962

and listed Marshal ¥. D. Sokolovsky as editor-in-chief, 39

Marshal Sckolovsky {1897-1968) had joined the RKKA in 1918 and rose
quickly during the Civil War tc command a brigade and serve as divisfonal
chief of staff, In the inter-war period he combined command assignments,
education, and staff work and in 1935 became chief of staff inp & wilitary
district. The outbreak of war in 1941 found him posted as a deputy chief
of the General Staff. In the first phase of the war he served as Chief of
Staff for the Western Front amnd then the Western Direction, an intermediary
command entity, linking the varicus fronts with Stavka. 1In the second
and third phases of the war he commanded the Western Front, 1943-1944, and
then was posted tc the Ist ukrainian Front as Chief of Staff, serving first

under Marshal Zhukov and then Marshal Xonev. Ffollowing the war Sokolovsky

33




served as Chief of Staff to Group of Soviet Forces Germany until 1949 when
he was appointed Deputy Minister of Qefense. From 1952 to 1960 Sokolovsky
served as ist DGeputy Minister of Defense and Chief of the General Staff,
After 1960 he served until his death in the Group of General Inspectors of
the Ministry of Defense, an institution founded in 1958 to oprovide a
consyltative mechanism to use the expertise of senior commanders too old to
hold active command appointments,%0

Sokolovsky's Yoennsia strategiia was and should, therefore, be

considered & work of the General Staff, commissioned during Sokclowsky's
tenure as Chief of the General Staff and reflecting that institution's
efforts to adjust strategy to the nuclear-rocket revelution in military

affairs, ¥oennaia strateyita went through three editions $n rapid

succession: 1962, 1963, and 1988. It is therefore a valuable source for
examining the shifting Soviet emphasis on the impact of thermonuclear
weapons upon military strategy. It is also significant because 1in the
volume Sokolovsky introduced the concept of militarization of space. This
discussion, as 1t dinevitably must with a ist-leninist ideclogical
framework, was couched in terms of U.S5, efforts to transform space into a
military arena.

Sokolovsky defined space means ip the first edition to include
"strategic weapons®™ directly and as support systems of other strategic
weagans, The Marshal noied the leading role of the USAF in the development
of U.S. space systems and identified research efforts in the following
areas: "reconnaissance, earlywarnings, radionavigation, communications, and
defense against ballistic missiles and esnemy satellites, as well as these

to be used for nuclear strikes against enemy strategic ground targets."%l
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Sckolovsky drew particular attention to the trend towards militarization of
space implicit im U.S. budyetary allecations and plans for long-range
resaarch and deveiopment. in addition, to major investments 1in the
develepment of space reconnaissance, electrgonic warfare, navigation, and
detection of nuclear expliosion satellites, he called attention te the
proposed research effort in the construction of aerospacte vehicles.
Finaliy, he noted: “"The develgpment and use of space systems for the
destruction of ballistic missiles in the boost phase, for the recocgnition
and destruction of enemy military satellites, etc., s also planned.”32
All of these develaopments were to be pursued, according to Sokolovsky's
analysis, while the United States moved rapidly from relying upon manned
bombers to deliver nuclear strikes to a posture embracing the bLallistic
missile as the primary weapon of strategic nuclear war, a process which
Sokolovsky estimated would transpire by 1966, In this discussion.
Sokolovsky pointed towards space as an auxillary environment to support
strategic operations but held out the prospect that the Soviet Union should
anticipate that by 1975, if current trends continuved, space would become a
combat environment ftself 43

The second edition of Voeanaia strategiiz, which was signed to press

in late August 1963 -- less than a year after the Cuban Missile Crisis had
brought the two super powers close to nuclear war, introduced major changes
in Soviet postulates about space. The Marshal's concept of thermonuciear
war stiil rested upon an amalgam of deep strategic operations designed to
destroy the enemy's forces and economic potential in combination with a
hardheaded assessment of the political element of such a struggle. Thus,

the use of thermonuclear weapans was still treated as a means, indeed, the
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dacisive means of achieving what remained a political end. The volume
continued to counsel prudence in the application of military power within
this context, indeed, Sokolovsky &#rgues in the second edition that the
Soviet Union's successes in rocketry and space flight since 1957 had forced
the U.S. to abanden its proclaimed strategy of “massive retaliation” in
favor of one emphasizing the avoidance of thermonuclear war,44

At the same time nuclear rockets had radically altered the concept of
theater of military action by substantially changing their spacial and
temporal aspects. This was a theme developed by Major General S. Branevsky

in Voennaia mysl' in July 1973, where the General argued that the armed

forces had to be prepared for war in specific theaters, taking into account
the impact of new technologies -- notably aviation and ballistic missiles
-- on the spacial and temporal aspects of the conduct of ogerations.45
Such a concept embraced a deepening of operations into intercontinental
dimensions along with a concommitant shortening of time. Space was not
treated as a separate theater of war, although it was freely acknowledged
that space would play a significant role in the acceleration and expansion
of command, control, communication and intelligence functions. Marshal
Sokolovsky did not 1ist space as a theater of combat action but noted that
U.S. political and military figures were calling space “the strategic
theater of tomorrow™ and identified “command of space” as a national
chjective for the next decade .6

while concentrating on U.5. programs to improve C3I capabilittes via
sateliites, {.e., attributing to immediate U.S5. programs missions similar
to those of Soviet systems in support of strategic warfighting, Marshal

Sokolovsky identifiad a number of long-range programs, which were supposed
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to turn space into a combat enviromment, inciuding anti-satellite systems
{ASAT), space pianes for which the Dbyna-Scar Project was the first step,
and orbital bombardment systems {BOSS) under development. He also greated
the U.S5. proyram to reach the moon as a first step towards militarization
of that celestial body. He noted that work was preogressing on lasers,
plasmabeams, and enti-gravity weapons. He caoncluded, "Al1 these facts
point to the fact that the American impertalists are on the path to the
direct use of space for the execution of their aggressive plans, "47

This conclusion, of course, underscored the differences between
sociaiism and capitaiism: Sokolovsky pictured Sgviet space suwccasses,
which he enumerated, as serving the cause of peace and scieatific
progress. However, the Soviet Union could not ignore the fact that U.S.
imper:alism was using its space program to militarize space in preparation
for nuclear attacks upen the Soviet btnion and other socialist countries.38
The Marshal stated that: “It would be a mistake to allow any sort of
superiority to the impertalist camp in this area, it is necessary to
counter the imperialists with more effective methods and means for the use
of space in defensive tasks. Oniy in this way is it peossible fo deny them
the use of space for an aggressive and destructive war."%% Sokolovsky did
not discuss the military art which would have to support such an attempt at
space denjal in the context of the strategic aperations, which he had
described, It s worth noting that the programs he described were in the
research and development stage and so did not yet reyuire an explicit
military art for the conduct of combat against them. At the <ame time in
their absence the Soviels ceould count upon the use of their own C3I assets

in space. Withgut effective ASAT means the disruption of U.5. C3I assets
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in space was also quite limited. Thus, in the shortrun space was an
auxiltlary environment for strategic war, in which, thanks to their space
means, both sides could count upan relatively stable and increasinyly more
sophisticated €3I capabilities. in discussion tha trends in the
development of the U.S. strategic posture from early 1963 to 1966 projected
not only radical growth in the land-based and sea-based ballistic missile
systems, while the modernized long-range bomber force remained relatively
constant in size, but alsc the 1initial procurement of “active space
weapas~s” capable of destroying enemy ICBMs and satellites and of delivering
nuclear strikes,50 These acquisitions were, however, projected to be quite
smali in comparison with the range of missions and the implied combat norms
required for such systems to have 2 qualitative impact on the conduct of
strateygic operations.

This emphasis upon C3I was one of the first indicators of the impact
that cybernetics was beginning to have wupon the Soviet Military. In
October 1962, as the Cuba Missile Crisis was reaching its climax, A. I.
Berg, a Deputy Minister of Defense in the 1950's and the {nitiator and
leader of research in cybernetics and its application, linked the field
with fenin's 1interest 1in the Scientific Organizatien of Laber (NOT).
Thereafter cybervetics, operations research, and the application of
mathematical! metheds to military affairs received priority attention.Bl
Such an emphasis was justified in practical and ideological terms, In 19686
Major General N. Ia, Sushko and Lt, Col. T. R. Kondratkov collaborated on
the first Soviet work to bring mathematical methods into the methodology of
military theory and gpractice, offering an introduction to forecasting

technigues as a necessary response to the on-going scientific-technical
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revyolutfon in military affairs. 52 [. I. Anureev of the Academy of the

teneral 5taff discussed a wide range of applications of mathematical
methods to military affairs, relating them specifically to a trend towards
the mathematization of knowledge, which was drawing military affairs cioser
and closer to the natural sciences via cyberrnetics., At the same time the
application of mors modern computer technoloyy to the ressclution of all
sorts of military and combat-related probilems helid out the prospect of
reducing dacision time by increasiny the speed with which information could
be processed.s-?'

In June 1587 Anureev used mathematical methods to discuss the problem
of nuclear warfighting. In his treatmeat Anureev addressed the problem of
trying to modal the interaction of strateyic forces in a nuclear exchange
and introduced inte Soviet literature the problem of counter-force as
opposed Lo counter-value targeting. in his conclusion Anureev suggested
thet the most expedient method of shifting the correlation of forces during
a2 nuclear exchanye was not the exciusive targeting of enemy weapons systems
hut to attack the enemy's system of €troop control and to disorganize
thereby his ability to carry out a sustained, coordinated attack. Lacking
that ability, the enemy's strategic forces would be substantially
deyraded,.53 Command and control assets were, of course, in the process of
befng placed into orbit, putting a high premium on the ability to sustain
such assets for one's own forces and to degrade those of the adversary.

Space was, accerding to S. Vol'nov, one of the areas where this
electrontc revolution in command and control was making its impact felt,
Appearing at the same tTime as Anureev’s article on mathematization of mili-

tary affairs, Vol'noy's article discussed the U.S. Department of Defense
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programs dealing with elecironic warfare in space. Vol'nov emphasized the
increasing U.S, investment in electronic capabilities for its satellites
and spacecraft, He presented the American decision to invest in MIRY
technoloyy for its ICBMs as one made possible by the gquality of U.s.
electronics and cybernetics. This invesiment, which Vol'nov predicted
would reach 200-300 million dollars by 1970, was a preraquisite for the
militarization of space, which the U.S. intended to transform intsc “a new
sphere for conducting war operations, both for purposes of supporting
comiat actions by all branches of the Armed Forces, and for conducting
independent, space, offensive and defensive operations,"59

In March 1967 Engineer-Colonel A.Vasil'yev offered his own assessment
cf U.S5. programs for the militarization of space. In his discussion
¥asil'yev concentrated upon the former, rather than the latrer, aspect of
U S. programs, 1.e., the use of space to support strategic combat opera-
tions. The reconnaissance role of U.S. space satellites get top priority
and then treatment of satellites to aid communfcations, navigation, collect
gepdet ic and meteoroaloegical information. Second priority went toc manned
spacecraft, especially the Dyna-Soar Program, which VYasil'yev linked to the
plans te build a Manned {rbital Laboratory (MOL). Vasil'yev predicted a
manned space presence by 1975 and anticipated major benefits for MOL from
the Apolic Project.56 The end of Vasil'yev article struck a different
tone., In it the Colonel hinted that the Space Treaty signed in 1957 by the
U.5., UK, and U.S5.5.R. had in some measure created a check upon U.5. plans
for the militarization of space. "At the end of January 1967 representa-
tives of the U.S.S.R., U.5, and Great 3ritaln signed a treaty of principles

of state activity in the study and use of outer space, including the Moon
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and other celestfal bodies. The treaty establishes legal no~ms, juridical
principles and laws concerning the use of space, Up to this time, some
have attempted to look upon space as a sort of undeveloped junyle and hoped
that the law of the jungle -- might makes right -- would prevail, The
treaty forces the reflection and review of such views,*37 This treaty and
the 1963 Test Ban Treaty were to ¥asil'vevand some others within the Soviet
leadership, both civil! and military, evideance of the possibility of
canstructing a web of relations which would Tnphibit U.S, militarization of
space, keep that threat within manageabie proportions angd allogw the
U.S.5.R. to maintain 1ts place as a space superpower without having to fTace
the prospect of unbridled competition. Colonel Vasil'vev retired but he
continues tc occupy & conspicuous place in Soviet studies of the U.S.
defense effort, especially the space program, as & researcher for the
Institute of the Study of the United States and Canada of the Soviet
Academy of Science.

Vasil'yev'sviews touched upon & central problem confronting the Soviet
military by the late 1960's: haying been confronted by an American atomic
monopoty since 1345 and having made strenuous efforts to rezate fts own
intercontinental nuclaar arsenal, the Soviets were poised to reap the
benefits of their investments., And the question remained: how would the
#.5. respond? By July 1967 Soviet officers were discussing the economic
foundations of Soviet military doctrine, wWhile highly conventional fn
their treatment of the components of miiftary doctrine and the issues which
it addressed, these authors emphasized the impact which the economic
condition of the state had upon both the political-military and military-
technical sides of doctrine. While explicitly clear in the latter case

with regard to the state's military capabilities, the effect was also
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present on the peolitical-military side as it affected class arrangements
and the character of the aggregate svcial product, The authors identified
three periods (stages) for Soyiet military doctrine, on which the econamic
base had a profound aeffect. In the first, that of the Revolution, Civil
¥ar, Foreiyn Intervention, and New Fronomic Policy, economic backwardness
constrained Soviet military doctrine in a time of struygle For survival.
wWith the economic transformations of the five-year plans the Soviet Union
achieved a level of industrial development which made possible the
implementation of an advanced military doctrine during the Great Patriotic
War., The third stage the authors described as one of a scientific.
technical revolution dominated by weapons of mass destruction and their
delivery systems. Such weapons had revoluticnized the relationship of
pre-war preparations and wartime conduct. Shert wars between nuclear
powers were possible because in the first few hours of hostilities, nuclear
weapons could be used to destroy an opponent's economic base.b8

However, the authors acknowledyed the possibility that trends 1in
warfighting could in some measure reduce the consequences of nuclear
attacks upon an adversary's industrial base, including concealment and
dispersal. in addition, the authors pointed towards the development of
“defensive wedpons capable of seriously neutralizing the destructive force
of nuclear weapons.® The creation of such weapons was on the techaological
herizon and made it possible te consider the reemergence of protracted war
as strategic offensive systems were countered hy strategic defensive
systems. The authors explicitly pointed tu the contradiction between
offensive and defensive weapons as one factor which would affect the corre-

lation of forces in the future 59
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By 1968 the Soviet military had focused upon the problem of foreseeing
the trends which would affect the scientijfic-technical revolution. Harshal
M, ¥, Zakharov, who had served as Chief of the Geperal Staff from 1960 to
1963, when he was replaced by Marshat 3, 5, Biriuzov, and from 1564 to 15731
after Biriuzov's death, called upon an intense campaign to further perfect
Soviet military science in which he spoke of the need for “new elaborations
and bold daring in military theory and resclute rejection of preconceived

[+

paints of view,” drawn from the praxis of the Tlast war. The problem
instead was to 1ink military praxis and weapons developments associated
with the scientific-technical revolution in a search for new solutions
embracing theoretical foresight of future, Concisely, the Jssue was the
nature of future war at all Jevels of combat: strategic, operational and
tactical. The driving force and the locus of theory construction was the
nuclear-rocket weapons which the Marshal described as "of decisive 1impor-
tance for increasing the might of the Soviet Union."88 Zakharov listed a
number of tasks which the scientific-technical revolution had placed before
Soviet military science and identified the shift from war fighting based
upon a series of successive operations culminating in the defeat of the
enemy's forces to that of a2 single, deep strike with maximum concentration
of force in the minimwm amount of time, Zakharov identified this as the
decisive combat form affecting the military art of all branches. MNilitary
science was in its subject and content supposed tc support the elaberation
of this concept, fncluding the study of the osrobable enemy, his amilitary
thegry, and the ideciogy of imperialism 61

A major theme of this new effort in Soviet aflitary science was the

use of space 1in warfare, Voennaia mysl' carried a number of articles
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touching wupon space. Engineer-Colonel V. Anyutin treated the U.5.
reconnaissance and electronic warfare programs using space satellites. 1In
this article space was identified as an sphere where military experts from
capitalist countries expected armed conflict, but the author’s treatment
concentrated upon space systems which supported combat in other theaters.62
Other authors treated the interaction of strategic offensive and defensive

systems, Indeed, in May 1988 Voennaia mysl' published back-to-back

articles dealing with the proposed U.S5. ABM system, "Sentipel,” and the
moderaization of U.S. strateyic forces, Enyineer Lolonel ¥, Bezzabotnow
descriged “Sentinel” az a limited system. It was clear from his discussion
that the limit existed at two levels. {Oa the one hand, “Sentinel” was, in
fact, only a sliygnht improvement over Rike-Zeus. Althouyh a more complex
weapons system incorporatirng two ABM interceptors, “Spartan” and “Sprint,®
and an advanced radar and command and control system, the "Sentinel' did
not prompt a reliable defense for both counter-force and counter-value
targets. Bezzabotnov acted McNamara's into a high-cost procurement proyram
when Vietnam was eating up defense dollars, But McNamara's objections were
treated as matters of cost.effectiveness since the Secretary of Defense had
announced that the U.S. should consider spending not %40 billion but $400
billton, if a t- -1y effective ABM defense was feasible. The complication,
as Bezzabotnov noted, was that U.S. defense experts cpuld already foresee a
means of overwhelming the best ABM system by means of MiRvs .63

Bezzahotnoy aiso treated "Sentinel” as & system that was politicaily
limited, MHcHamara's “zig-zags®™ on ABM development and the decisfon to go

forward with a Timited sentinel system in 1987 were the product of
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poiftical 1limitatfons favoring symbolic, as opposed to substantive,
actions. McHamara's effort to sell the ABM decision as having no effect on
U.S.-Soviet relations and afmed primarily at a supposed Chinese threat was
a polite fiction. [McNamara's realism in advocating a limited system was
less a product of his "peaceloving” sentiments than a hard-headed assess-
ment of the technical [imitations of available companents to perform the
task of missile interception. Bezzaboinoy suggested that McNamara had been
caught 1in an untenable position by the political infiyghting between
president Johnson and his rightwing critics, 64

If political and technological constraints were imposing “zig-zags® on
4.8, ABM research and development grograms, no such constraints could be
seen in the U.S5. program for the modernization of strategic offensive
forces. Here Soviet authors pointed towards the rapid modernfzation of
existing strategic systems, especially the MiRVing of ICBMs. The logic of
MIRVs lay in the 1incrsase in the number of targets destroyed without
increasing the number of 1ift yehicles and in the radical increase in
demands that would be placed upen any defensive system, thanks to aumbers,
maneuverability of re—entry vehicles, and maskirovka.b5 At the same time
an ipter-agency group with the U.S5. goverament had aliready developed a
paradigm for the next genaration of ICBMs under the designator “WS-1Z0A."
The authors identified a series of requirements that this new system would
have to meet: “insure penetration of any arti-missile system which can be
created during the next ten years; have a high degree of accuracy of target
destruction; and withstand a nuclear strike inflicted by ballistic missiles
which have a high degree of accuracy."B& The authars described this weapon

as a larger version of the Minuteman with considerably greater payload and
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range. The WS-120A, which would become the Minuteman III, was supposed to
cost $10 billfon and take 10 years of development, leading to a force of
200-300 missiles, It is worth pointing out that twenty years after the
fact, this missile is still the backbone of U.S5, ICBM force. The Soviet
discussion assumed that the 1.5, would resclive the problem of IC8M protec-
tion by one of two roads: either protect the wew ICBM silos with an ABH

syStem o©or develop a mobile system. The authoers did not anticipate any

great difference in the costs of either sclution. 57

They did, however, call attantion to the U.S., critics of the U.S.
strategic modernization program. These critics within the USAF Association
deait with three problems: the increased threat which more accurate Soviet
ICBis would pose to the force; the threat of electromagnetic pulses from
nuclear explosions to the ICBM force on the ground or in flight; and the
possibility to locate SSBNs in the ocean's cloak.®8 Hone of these problems
coulid be resolved "merely by increasing the number of strategic missiles or
warheads.”5% The solutions lay in the immediate and broad application of
science and technology to strategic systems. Given the recognition by
Soviet military commentators of the dialectical relationship batween
offensive and defeasive weapons systems, Tt would seem that the authors
were, in fact, speaking of a broad-front appreoach which went beyond IC3M
modernization.

This theme, which ¥n Soviet literature became 1identified with U.S.
plans for the "militarization of space," was shortly developed by Iu.

Listvinov¥ in Voennaia mysl'. Listvinov dated American plans for the mili-

tarization of space to October 1945, when the Navy expressed interest in an

earth satellite program. what had happened, however, was that American
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overconfidence had allowed the Soviet Union to get anead and deliver a
psycholouyfcal *pearl Harbor"™ with its launch of Sputnik in October 1957.
ARong the U.S, advocates of miltitarization of space Listvinov gave
prominent place to Ssnator and later President Lyndon Johnson, The
decision to create a civilian space agency, HKHASA, had, according to
tistvinov, run into powerful opposition from “hawks™ who wanted a unified
program under military diraction. A major advocate of such an approach was
General Curtis ifeMay, fermer commander of SAC, It was LeMay and the USAF
who were presented as the advocates of the manned orbital laboratory {MOL},
which the author pictured as the first step in 1968 to the construction of
space armadas.’C In discussing the 1964 Presidential electien, the author
rnoted that Johnson had followed the Kennedy administration’'s line of a dual
track space proyram, but Listvinov argued that by 1965 the Prestident was
under attack from the right and had moved toc embrace the creation of a
space combat force. The 1line of argument bere led directly to
militarization, i,e,, the creation of combat forces with a basic mission of
neytralizing enemy ICBMs, However, as General leMay had recognized, the
road led to the “development of qualitatively new -- but not ‘absolute’
arms systems."?l Critics of the current program of strateyic modernization
calied ¥t a nuclear Maginot Line and advocated outflanking the Soviet Union
technologically. Listvinov, unlike Vasil‘yev, saw no web of political-legal
developments which were acting as a check upon space militarization.

The discussions of offensive and defensive strategic systems and the
militarization of space took place within a specific geostrategic context
-- pne remarkably favorable to the L.S5.5.R. On the other hand, the United

States was locked in an expanding land war 1in Asia that in no way

-
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threatened the direct security of the U.5.5.R. 0On the other hand, the war
was 1imposing a telling economic, political, military and international
burden upon the chief bastion of the capitalist system, #< the same time
the modernization of Soviet strétegiﬁ forces had progressed to a point
where the U.S5.5.R. did¢, in fTact, for the first time have the ability to
employ its nuclear 2rsenal on an intercontinental scale. The Soviets were
well aware of the fact that the very potential of this development had
brought about ancther "zig" in American grand sirategy. 1t was in this
context that the third and final edition of Sokolovsky's Voennaia
strategiia appeared.

The revisions between the 2nd and 3rd editions were substantially
greater than between the 1st and 2nd, The treatment of U.S. and NATO grand
strategy and basic trends in the development of their armed forces empha-
sized "flexible response” and long-range strategy to achieve politico-
military objectives, The structure of the armed Torces 1in this new
strategy no longer was determined by balancing the branches but was related
to the fulfillment of specific missions. The two top-priority missions
were strategic attack and defense. Under the former, the Soviet authors
identified the Triad and supperting forces, Under the latter, they grouped
air defense, anti-submarine warfare forces, bailistic missiie defense, and
space defense along with the supporting command, control, communication and
intelliyence assets to support each capability. Iin these areas, as in
others, the (.5. objective was to seize and keep the technological initia-
tive under the assuveption that falling behind in decisive areas of arms
competition could lead to nothing less than the disadvantaged side being
“unilateraliy disarmed,"72 This discussion toock place within the context

of a specific treatment of the need to develop a generalired superiority
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in both means of attack and defense, including the creation of "an
effective means of antimissile and antispace defense, so as to reduce
losses in men and material from enemy nuclear strikes.”73 At the same time
gne of the driving forces in the modernization of #.5. strategic coffensive
forces was the need to overcome successfully a Soviet fEQ_sys;em.?4 Faor
the Soviet Union technoloyy did not drive doctrine, but the U.S5. effort to
seize the technological fnitiative and undermine the reliability of Soviet
weapons systems by its wvery nature required & response, From a Soviet
perspective the modernization of U.S5. strategic forces was interconmected
with and dependent upon military-political and the military-technical sides
of Y.S5. doctrine. A Soviet response to such trerds had by its very nature
to grasp those interconnections and dependencies -2

One area of development which received extended treatment in the 1988
edition was the military space program, which the authors described as a
concerted effort to militarize space:

The militaristfc circles of the U.S.A. are the principal

agyressive force nuturing insidiocus plans for using space for

mititary purposes and transforming space into a new theater of

military operations; they consider space the most suitable for

implementation of global military operations.76
As this statement fimplies, the Soviets saw U.5. plans for the militariza-
tion of space moving from a role of combat suppert for other non-space-
based weapons systems, through the creation of weapons aiming at space
denial {means of antispace defenss), toward the developmert of gffensive
space systems designed to conduct operations in space and to strike ground

taryets from space. That this process refiected a aialectical interactien

and a technologfcal spiral was not accidental, Voennaia strategjia posited

a cuwrrent stage of space development in which the cosmoes was 2 supporting
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medium for operations elsewhere., The analog was the sky during the early
days of aviation when balloonists, airship pilets, and aviators used the
sky for recannaissance in support of yround operations - a situation that
preceded the HWright brothers' flight at Kitty Hawk and continued to exist
into World War I when aviation developed the <capability to engage in
air-to-air combat with the initial objective of denying the adversary use
of the air and then developed the capacity to strike at ground targets. In
the first phase of air warfare as in space warfare the arrival of assets in
the medium had radically altered tie reconnaissance capabilities of both
sides, putting a premium on the organization of the intelligence collection

ard analysis process and creating the need for camouflage, concealment and

ceception of ground forces.?7

Sckolovsky's analysis left the +impressicn that this stage of the
militarization was welli-developed, having reached a new plateay in 1965
with the emergence of the capacity to launch multipurpose satellites. On
the other hand, systems for space denial, which embraced both ABM and space
defense systems, were only in their developmental stage, The book Tisted a2
number of projacts -- "bambi,* “sorti,' and “saint" -- which had been
pursued and then abandméed wnen it became clear that their tachnical
complexity, high costs, and marginal utility made them unacceptabie.78 The
promising avenues of development in these areas were still MOL and the
Gemini program, which the Soviets described as a manned satellite
interceptor testbed.79

Finally, the Soviets depicted a number of projects including Dyan-socar
and BOSS {(an orbital bombardment spacecraft system) as the final techno-

lpgical indicators of the more-distant third stage, when space would
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become a medium for the launching of strategfc attacks wupon ground
targets, Mastery of space was the lever to politico-military hegemony

according to U.S. advocates of the militarizatton of space, In the

shortrun, i.e., over the next decade, nco technological miraclies were going
to neutralize the Soviet strateyfc arsenal, Indeed, 1investments 1in
defensive PRO and PKO systems were quite likely te give very marginal
returns, ones totally cut of keeping with the investment costs according to
4.5. defense ana'!ysts.BU At the same time massive expenditures on rasearch
development in these twin areas were fully justified because, according to
Mestern defense specialists, “the side which first creates an antimfssile
{antispace} defense will have the most important strategic advantage which
would a2llow the threatening of war or its unleasning without fear of the
enemy's retaliatory ctrikes,”81

For the United States such 2 system with the ability to protect
counter-force and counter-value targets held out the prospect of restoring
the U.S,. strategic invulmerability which had existed down to 1945, thanks
to geoestrategic circumstances, In describing the origins and development
of the Nike-X program within the context of the problem of continental air
defensa, the authors underscored .S. efforts to create ™an effective
antimissile and antispace defense” which they labeled as the rgad to
“strategfc superiority i ths military sphere, 82

Soviet programs during the same time periocd were pursuing the
acquisition of milftary capabilities in space in precisely the same avenues
att-ibuted to the United States. The U.S5.5.R. had an extensive program of
reconnaissance satellites, was developing an anti-satellite system, and had

begun the research and development of an ABM system, based upon the further
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improvement of their SAM technology. The Soviets were also pursuing the
development of fractional orbit bombardment sSystems (FOBS), which might be
described as a technological hemuncuius ~- a medest wersion of the
fuilblown orbiting strike weapon capable of carrying out nuclear strikes.

The conclusion to be drawn from the third edition of Voennaia strategiia

and other works appearing in 1968, was that the Soviet General Staff had
already developed a probable scenario for the militarization of space, The
three stages were clearly outlined; the operational constraints on existing
technoiogies seemed to suguest that while staye one was well-advanced,
staye two would not arrive for at least another decade. Finally, the first
research efforts aimed at mounting offensive systems in space would be even
more modesy and not have a strategic jmpact for at least well into the
second decade. This scenario did not pay much attention to the political
forces within the capitalist camp that might for whatevwer reasons wish to

stow, halt, or redirect the arms race.

Detente and Arms Contrel

In 1969 Soviet attention focused precisely on this aspect of U.S.
miiitary policy. in Janpary an unsigned review of John S, Tompkins® The

veapons of World War J11: The lony Road Sack from the Bomb gave prominence

to one aspect of that work: the development of science and research capa-
bilities in the U.S, arocund the t.5, defense effort. Tompkins had argued
that the attempts to sell a national science and technology pelicy based
upon the Soviet threat and ..2 civilian pay-ofts had run into problems,
With an expanding 1ist of civilian needs and radically increased costs for
research and development on military hardware even such high prestige items

as the space program and Apollo were facing Sharp eritictsm, 83 The
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critical paint here is that Voennaia mysl' had shifted its line to embrace

the idea of political ceonstraints as an effective check on U.5,. efforts to
get technological superiority.
Further evidence of this new 1line of analysis was quickly

forthcoming. In 1968 G, Trofimenko had published Strategy of Global War,

in which its author, who went on to be become the Chief of the Foreign
Policy Department of the Institute for the Study of the United States and
Canada, provided an analysis of the domestic political context to the
evolution of U.5. military-pelitical strategy in the postwar period. The
volume appeared under the imprinture of the Publishing House "“International
Relations,” which 1is directly affiliated with the Institute of World
Economy and International Affairs, the 1largest and oldest of the Soviet
civilian thnink tanks, dating back to the prewar period.B4 This analysis,
which treated develiopments down to the Johnson administraticn, incorporated
the concept military-industrial complex as an institutional actor in the
process of policy formation. However, Trofimenkc saw the complex as
divided by contradictions arfsing out of vbiective circumstances. For him
the key point was: "The greater the importance acquired by the military
potential of the imperialist states, the more difficult it is ta epply it
as an instrument of foreign pelicy.” The frustrations of Vietnam were in
this case only an immediate manifestation of the central paradox of the
nuclear age, Trofimenko assumed, however, that their impact would be
profound reygarding domestic support for U.S. grand strategy.83%

1t might be argued that the copinions of a civilian anaiyst in one of
the new think tanks would hardly have appreciable impact upon the Soviet

military's views on the same topic, Many arguments can be mustered to
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support such an assertion, The think tanks were recent creations, The
styie of the Soviet leadership was to want intelliyence collection and not
independent aralysis from specialists. The men in these think tanks are
outside the loop in setting Soviet defense policy and so will not have a
major rele in threat assessment, especially where prudence and tradition
demands hardheaded realism and worse-case assumptions. But, and this is an
important but, the Soviet leadership does seem to havé given the civilian
assessment some credibility, Indeed, Trofimenko's volume was reviewed

favgrahly 1in Yoennaia mysl' and recommended as a companion volume to

Sokolovsky's Veoennaia strategiia. Even more conspicuous is the fact that

the reviewer was not a senior military officer but a civilian with close
ties to the foreign policy elite and Central Cormittee of the Party,
Anatoli Gromyko,BS

Gromyke's article was more than a review of Trofimenko. In assessing
U.5. military-political strategy he asserted that the U.5. military-
industrial elite had abandoned victory in a geperal nuclear war as an
attainable objective. He went on to say that while the vast majority of
this elite held such a view they had not abandoned the search for a
military-tecnnical policy that would make limited war feasible., This path
was one of zig-zags veering between "total war and peace."87 The various
B.5, strategems were designed to impose certain rules upon the U.5.5.R.
The point was not that U.S, policy-makers had become peaceloviny, Rather,
Gromyko demanded that Soviet analysts transcend their traditional functions
of unmasking and denouncing the plans of tine imperialist warmongers and
“analyze the position of those who, due to objective circumstances and more

flexible thinking, recoynize the sxtremely «dangerous consequences of the
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arms race and who would Tike to slow this process.” Gromyko did not assert
that such "realism" was by any neans the dominant trend in 4.5, pelitics.
e pointed to the fate of former Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara as an
example of what happensd to such “realists.” It is valuabie to contrast
Gromyko®s analysis of McNamara with that of those of Anyutin's, In the
tatter case the secretary’s rea2iism was driven by cost-effectiveness
criteria and emphasis fell upon his declared willingness to purswe 2n
effective ABM system, irregardless of cost, as opposed to the flawed
interrum soclutions which were feasible with current technology. In the
former case Gromyko characterized McNamara as a more or less sober analyst
of trerds in the arms race. Wwhere Snyutin had seen a dispute among the
faithful over means and not ends, Gromyko saw the fighting as symptoms of
more fundamental divisions, what we might describe as the collapse of the
postwar bipartisan approach to grand strategy., This debate was not about
the nature of the adversary., McNamara had become one of the architects of
the U.S. military-industrial compiex and was a committed anti-communist,
The shift was more subtle and involved an sroston of jdeological confidence
in the ability of technology to answer the strategic diiemma created by the
mass acquisition and deployment of nuclear weapons by the Soviet Unfon.88
Gromyko carried Trofimenke's analysis Torward into the HNixon
administration, contrasting the assertions of Serretary of Defense Lafrd
calling for strategic superiority with those of President WNixon about
*sufficiency” as a policy objective. He pictured the acid test of these
competing conceptions as coming over the "hawks" <calls to transform
the "sentinel¥ ABM system into the Safeguard ABM system, a dense defense

against Soviet baliistic missiles, at a2 cost of 350 billion, Gromyko
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identified Senatgr Edward Kennedy as one of the yoices in the Senate who
were charging that such a program would be a wasie of rescurces and were
calling for 1increased sperding on domestic programs. Gromyko concluded
that the WNixon administration, whatever fits ijdeological assumptions was
being forced by domestic econamic and social conditions to seek to moderate
the arms race .89

At exactly this juncture the Soviet Jeadership was actively calling
for normalization of relations between the United States and the Soviet
Unian. Even in the wake of the Soviet-Warsaw Pact invasion of
Czechosiovakia, Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko had been quick to call for
resumption of d¥filegue. It is true that 1in the same period,
October-November 1968, Brezhnev had used the 5th Caagress of the PZPR in
Warsaw to articuiate a Jjustification for that action and tc raise it into a
principle of f{nterstate relations within the Socialist system as the
Brezhnev Doctrine, fut the rather restrained U.S5. response to events in
Prague may well have suyggested to those in Moscow that the forces of
realism were much stronger than {initial Soviet assessments had credited
them. Certainiy the political confusion of that spring, sumnmer and fall
added weight to such arguments. in November 1968 Premier Xosygin had
former Secretary McNamara visit with him and in a series of meetings
thereafter with U.S5, officials advocated both detente and the need for
talks on strategic arms limitations. Signals from the Nixon administration
in early 1969 indicated that the President did accept strategic sufficiency
as & policy objective. At a press conference at the Foreign Ministry L.
M. Zamyatin made a clear call for strategic arms talks, citing the 1983
Test Ban, 1967 Outer Space Treaty and 1966 Non-Proliferation Treaties as
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evidence of the "broad understanding in the world both of the dangerous
consequences of continuing the arms race and of the necessity to take
effactive measures for halting that race."3C Zamyatin went on to call for
negotiations to 1imit and ultimately bar 211 nuclear weaponas.

In March 1969 President Nixon announced that the U.5. would pursue
development of the Safeguard ABM system. In his statement the President
enumerated three puwrposes: protection of land-basad ICBMs fronm Soviet
attack; population defense against foreseeable Chinese missile capabilties
wall into the next decade; and modest protection against an accidental or
irrational attack from the Soviet Union in which only a fraction aof that
country's ICBM arsenal would be used. 91 The signal from the U.5. was, as
this press conference suguyested, that Safeguard would be as limited in both
senses of that term as Johnson's Séntine'i had been.

Soviet articles by military officers on the iU.5. space program in 1969
reflected & coatinuing divicien in their ranks regarding the assessmeat of
.5, Intentions to "militarize space." 1. Rognedin treated the H.S5. space
proyram as primarily military in its orientation. However, he stressed the
fact that since 19563 a set of treaties had blunted this drive and held out
the prospect of the demilitarization of space. Yet, here the author seemed
to draw a line between space reconnaissance counter-measures which would
make 1t difficult to attack satellftes in orbit. For Rogedin the decisive
area of space competition was in low earth orbit, where such systems could
support other combat assets.%2 The U.5. space program was still driven by
the assumption that superiority 1in space, based upon holdin- the
technological initiative, would granslate inte real politico-military

powar ., However, the prospects for radical breakthroughs with existing
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technologies were quite low. The real pay-offs were to be foreseen in the
more distant future,

J.S5. military th=orists devote considerabie atteation fto the

elaboration of operaticnal-strategic concepts on Space as a

pessible area of military operation. The substance of their

conclusions 1is that near space can be used primarily for armed
farces support and Tor battle against missile systems of the
probable enemy, In addition they consider that the physical
properties of wpace offer suitable conditions for developing
basically new tfechniques of warfare,
Two points are particularly notewarthy in this quote. The first is the
yentler tone regarding the warmonyering imperialists’ "probable enemy.” In
earlier works Soviet officers would have called a spade a spade, The
second point is that the translation of the final sentence is ambigucus as
it reads. In Russian the word tekhnika covers both technigues and
technology. 1 suspect that the author meant new technologies, which were
to be incorporated in space-basad weapons systems., Such new technologies,
if they were developed and dJeployed 1in sufficient scale, could bring
fundamental changes in military art and, indeed, transform space intoc a
theater of military coperations well beyond that descriped in Sckolovsky,
But the author's main point was that existing techaclogies did not hold ocut
any such immediate prospece..

As if to reinforce this theme Iu. Listvinov gave an appraisal of the
Apollo Moon Program which played down its military pay-offs. Listvinov
stressed that heavy 1ift boosters and long-term voyage capabilities did
have major military benefits, but stated that the real benefit camz in
near-garth orbit of manned laboratories. The U,S. space program which was
than about to land on the moon had run into furding problems., The nattfonal

pride .~vich had helped to generate support for it was ne lenger there. Now
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the space effort would have ta be scld in terms of ‘mmediate military
advantayes. The bureawratic politics of this process Listvinov described
as a merging of NASA and DoD space programs with the military yetting
"space stations, flotillas of aerospace vehicles -~- interceptors and
fighters."9% (istvinov's style of exposition was certainly more in keeping
with earti{er Scviet military writings on militarization of space, bt his
conclusions were basfcally in line with those of Rognedin's: the area of
contest was near space; major developments in 1ift capacity with reduced
costs of orbiting payloads, and the development of technologies were
Tony-range prospects and not immediate threats.

Preceding the 2Z4th Party Congress Yoennaia mysl' carried an article

which touched upen the problems of foreseeing such trends and avoiding
technological surprise. The author, Colonel L. Kuleszynski, was a Pole,

and the article had ariginally appeared in Mysl Wojskowa in 1870,

Kuleszynski discussed surprise as a psychological condition and borrowed
from cybernctics the concept of entropy which in this case meant the degree
to which surpr®se brought about the steady degradation or disorganization
of a system. Surprise was not a passing phenomencn but could have a
continuing impact on the comduct of war, Indeed, the author argued that
the degree of surprise was an inverse fTunction of the victim's probable
expectation of the event, In chis fashion foresight, while not an absolute
counter, could serve as a yital antedote, The point was to keep. the
system ready for surprise so that i1t could respond rationally, aveid panic,
and recover quickly. Xuleszynski agreed with Svechin's earlier assertion
that Lhe grander the scale of surprise the more difficulit it was to

achieve, Kuleszynski Tisted six counter-measwures to the threat of
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surprise, While all of these applied to each level of combat, they could
aiso be applied to technoloyical developments as well: 1) study of the
modern methods of conducting combat operations as well as the potential
character and methods of future war; Z} improve the ability to predict by
getting away from subjectivism, woluntarise, and intuition and .owarg
logical, dialectical, mathematicized calculations; 3) develop and improve
intelligence and reconnaissance systems; 4) avoid enemy provocations since
in being provoked the commander does what his opponent wants; 5} maintain
the flow of information to subordinates about possible ({predicted} enemy
actions; and &) incrzase the combat stability and readiness of the system
of troop control.¥%  The key te the execution of surprise was to limit
enemy access to information about your forces, means, and intentions, %o
deceive him with false information, to disorganize his command system by
active measures, At the same time, Kuleszynski warned tha: it was most
dangerous to base one's own plans on the assumption that such actions would
achieve and maintain surprise. 96

The 24th Party Congress in March 1871 represemted a clear victory for
those who wished to pursue detente with the United States, inciuding the
SALT negotiations and ABM Treaty. Some, notably Lawrence Caldwell, have
argued that prior to the Party Conyress the miiitary was forced to accept a
more modest budget as a result of a “modernist” drive to expand the
economy. As in most such cases there is 2n element of truth here. In
1970-1971 a shake-up was under way 1in the Seviet military. Marshal
Zakharov retired as Chief of the General Staff, and Marshal A, A. Grechke,
who had served as Minister of Defense since 1967, emerged as the most

autharitative voice within the Soviet military., Zakharov's successor, Y.




G. Kulikov, was a relatively junior commander in 1971, having only served
as a chief of staff toc an 1independent tank brigade during the Great
Patriotic War. In comparison, Zakharovy and Grechko had each senior command
ar staff responsibilities at the army and froat Tevels, in this caontext
the Genera}l Staff does not seem to have enjoyed the sort of commanding
authority, which it has possessed under Zakharov,

It is guite true that Brezhnev in his major speech on foreign policy
to the Conyress stressed the theme of "detente™ and an active struggle for

peace, including arms control.®7 On tme other nand, in his discussion of

Soviet economic development during the Ninth Five-Year-Plan, 1971-1975,
Brezhnev emphasized the scientific-technical revolution as the key tc the
transformation of the national economy. Brezhnev specifically acknowledged
the intensification of competition between the sociaiist and capitalist
systems in this aresa. dhile emphasizing increasing the social product in
all secteors, Brezhnev drew special attention to the problem of turning
science itself into a direct factor of praoduction and to drive Soviet
enterprises to leap at scientific and technical innovations, Thfs emphasis
seems to suggest that the CPSU had given top priority te research and
developmert under the next five-year plan. In addition to the compelling
needs of domestic economic expansion there were twe other powerful factors
affecting this 1ine.98 First, the Party's assessment of the internationai
climate was one of a shifting correlation of forces in favor of the forces
of socialism and a significant decline in the Iimmediate military threat
confronting the U,5.5.R. Second, in many areas of military technology the
Soviet Union had already canplated its precurement cycle and was at the

stage of research and development, where the immediate prospects of the
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appearance of depliovable, efficient weapons systems were relatively low for
the immedizte future, i.e,, during the next five-year plan. The acguisi-
tion of space weapons systems, including Soviet ABM development, certainly
fit within the framework of this analysis.

After the Party Conyress a great mass of circumstantial evidence
appeared to support this analysis. In April 1971 Seoviet cosmonauts
prasented the flights of Sojuz 6, 7 and 8 as evidence of the long-range
benefits to science of permanently manned space stations. One of them
stated:

Qur science has approached the creation of long period orbital
stations and laboratories and these are decicive means for the
argad conquest of space, Soviet science regards the creation of
orbital stat'ons with replaceable crews as man's main path into
space. They can become cosmodromes 1in space and jumping off
points for flight to other pianets. Major scientific labora-
tories for the research into space technology and biology,
medicine, yeophysics, astronomy and astrophysics will come into
being.99
This agenda took a long look at space and a prolonged period of study
before practical application in space of thase studies, In July Voennaia
mysl', which had all but ignored manned space flight, suddenly gave a
prot. ont place to an interview with Soviet cosmonauts, Major General G,
T. Bergevei went further to picture large, manned orbital stations as
Jaboratory-production facilities whare rasearch engineering could take
place dealing with such exotic technologies as crystal growing in a vacuum,
electron-beam technology, manufacture of micro-slectronics, and the produc-
tion of ultrapure materials.l00 (Colonel G. S. Shenin pointed out that

Voennaia mysl' in its coverage of space and spacecraft had concentrated

almost exclusively on automatic vehicles and given little coveraye to
cosmonauts or their ships., The editors themselves promised to correct this

oversight 101
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In August 1971 Voennaia mysl' carried an entire set of articles which

treated trends in the development of space technology and thelr military
application, in an unsigned article discussing the tasks of military
science in 1iyht of the 24th Party Lonyress the journal was silent about
any ‘itmmediate threat from the capitalist world regarding the militarization
of space. However, the article did stress tha need for Scviet military
science to develop its powers to foresee "future prospects for development
of means of armed combat.” Emphasis was, however, placed upon rapid
decision-making and minimfzation of Tosses, Military science did have the
task of organtzing and sustaining cooperation among the various forces and
means but this task was confined to land, air, and sea. There was no
menrtion of space as a preblem of military art, Instead, military science
was to study U.5. capabilities and potentialities in order to accurately
assess the threat. The editors emphas’zed the nsed Tor doctrinal sclutions
which would minimize losses, reduce the time involved in the conduct of
decisive operations and maximize combat potential through combined arms
solutfons, Space as & dimension to military science's deliberations was
thus only a supportiny medium and not a decisive gne in contemporary armed
combat , 102

This theme Colonel A, Vasil'yev elaborated upon in the same issue of

yoennaia mysl’. 1In an analysis of the development of U,.S5. military space

systems and equipment the colonel concentrated wupon two themes: the
immediate use of space to support combat cperations in the air, on the
ground, and at sea, Vasil'yev noted that even with tighiter purse strings
for the defense budget space rgsearch and develugpment still had a high

priority., The investment in the shortrun, however, seemed to be directed
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towards the suppert of combat operations through the development of multi-
purpose satellite systems to conduc ceconnaissance, electronic warfare,
communications, and navigation functions., These were immediate technolo-
gies which Vasil'yev expected to undergo evoliutionary improvement 103

The colonel aiso noted some research efforts which were going to pay
off only in the mere distant future. These included MOL, as the Soviets
described "Skylab 1," which they saw as the platform for studying manned
cperations in space. More importantly, the author noted the U.5, fntenticn
to develop under Joint NASA-USAF sponsorship a ‘“manned spaceship for
repeated use.” This vehicle, which the author described as a two-stage
system capable of carrying out missiens of 7-30 days length would evolve
over the next decade into the U.5, "Space Snhuttle."

yasil‘yev treated this program as part of the general trend in the
U.s5. development of military space systems but couched nhis argument in
terms of the fipancial savings which reuseable systems would bring to the
process of inserting manned and unmanned equipment into orbit. The mili-
tary tasks which such a sysiem might perform inciuded &the capture and
inspection of for=iyn satellites, space reconnaissance of earth objectives,
transportation of crews and equipment to space stations and even lunar
landing bases {!), and Vtaunching of military satellites into geocentric
orbits and retrieving them.104 vasil'yevy did not attribute a military
capability tc the shuttle itself. Instead, he pictuwred it as a prograsma-
tic focuys for the U.5. military-civilian space program, playing an analog-
ous role in tha 1970s tc that which the Apclis Program had played in the
1960s, i.e., a program which would carry bopth resesrch and developrent
benefits to other space-related military programs and enjoy substantial

national prestige and support. vasil'yev concluded:
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From what has been said, ane can see that the U.5. military space
systems and equipment are constantly being improved on the basis
of techaical amd technelogical achievements and accumulated
experience, With the goal of reducing expenditures on space
systems, there 1is a tendency towards creating multipurpose
satellites and manned space craft for repeated use, and the
latter, apparently will become the basis of Lhe entire .S, space
preyram u$p to 1980, Just as in the 1960s the basis was the
“Apmlgg program which had as 1its goal putting & man on the

moGh .

Soviet statements abgut their own space program and their explicit
analysis of the U.S. space program Tn the early 1970s suggest that Soviet
military experts expected a decade Of competition in the reaim of research
and dewvelopment. Political circumstances and technological capabilities
kkad by the early 19705 combined to forestall the threat of the militari-
zatjon of space as Soviet experts had understood that phenomenon in the
1960s. The case for this interpretation was made by [. I. Anureev, 2

professor at tha Academy of the General Staff and cne of the Soviet Unton's

leading theorists of nuclear warfighting. In the same issue of Yoennaia

mysl' where vasil'yev's article appeared, Anureev used a discussion of the
methods of military science to make a sweeping case for the ureater mathe-
matization of military science. Anureev drew particular attention to the
role of “the difalectical law of transitijon of quantity to gquality” to treat
the problem of technological initiative and surprise, Citing Fngel's
remarks on the topic, Anurcev emphasized that only the mass introduction of
gqualitatively new weapons systems can Jead to radical changes in thz
character and metheds of waginy war,l06 No mention was made of space
systems in particular, However, the entire context of tnis discussion and
what followed it make it plain that Anureev was, Tndeed, assessing the
general prospects for such qualitative breakthrough which would radically

affect the conduct of war,
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Anureev in his call for greater mathematization of military science
tied the law of transition of quantity to gquality with the law of the uaity
and struggle of oppousizes and the neyation of the negation. War, Anureev
depicted as an inateractive process invalving two sides engayed in armed
struggle to achjeve specific political objectives. This is, of course,
vintage Clausewitz ala tenin. But Anureev pointed towards a process of
interaction between offense and defense, where the party possessing the
initiative was able to produce reactions in the other side, 107 The
development of warfare remained for Anureevy historically grounded ir past
experience and conditioned by presant conditions. A correct understanding
of these two should, according to the author, aliow one to predict the
future. Such predictions should not be based upon mere extrapolations of
current trends. On the contrary, the key to such foresight lay in thr
rigorous appiication of the law of the negation of the nagat‘:on.mg
Specifically Anureev pointed to the fact that the study of the history of
the development of mothods of conducting military operatioas indicates that
sometimes old, obsolete methods have been rebern on a new, higher social
and technological basis. Technological change, thus, played a conspicuous
role in military affairs but one conditioned by the finteractive processes
outlined in the law of the unity and struggle of ppposftes. The struggle
for the technological initiative was a two-sided, interactive prucess,
Anureev arjued one way of forecasting this process of neyation of tha
negation was the application of mathematized knowledge tc military
science, After outlining variocus techniques, Anureev concluded that mathe-
matical modelling offered great promise because, although *“hey could not

reflect the entire real process of phenomenon, they could make it possible




to encompass complex systems of operations and to study numerous variants
to the solution of specific military problems and &id in selecting the
optimal variant.109

These methodoloyical comments might at first glance seem to have no
direct relevance to the problem of the militarizattion of space. However,
they should be interpreted within the context of a major work on ABM and
space defense systems which Anureev published at the same time., The work,

based upon an analysis of U.S. weapons technology was a tour de force in

the applicatfon of the very laws which Anureev had explored in Voennaia

mysl’. The entire structure of the work was an attempt to address the
problem of interaction between strategic offensive systems and defensive
ones., The central reality of strategic warfare was, and Anureev asserted,
would remain the ballistic missile. Such unprecedented technology had to
lead, in Anureev’s opinion, to a struggle between offensive and defensive
systems. Tnis process, Anureev asserts, began Iliterally with the
development of the first bhallistic missiles by Nazi Germany during World
war I1I. Responses to the threat incliuded attempls to destroy the
industrial base supporting the weapons productfon, which Anureev considers
to have been ineffective, and projects for the development of a ballistic
missile defense sSystem. The components of such 2 system were gquickly
grasped by the Anglo-American:: an effective radar system for location of
the missile fn flight, a missile weapon system to intercept the ballistic
missile, and a computer-assisted copmand and control system to manage
target interception and destruction. Anureev's point here is not that such
a system was feasible in 1945 but rather that the component paris of such a

dafensive answer could be foreseen l1D
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In this discussion Anureev applied the law of the negation of the
negation to the specific problem of potential trends ia the develepment of
strategic offensive and defensive systems and concluded that the advantage
still lay with the strategic offensive forces because the direction of
their modernization, especially the introduction of 11IRVed wmissiles,
great]ly complicated the problems of defense. Anureev discussed a wide
range of other measures which could be wused to conceal, deceive, and
risinform the enemy’s defenses. Anureev's conclusion was that competition
between offensive and defensive systems would continue but thit there were
nc immediate prospects for the creation of an affective ABMH syitem against
mass attacks if such a system was based upon the interception of one
missile by another during reentry, using existinug technologies. The
argument here fully supported the political decision to sign both the SALT
1 and ABM Treaties. Anureey did not rule out technolepgical developments
which could shift this correlation between offensive and defensive systems
and explicitly pointed to the problem of rapid obsolescence of missile
weapons. 11l In discussing the U.S, program of missile modernization
Anurgey saw its basic objective as getting "the greatest possiblie increase
in their combat effectiveness as well as reduction in expenditures on
development, production and operation. 112

In treating ABM and space defense weapons Anureevy concentrated upon
the interaction between technical reguirements imposed upon the defense to
match this modernization of strategic offensive forces and the intense
political struggle which surrounded the U.S. programs to acquire an ABM
system. With no immediate technological breakthroughs on the shelf shich

could transform the correlation between offensive and defensive systems,




Anureev®s argument was one for prudent procurement of available ABM tech-
nology and substantial investments in research and development of more
advanced technologies which offered radical breakthroughs but only on the
herizon., Anureev nowhere asserted that the ICBM must remain the unchal-
lenged sirategic arbitrator., Rather, he emphasized the need toc look to
developments in computers and control technologies, radars and sensors, and
more advanced weapons systems.

Anureev depicted the Nixon Administration's decitsion to develop the
Safeguard ABM system as a de facto recognitiom that existing technologies
in all three areas, t.e., radars and sensors, computers and command and
control systems, and missiles and weapons, were unegual to the task of
providing a reiiable defense for population centers agafnst mass attacks.

The best an ABM system might achieve, according to the Soviet officer, was
protection against 2 small, uncoordinated attack and the degradation of a
larger attack tc allow U.S5. counterforces to ride out the attack and
retaliate, 113

Anureey did, howevar, point to 4.5, efforts to improve the chances of
ABM defense by developing satellite-based sensor systems which could detect
ICBM boosters from launch and the development of chemical lasers which
could be wused to attack such targets in their boost and mid-trajectory
phases,114  The succe-s of such a system would depend upan the linking
together of early warning satellites with a "fleet of combat spacecraft”
similar to those eavisioned in the Bambi Project. Anureev pointed to U.S.
speculations about the feasibility cof creatiny such a system by the late
1970s and speculated about the developments in missile and laser technolo-

gies necessary to make the system functicnal in the ABM role. From &
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Soviet perspective the key advantages tc fthe new technology lay in the
ability to grovide for early engagement before the ICBM could deploy
counter-measures and in the possibility of engaging in a battle of attri-
tion over the entire trajectory of the attacking missiles, The key to the
success of such a program lay in a2 number of new technologies and in
reducing the costs of putting payloads into space while increasing the
dependability of orbital objects,115

Anureev concluded his work with a treatment of the prospects for the
development of space defense weapors systems, Here again he stressed the
interaction between offensive and defensive systems and underscored the
advantayes to be derived from neutralizing and degrading enemy space-based
command and control systems., Anureev drew attention to the articulation of
concepts of space control in the U.S. and outlined the varfous programs for
the detection and tracking of spece objects. Again Anureey stressed the
tension between present capabtlities and fmprovement of capacity by system
moderni{zation with regard to sensors, command and control, and wezapons,
One such system of the future was an air-launched ASAT sy¥stem. He also
discussed the use of MOLs and manned ASAT systems capable of inspecting,
capturing and destroying hostile orbital objects ia space defense. Anureey
presented these developments within the <context of an emerging U.5.
interest in combined arms warfare in a space theater,116

The book's entire argument was a call to support the arms control
pracess as one in keeping with the current technological correlation and
the shifting strategic balance in favor of the U.S5.5.R. SALT I and the ABM
Treaty of 1Y72 offered a Structure to an arms race which was militarily and
politically appropriate to the Soviet uUnfon. Anureev provided a sophisti-

cated argument in support of that case in his book.
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This point was explicitly acknowledged by reviewers of the volume,

inctuding Major General Provoroy. writing in Yoennaia mysl®, Provoroy

approa aed Anureev’s book as a treatment of the steadily increasing role of
aergspace defense as a characteristic feature of the technological ravolu-
tion in military affaiprs,!1? Provorov made the telling point that
Anurcev's extensive treatment of offensive missiles and space systems was
the key to uynderstanding the core of the book, "military-strategic and
scientific-technical problems of antimissile defense." Provorovy cilled the
reader’s attention to Anureev's discussion ¢f the interaction and inter-
dependencies to be found in the U.S. “Safeguard” ABM system.l18  The
argument here rasted upon the assumption that seriocwus technical problems
had impinged upon the prospects of success of such a program and had led
realists in the U.S. to grant the premise that in the short rum an effec-
tive ABM system was not on the horizon. At the same time Provorov noted
that U.S. policy still had an aygressive intent and that the U.5. wes still
seeking to belster its claims toc world leadership through the acgquisition
of “global weapons systems.™

With regard to the technological roadbiocks to ar effective ABM system
Provorov pointed to radar and computers relating to battle management.
With reyard to interception of ICAMs and their warheads Provorov poiated to
two coniradictory trends. On the one hand, because of the slowing which
takes place during reentry, interception during that stage of flight seemed
to offer greatest promise. But such a system required the development of
more advanced radar systems to see over the horizon. At the same time the
development éf MIRYV technology made it imperative to intercept the bus

before the 1individual warheads had separated, creating many more targets
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and allowing the enemy to engage in a full range of deception measures.
Early engagement before MIRVing thus became a top priority for o« successful
ABH system, The unstated conclusicn to be drawn from this prooiem was that
using intercept weapons operating at ballistic speeds against ICBMs could
not resolve the problem.l119 gGiven the rapid modernization and expansion of
the Soviet strategiec arsenal in the late 1960s and early 13870s, the
correlation between offensive and defensive systems for the immediate
future scemed to be one favoring a stable development along anticipated
technclogical lines, Provoroy cited Brezhnev's speech to the 20th Party
Congress to underscore the fact waat Soviet offensive forces were and would
remain a deterrent to any and all aggressive forces. The U.S.S5.R could
meet any attempt to achieve military superiority by its own timely
countermeasures, The rhetoric Justifised the modernization of offensive
forces Jjust as it projected the search for long-term technological
solutions to the problems of ABM and space defense. 120

The theme of long-term research and development was fTurther explored
in another article by Anureev, The ostensible subject of ihe article was
the correlation of military science and the natural sciences, but the
subtext was the general direction of the scientific-technical revalution in
military affairs, Exploring the direct, indirect and feedback connections
between military science and the natural sciences Anureev drew attention to
the revolutionary transformation of trogp control which was coming with the
introduction of cybernetics into military affairs. Anureev's theme here
was ome close to the earlier topic of the mathematization of military
science but unuarscored the revolutionary changes in troop control as the
foundation For revolutionary changes in the developme-t aof military

hardware. This led to an emrasis upon mathematical models ana >tmulations
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as a way of indirect wverification of sglutions to practical military
prablems. This method was to be applied in peacetime with major emphasis
upon forecasting weapons development and changes in doctrine, Anursev in
this regard pointed to quantum electronfcs, the basis of both laser and
particle beam systems, as one irea which would lead “to the development of
new areas of tactics, operational art and strategy."1Zl  The natural
sciences were only then developing the thearetical principles which could
be applied to weapons systems, but Anureey asserted that a clicse link
between military science and the physics of elementary particles could be
forecast.

The thrust and direction of these observations by Anureev and others
were towards the feasibility of arms control agreements covering existing
technoloyies and reflecting the correlaticn of forces which had emerged in
the internatioral arena as & result of imprevements in the Soviet Union’s
geostrategic situation and the complications -- both incernational and
domestic —-- which constrained U.5. policy. Soviet military opservers did
not take this situation as one that would continue indefinitely into the
fu* re and seem t0 have been well aware of the areas of technological
development which mignt in the future affect the strategic halance and make
a2 major shift in the correlation of strategic offensive and defensive
systems possible. These areas ware: radar and sensors, computecss and
cantrol technoloeg.s, lasers and particle beams, and the acquisition of space
technology which would make it possible to ptace greater payicads into
space at substantially reduced cost, thus allowing a power to introduce
into space sufficient assets to exploit the jpotential of these otiar

weapans technologies from space itself. These were only trends and not yet
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weapons systems, Anureevy's point was that the military had a vested
interest in supportinyg research and development in the natural sciences so
that military science would be able to apply the latest discoveries to
potential weapons technologies, The subtext of the SALTYT I and ABM
Treaties was a postponement of the decisive phase of the struggie over the
militarization of space until such advances might be applied. 122

The Soviet research and development effort would appear to have been &
major one. However, it was in large measure driven by an expliicit recog-
nition that the §.5. was committed to the same process, [ndeed, the atten-
tion Soviet authors devoted to the space shuttle program confirms the
impression that the shuttle was seen as the key to U.5. military space
efforts. ' A, Vpoliodin identified a number of missions which the shuttle
could perform including reconnaissance, identification and intercepticn of
enemy space objects, interception of missile warheads and the destruction
of strategic targets. The author did not fdentify such targets as to
location but did seem to imply sarth targets. The shuttle or multiuse
transport spacecraft had two key advantages: economy and wversatility.
Volodin saw such craft as being used as space tugs for lunar and deeper
space activities and moted their utility in transporting materials for the
construction of permanent space staticns. He atitributed te USAF leadership
a desire to empicy the shuttlie for ABM and space defense purposes.l23
Volodin's piece on the prospects of the space shuttle, then only in the
pianring stages, could be compared with Colcnel Yur'yev's mundane article
on space satellites as reconnaissance systems., The article contained the
usual detafled technical information acout latest developments in U.S.
reconnaissance satellites within the context of supporting combat opera-

tions in other theaters of military operations, In keeping with the Soviet
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general assessment of existing technologies Yur‘yev made no mention of the
militarization of space. Nor did he address the potential development of
anti-satellite systems, which could degrade or destroy reconnaissance and
communication satellites and thereby undermine the command and control
systems upon which modern military operations rested.124

Based uppn Soviet forecasts of the pace of weapons development, a
seeming anomaly appeared in the mid-1970's. On the one hand, Soviet fore-
casters were fixing upon a weapons development cycle of ten to fifteen
years with the expiicit expectatioen that the pace of weapons developments
would accelerate as a result of the scieptific-technical rewvolution in
military affairs. At the same time the authors associated with the Generad
Staff were posting & shift ¥n the correlation of forces as a result of the
Soviet acgquisition of a strategic arsenal capable of countering any Ameri-
can claims to military superiority. This had the effect of radically
reducing the prospects of nuclear war from the Soviet perspective since its
initiation by the West no lonyer made any political sense, The Soviets did
not accept and indeed Tound quite alien U.S. strategic doctrines based upon
assumptions of deterrence by post facto punishment. For the Soviet General
Staff and party elite as well, war continued to be a2 contianuation of
politics by other means. In keeping with the achievesent of strategic
suparpower status and its policy of relaxation of tensions, i.e. detente,
Colonel Spirov interpreted the SALT I Agreement as a de Tacto end tc the
Cold War imposed upon U.5. pelicymakers by ¢heir political defeats in
¥iatnam and the emergence of a strategic balance favoring the Soviet Uniaon:

The present correlation of forces between the U.5.5.R. and the

U.S5.A. has found expression in the agreement signed in May 1972,

regarding questions of the limitation of strategic offensive
weapons and systems of anti-uwissile defense. Agreements on these
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questions give witness to the downfall of the policy of ‘cold

2?1:1 :h;grthea: otfx_eincgggﬁgyc:;fgs by American imperialism for more

Spirov ana his fellow authors pointed towards two contradicteory com-e-
quences of this situation. One was an increasing interest in new scienti-
fic and technoicogical developments which might permit the U.5. strategic
arsenal to escape this dilemma and the other was a doctrinal search for
some military adaptations which would restore political utility to the
U.S. strategic arsenal. Soviet responses in bhoth areas were symmetrical,
i.e., to follow such developments while modernizing both the scientific-
technical and military-political base cof the Soviet strategic posture,
Colonel General N.A. tomov, in his comclusion to this volume, identified
four features of the scientific-technical revolutions impact upon military
affairs: 1) the fact that nuclear weapons and thetr delivery systems had
obliterated the boundary between front and rear; 2) the fact that these
sane weapons had created the preconditions for the achievement of wartime
gbjoectives in & short period of time; 3} the fact that the armed forces,
and here he included all branches, under the conditions of a nuclear war
had to be able to resolve combat tasks which were radically different from
those perfbrmed in the past; and 4} the fact that the revolution in
military affairs had to a significant degree elevated the importance of
suprise as a factor at all levels of combat. 126

The results of these developments pushed the Soviet military towards
consideration of non-nuclear operational options under conditions of the
existing correlation of strategic forces, while at the same time giving
yreater emphasis to the study of local war. Soviet military science
devoted increased attention to the conduct of deep operations using conven-

tional forces and surprise to achieve military successes in a strategic
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environment in which the nuclear option could be delayed, forestalled or
preampted by the judicious use of madernized conventional forces. Strate-
gic parity, since it robbed the U.S. of faith in its ability to achicve
escalation domination in theater-nuclear or strategic exchaaye, was suffi-
cient to make rapid deep operations by conventional forces an appealing
mititary option. But strategic parity rested upon the continuation of the
existing correlation of forces into the future, In the short run, this
seemed a wviable policy. Whether it was over the lenuy-term depended upon
the military-political and scientific-technical assessment of trends. All
the evidence suggests that by the mid-19703s, the Saoviet General Staff was
well aware of the fact that the scientific-technical revolution in military
affairs had entered a new sStage, distinst from the one dominated by
nuclear-rocket technology, and centering upon the military application of
cybernetics to problems of troop control. Increasing emphasis wupon the
man-machine-system 1interface, the application of automated systems of
contrcl to 31l aspects of military affairs, and the expanded application of
opes ational research, systems amalysis and system design engineering give
witness to this shift, Yet, this new stage in the scientific-technical
revolution could not be confined to strategic systems and, as the litera-
ture suygests, stimulated a wid:- ranging ceonsideration of troop cc..:rol
throughout the Soviet military.

Soyiet isterest in and discussion of ABM and space defense during tha
same period was remarkably restrained, Soviet statements about their own
space grogram and their commitment to manned orbital! stations became a
reality with the expansion of the Sgluz and the Saliut Programs. Ambitious

plans were hinted at involvinyg the industrialization of space dnd the
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generation of energy through the construction of space stations to convert
soiar energy into electric power and sending it back to earth. Such plans
required a radical expansion of the loads which could be placed inte orbit
and a siynificant reduction in the transportation costs of such payloads,
In this context Soviet authors, including [.I. Anureev, examined the U.3.
Space Shuttle Program, which had been authorized in 1972, 127

Anureev's bogk on reusable spacecraft contains a vast amount of
technical data on the U.S. Shuttle Program from the various competing
desiyns and propasals from which the shuttle evolved to extensive informa-
tion on the missions and uses envisioned for the shuttle when it was placed
into service. Anureev emphasized the economic rationale for shuttle
development and described it as a transport wvehicle which by reducing
payload costs could facilitate a whole range of more ambitious space
projects, using even more advanced technologies. Anureev's treatment of
the vrogram was quite extensive and his conclusions underscorad the utility
of sucn a system. However, one of the most conspicuous features of this
volume, which appeared in 1975, was the author's silence about the military
applications of the shuttlie. This silence fs especially puzzling from so
eminent an authority on ABM and space defense systems. That the bock was
published by Yoenizdat makes the omission dowsly curicus. The gnly point
where Anureey explicitly addressed the shuttle's rgle in the U.5. milti-
tary space program came at the snd of the study, Here, Anureevy noted the
substantial investment planned by NASA in ti: program and cited foreign
press sources on the role the Department of Defenss was playing in shuttie

Jesign. 128 His remarks were by Soviel standards reserved in tpe extreme:
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The #.S5. Depariment of Defense has takem an active role in the
soluvtion of the principal decisfons relating tc the TSC transport
space craft, the conduct of different research and tests. It is
reputed, that the selection of the program for the <reation of

the TSC to a greater degree depends upon the support from the

Department of Defense that on econcmic factors.

Anureev's reserve here 1in discussing miltitary applications of shuttle
technology cannot be explained bv any failure on his part to grasp the
truly radically new prospects for the explaitation which such a system held
out. Nor, as recent evidence confirms, can it be explained by a Tack of
Soyiet interest in or knowledge of the system's applications. The absence
of references to the potential military missions of the shuttle and more
general references to U.S5. plans for the militarizacion of space seems to
have been a particular fruit of detente, since the book was written during
the peried when both sides expected major advantayes from the relaxation of
tensions and each had sound reasons not to provoke needless conflict. It
was, after all, the time of Apelilo-Soiuz. At the same time we should
emphasize the extent to which such a treatment of the shuttle and the
mflitarization Of space was in keeping with Soviet views on the nature of
the correlaticn of forces in the 1international arena. Soviet authors
repeatedly stress the primacy of politics as the sources of armed
conflict, Capitalism had not changed its spots, but Soviet analysts, by
the middle of the decade, were willing te see structural restraints that
operated to inhibit imperialism's aggressivenass,

Throughout the era of detente, 3oviet civil and military spokesmen
embraced a highly sophisticated analysis of the international scene and
U.S. dow stic politics which emphasized the increased paralysis of U.E.
pelicy and ths emergence of substantial and powerful forces whe iz their

political realism sought to restrain the adventurist policies of the mere
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militant elements of 4,5, elite, General Mfi‘shtein of the Institute for
the Study of the United States and Canada offered a most intriguing analy-
sis of these tendencies in his book on the U.S. military-industrial
complex, Written four years after Anureev’s technical treatment of the
issues of ABM and space defosnse and reflecting the dominant themes of
Brezhnev's peace offensive, Mil'shtein’s treatment of the military-
industrial complex was highly sophisticatee by Soviet standards and went
well beyond Marxist-leninist precepts about state capitalism and war.
Indeed, the central theme of the book, which drew heavily upon U.5. "new
teft" scholarship and more centrist critics of the foreign policy and
national security processes, was that in the process of its development the
military industrial complex had generated within its own ranks elements who
for objective reasons, based upon a realistic assessment of the trends in
the correlation of forces, were unwilling to accept any futher mititary
adventures, while at the same time remaining institutionalliy committed to
or at least accepting the further militarization of U.S. foreign and
domestic policy,

These forges, which Mi1'shtein too associated with former Secretary of
Defense McNamara and others in the Nixon administration, had learned
restraint as a result of the U.5. setbacks in Vietnam, Hil'shtein divided
the U.S. MIC 1into 1liberal and conservative wings, reflecting American
perceptions about the “hawks and doves of the 12605 and 1970s.” The
conservatives or hawks were still seeking complete victory but Tacked a
domestic political base to support their policies, They were also more
willing tc see in the military instrement as 2 solutien to difficult and

complex international 'prob‘iems. The Jiberals or doves, on the other hand,




could be defined as realists on three yJgroends: they socught to conduct a
foreiyn and national security policy based upon limited political objec-
tives and limited military means; they understood the necessity of an
organic connection of military, econemic, and foreign policy in the
international aren2 and were wore willing to address the limits of military
power in resolving international #ssues and finally they were realists in
their understanding of the total irrationality and unacceptability of the
“very idea of global war in our era.v130 it §s worth noting that
Mil'skrein did noi refer to global thermonuclear war as a subcategory of
global war. Sovist military doctrine did not acknowledge the possibility
of convertional global war, rather 1t emphasized that conflict betwsen the
socialist and capitalist systems must escalate into global ;*.hermonuc!ear
war. As opposed to U.S, notions of deterrence by punishment or theater
nuclear war, the Soviets were by the mid-1970s emphasizing the possibility
of regional confliict which would be contained by the accepted judgement of
both camps regarding limited means and ends. 1. the final analysis Soviets
not only continued to see war as a continuation of politics, but had alsc
grasped the fact that objective conditions were leading elemeats of the
U.S. elfte to accept & more narrow and limited definition of the U.S.-
Soviet contest.131

Mil'shtein linked his analysis of these trends with the politics of
ABM and the impacr of Vietnam. Mil'shtein concluded that the victories won
by the hawks in promoting a first-generation ABM system of dubious techni-
cal merit had 1in the 2nd strengthened the hand of the opposition.
Mil'shteln noted that the realiscts in the 1.5, were hardly "doves", ohne-

woride~s, or advocatas of unilaterzt? disarmament, On the contrary. 1in
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order to sink the ABM system which they saw as technically and doctrinally
compromised the “liberals” advocated the modernizatien of offensive
systems, including such programs as MIRV development, Minuteman moderniza-
tion, and replacement of the Polaris SLBM with the Poseidon, #il1'shtein
argied that one of the major promoters of ABM development were defense
contracters who had been fnvolived in the Eisenhower-Kennedy expansion of
the U.S5. strategic arsenal, and now possessed excess industrial capacity
and no other ordars, The strategic modernization program, while fulfilling
doctrinal requirements, also created ancther demand in this moenepsonistic
sityation 132

MiT'shtein argued, however, that in the final analysis the shock of
Yietnam was what tipped the political balance within the American elite by
threatening to disrupt comventional golitics and by forcing some elements
within the elite to seek to reduce the influence of the professional
military on policy formation while 2t the same time not weakening the
military-industrial complex. Supposedly this was the line fo!?éued by
Nixon and Kissinger and led to detente, the SALT ! Agreement and ABM
Ireaty. The emphasis upon the pclitics aof ABM in bringing about the
dominance of realism within a Republican administretion, headed by an
avowed anti-communist with the best of credentials as a cold warrior,
suggested a basic shift in American politics. But Mil'shtein did not see
this chift as irreversible. 133 The struggle continued and by impliication a
prudent Soviet policy would follow a line that protected and promoted
Soviet {nterests while avoiding provoking an anti-Soviet mood within the
U,5. policy and thereby strengthening the hand ot the conservatives and

hawks.138 The competition between socialismand capitalism continued. The
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class struggle had not been suspended, But new internatiopal circumstances
had radically enhanced the relative power and prestige of thé Soviet ynion,

Taken together the Anureev and Mil'shtein voiumes reveal what was
probably the military-technical and military-political assessment of .S,
strategic doctrine. The Soviet leadership did not expect the arms race to
end, but it did hope to use the arms control process to create a climate of
accomodation, enhance the security of the U.5.5.R., and davise a web of
agreements which would inhibit WU,S, efforts to exploit a strategic
technological initiative or to seek strategic syperiority by means of
technological surprise. That this interpretation of detente was misunder-
stood by all sides in Washingtos seems qguite evident. By the mid-1370s,
the Scviet military was no longer talking about winning & nuclear war, and
the political leadership in the person of Brezhnev repeatedly stressed the
horrors of such a confiict, But from the perspective of the Gerneral Staff
and the Politburo, these goints in no way negated the general utiligy of
military power in the conduct of foreign relatioens, Rather, 3Saviet
miiitery science began to investigate the application of the latest
discoverfes of science and technology to conventional warfighting with the
objective of revolutionfzing mechanized operations by Increasing their
speed, depth and decisiveness. From a S5oviet perspective this was a
prudent policy in keeping with the concept of Timited conflict and the
rising importance of lpcal wars., The fruits of this lire of development
can now be seen in the Soviet order of battle, 1ts doctrine, and the MWest's
concerns over the application of ihe concept, operational-maneuver group,
to combat in a Eurcpean thoater of military operations,l3d

Strategic modernfzation did continuwe apace, and Soviet concern

regarding the agplication ¢, new technologies to strategic warfighting was
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avident. In 1976, Orlov published a study designed to familiarize his
public with the rapi~ly expanding field of lasers. Based upon foreign
developments of laser systems since 1961, Orlov cutlined the principles of
their action, their construction, the various models and their basic parts
and talked about their military application, espacially target designation
and sighting, 136 Orlovy did, however, discuss the various U.S. programs to
turn the laser into a weapon using haat as the agent of destruction. Orlov
concentrated wpon chemical lasers and discussed their utility in destroying
ICBM boosters, buses, and warheads in the vacuum of space. Orlov had noted
that the thin skins of aireraft and ICBM boosters made them particularly
vulnerable targets to attack by Jasers. But he concluded that such
inexpensive countermeasures such as coating the ICBM with an ablative
shield or using aerosol sprays to diffuse the beam, could seriously degrade
Yaser effectiveness. Such countermeasures could radically increase the
level of energy required tc maintain the beam's focus and the level of heat
necessary to burn through the skin. Orlov's statements pointed towards a
prudent conclusion. The coambat applicatien of lasers had already arrived.
Laser weapons Ssystems were becoming feasible and ICBM's were a logical
target., But it was as yet unclear where such labors should be focused or
whether existing technology made it possible ta design combat-effective
Tasers which would overcome simple and relatively cheap countermeasures.
Orlov did not discuss space-based lasers directiy but his analysis of U.S.
proarsms and the weapon's characteristics makes it plain that he grasped
the possibilities of such mapcns.i?’?

The central focus of Soviet analysis of the stategic balance in the

mid 19705 was that the arms controel process had brought about a political
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ciimate in which detente would thrive. Soviet analysts took their cue from
General Secretary 8rezhney who used the 25th Party Congress Lo cutline the
shift of the correlation of forces in favor of the forces of peace,
socialism, and anti-imperfalism. Brezhney begyan by noting the North
¥ietnamese victory. Betente and the advance of socialism went hand-in-
hand, Soviet satisfaction with anti-imperialist and pro-Soviet forces'
gains elsewhere received primary emphasis. Only then did Brezhnev turn to
the struggie for peaceful coexistence and the successes which the CPSU had
gained since the 24th Party {ongress with its Peace Program.l38 prezhnev
praised its timeltness and realism, while underscoring bilateral and muiti-
lateral successes, especially the Helsinki Conference's Final Act. With
regard te U.S.-Soviet relations Brezhnev emphasized what had been achieved
wiile putting forward a lengthy agenda of topics for arms control
agreements ranging ¥from banning the developmant of a new generation of
offensive strategic weapons to conventional forces, But there was RO
mention of space or the threat of militarizaetion, which suggests that in
1976, demiiitarization of the Indian Ocean had a highar priaority with the
Soviet leadership than the struggle against the militarization of space.

The Soviets seem to have accepted that the network of treaties signed on

space, which culminated in the ABM Treaty had created a sufficient
restraint 139

An analogous restraint fn assessing Soviet interest in and capabili-
ties for the militartzation of space was evident on the L.5. side. In a
Senate committee survey of the Soviet Space Program, the section on the
miiitary use of space was slwrt and not p-—ticularly infannrative. The
report began by noting that Soviet charges regarding U.S. intentions to

militarize space became more muted as detente flowered. It then went on to
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look briefly at the interconnections between the Soviet civilian and
military space programs and discussed the support role which various types
of satellites provide to the Soyiet Armed Forces., TFhe authors noted the
suspension of the FOBS (Fractional Orbital Ballistic System} after 1971,
which had created great concern in some defense circles in the U4.5. The
report credited the Soviets with a primative ASAT capability and called
attention to the Galesh ABHM complex around Moscow as being iIn compliiance
with the ABM Treaty. It concluded that there was no evidence that the
Soviets had developed orbital bombs. The report did not offer any
assessment of how these wvarious programs fitted together or any judgement
about the direction of the Soviet military space preogram,l140

#hile research - wd development of basic tachnoclogies which could be
applied to armed combat in space continued, both sides speat the late 1370s
emphasizing other aspects of their political-military competition. During
the Carter Administration, a marked cooling toward detente and arms control
in the U.S5. policy became evident, There was a growing concern that
Soviet and Wester:. objectives in the arms control prodess were radically
different and that the arms conirol agreements, which had begen signed were
not in keeping with U.S. interests, Critics of the arms control process
saw the agreements as structuring an arms race rather that centaining it
and found the terms of the agreements flawed because they contributed to
incentives for the development of Soviet counterforce capabilitties., The
ABM Treaty in their terms had been a success only in the sense that it had
robbed the U.,S. ef the lead which it hKad possessed in ABM research,
development, testing and engineering.l4l One need not agree completely

with this lime of argument, but the central point remains that
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much of the U.S. conceptualizatforn by the early realists of the arms

control community was based upon a certain element of intellectual hubris,
These advocates of arms control had, by rational analysis, concluded that

it was possible to devise technical measwures of arms control to be applied

to both sides. They had little concern for Soviet strategic concepts and

seemed to beiieve that the very process of negotiating arms control agree-

ments would lead to the education of the Soviets regarding the self-evident

merits of the U,S. concepts. By the late 1970s such pious hopes were under.

strenuous attack from those whe accused arms contro?! of becoming a substi-
tute for strategic planaing.142

The Post-Detente Era and Militarization of Space Revisited, 1979

The continued medernization of the Soviet strat gic arsenal in con-

junction with the arms contrel process led to a series of decisions,

beginning tn 1974 and continuing down to the present, to move away fram

assured destruction toward & war fighting posture based upon a wider rapge

of nuclear optioms and capabtilities. This process created a "gap" betweean

arms control as polfcy and strategic planning. The assumptions under-—

peaning U4.S. arms control policy, however, began to disintegrate in the

second half of the 1970s as it became apparent that ne domestic consensus

existed to support it, While it s very difficult to assess what factors

most contributed to this erosion of support, perceived Soviet gains and

demonstrable U.S. setbacks piayed a conspicuvus role. JIran and Afghanistan

may have had more impact than all the technical arguments about the flaws

and one-sidedness of the SALT 11 Agreement. With the shifting political

climate came a revival in the U.S. defense effort, the NATO decision to

modernize its theater nuclear forces to counter 3Soviet deployments of the
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$5-20, and a heating up of the Cold War following the Soviet Union's armed
intervention in Afghanistan.

This new poelitical climate began to have an immediate effect upon
Soviet threat evaluation, Space and the threat of militarization did not
fiygure conspicuously in initial Soviet assessments. iIn 1373, as part of a
survey of U.S5, space reconnaissance assets Captain 2nd Rank V. Grisenko of
the Mavy felt it necessary to do no more than remind his readers that
satellites "occupy an important place in imperfaiist plans for preparing a
new MWorid War."142 g@Grisenko did point te an increasing military share in
the U.3. space program but emphasized the use of space assets to support
other weapons Systems, In the same year a collective of authors discussed
U.5. force postures into the early 19805, emphasizing the ayyressive
character of (.5, military policy, and the Carter Administration's
initiatives were treated as a sericus threat to peace. But there was a
conspicunus imbalance in their treatment of U.S, forces, While they
discussed force posture, assets command and control, weapons acguisitioa
and doctrine with regard to every branch of the armed forces, they did no
more than identify strategic defense as a category and link anti-missile,
anti-space, and anti-air defense as the missions of tﬁe “system of
aero-space defense” with its personnel drawn fram the ground forces and Air
Force.14% The Soviet analysis seemed to assert that the U.S. had a concept
but no real capabilities in this area.

At the same time the Soviets were dowaplaying the threat of the
mititarization of space from the West, they were speculating about great
strides in the peacefu] exploitation of space by the Soviet Union,

Lieutenant General ¥. Shatalov, himself a cosmonaut, speculated about using
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orbital stations for space engineering fn connection with the creation of

permanent orbiting statfons.1%% Salijut-6 and its lonyg-term manning by

crews from the various Sojuz spacecraft was te be the beginning of a
progran for industrial production of yoods in space, including crys-
tals.i4% Over the long-term Soviel scientists spoke of the development of
tecnniques to produce super-pure pharmaceuticals, composite ailoys, and
electric power in space.l4? y_p, Mishin of the Soviet Academy of Sciences
used the coming 20th anniversary of lurii Gauyarin’s first manned orbitail
fliyht to make the case for developing an entire arsenal of spacecraft
transports to carry payloads into orbit cheaply and to get materials back
to earth, Mishin pointed toc the Progress cargo ship, which can 1ift
2,300 kilograms into orbit as a first step in this process but peinted
towards the creation of ¢ltraheavy rocket transport vehicles.l48 soviet
casmonauts abroad confirmed that the U.5.5.R. was in the process of
developing a reuseable space transport vehicle which, like the U.S. Space
shuttle, could be taunched like a rocket but could land like a plane,l“g
lMisnin and the other Soviet authors did not eiscuss the military applica-
tions of any such Soviet technologies. They were not, however, silent
aboyut the military implications ¢of analogous systems in the United States,

By early 1980 the Soviet press was ready to renew it.s alarms about the
“pentagon's dangerous plans® for the militarization of space. While the
authors made it clear that such efforts were not new, they attributed to
the Carter Administration a wide range of initiatives 1in space weapons
proyrams aimiag at transforming space inta a theater for war and theresby
upgrading H.S. strategic offensive forces. fhe source of such plans amd

projects was "the sinister Americen military-industrial complex."130 It is
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noteworthy that Soviet charges about renewed interest in the militarization
of space seem toc have been mativated by the deteriorating poclitical climate
between the <two superpowers than by specific programs or projects,
Likewise, these new charges left little room for the subtle sort of politi-
cal analysis which had been common to Soviet works on arms control, the ABM
issue, and space <~velopments since 1969. Indeed, the Same Soviet authors
attributed the most sinister implicaticns to the popularity of such science
fiction films as *Star Wars," suyyesting that these box office successes
were 1little more than propaganda togels for the Pentagon, The Soviet
response Lo such efforts had to be one that would neutralize the Pentagon's
plans for its new sSpace weapons:

RS AL T IR RS ol SEEET N YLD

cliques of the HNATO countries and unity of our peaceloving

foreign policy, together with a readiness to give the necessary

rebuff to an aggressor, are the starting point of the policy of

the CPSU and the Soviet government in the field of strenihening

this country's defensive capabilities.l151

Soviet authors beganm to Lint that U.S. programs, which they describad
as inareasing rapidty in size in the last years of the Carter Administra-
tion, were moving toward certain breakthroughs that would shift the gquali-
tative nature of military assets in space from supporting other branches of
the armed forces toward combat in space. Special attention went to 1.5,
ASAT programs using a minfature homing vehicle launched from an F-15.152
The authors of this article in Red Star, G. Sibiriakov and A, Khabarov,
emphasizvd the U.S5, commitment to laser research and drew attention to the
fact that the testing of laser devices was one of the top priority missions
for the Pentagon's missions for the space shuttle.}®d  Soviet authars

dismissed U.5. clatms of a Soviet threat in space and attributed the U.S.
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programs to a combination of yreed for profits by member firms of the
military-industrial complex and to & national policy of heyemonism,

In January 1981, Colonel K. Osmachev, writing in Foreign Military

Review, charyed that the Space Shuttle was a vital parc of Pezatagon plans
for the militarization of space., while Seoviet commentaters prior to and
after the 26th Party Congress had been echoing Brezhmev's line that there
was ng Soviet military threat and that the U,.5.S.R.‘'s Jdefense posture aimed
at sufficiency, DOsmachey declarad that the United States was out for
military superiority and space was te play a major role in these plans.
After outlining the delays that had slowed the Shuttie Prougram, Osmachev
emphasized the influence which the Pentagon had had in getting the craft
raedesiyned to support military missions, including the expansion of its
cargo bay.15% He identifted a wide range of services which the Sauttle
coulu perform in suppri of the testing and development of weapons systems
and military equipment:

placing warheads of ballistic missiles on board, as well as laser

and beam weapons, tools for the recognition and destruction aof

satellites belonging  to other countries, and reconmaissance

equipment and other kinds of military hardware,
In contrast with Anureev’s views of six years before and in the face of
Soviet declarations that they were themselves developing a craft similar to
the Snuttle, Osmachev pictured the Shuttle as a means of accelerating the
arms race, Some Western commentators and analysts fnterpreted this
strident tone to fear among the Soviet elite that the U,5,.5.R, was
techno]og'ica'l i1y incapeble of egualing the U.S5. achieveqent in the Shuttie,
They asserted that this fear translated intc a recojnitiom that the .S,

could “"change the military balance fn 4ts favor almost overnight.”15%6
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Whatever the source of such jJjudgements of the Soviet meood, thoy fly in the
face of the rather prudent and judicigus assessments which the Soviets had
been making for over a decade of the direction of development of space
technoloyy in general and the Shuttle program in particular, Wiat was
particulariy distinct in the Soviet rhetoric was the renewed claim of U.S.
plans for the militarization of space and its transformation intoc a theater
of war, Soviet authors attributed to U.5. leaders a desire to escape from
the political restraints which a decade of treaties coveriny the use of
space had imposed upon the superpowers,

Twe months after the first Shuttle mission, SShA carried an analysis
of the U.S. defense bulld-up as eavisioned under {arter and revised under
Reayan, Potashovy reviewed the total program but c<oncentrated upon the
improvement of nuclear wartighting capabilities which were to be achieved
by modernization of forces and & vigorous research and development pro-
gram, Potashov emphasized that American critics of the build-up had
described the Tatest weapons systems as possessing increased counterforce
capabilities which wers being enhanced by a substantial research and
development effort in air and space defense. Such systems would, when
operational, make it possible for the Y.S. -te engage in a counterforce
strategy, initiatir. hostilities and relying upon air and space defense
capabitities to “weaken a retaliatory strike,”157 Space -based laser
systems in conjunction with ASAT forces used to blind Soviet satellites and
disrupt enemy —ommand and control were already developed concepts, Looking
at U.S. RED expenditures over the periocd 1978-1982, Potashov identified
massive 1incraases in the areas of missile defense, space defense, laser

WEApons, ray weapnns, Navstar satellites, and reconnaissance and command
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amnd contrel capabilities. At the heart of the program were the anticipated
benefits which would accrue from the utilization of the Space Shuttle,
With about 100 military missions set aside for the Shuitle, Potashov

identified the program as "3 gualitatively new Tlevel of cosmic
militarization. "1568

In the final analysis, the U,S. strategic modernization program and
the development of space defense capablilities were intended to give the
U.5. escalation domination in the crucial area of counterforce ogerations,
reducing U.S.-Soviet strategic parity to countervalue targeting and the
gption of initiating mutual suicide, Potashov did not dismiss *limited
auclear war" or postulate some total, unlimited Soviet response, On the
contrary, he pointed to the fact that for the .5. strategy to wark in
practice it required superfority at all levels of strugyle to guarantee

U.S. strategic initiative and contrel of hostilities. But such plans would
be Prustrated by “even parity of strength in just 1isplated or selacted
stgge's.“lsg The Soviet response to the U.S. defense build up would be
adequate to protect the U.S.5.R. and the secialist commonwealth.

By tne summer of 1981, the Soviet political offesasive against U.S.
plans for space-based weapans systems was in full swing., S. Stashevskii
described the Shuttlz as an instrument ia implementing the Pentagon's "new,
far reaching mililary programs in space.” Stashevskii pointed to a
number of applications of Shuttle technelogy from the inexpensive deploy-
ment of military satellites to the use of the Shuttle as an ASAT system
itself, However, the lonyg term military implications of the Shuttle lay in
its use to deploy & “space based anti-missfle defense system built around

10 permanent orbital stations equipped with puwerful chemical lasers, 160
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The immediate Soviet response at the political level came in the form
of a draft-treaty proposed by Foreign Minister Gromyke which would hawe
banned all veapons in space. This latest document was presented as a logi-
cal extension of earlier treaties, which had inhibited the militarization
of space,1®l The fact that this proposal went to the UN suggests tnat the
Soviets did naot view prospects of bilateral U.S.-Soviet negotiations as
having any chance of success and so had decided to embark upen the mobiii-
zation of international opinion to influence the diplomatic climate and
inhibit suppert for such efforts in the United States ttself,

Soviet pelitical assessiments of the U.S. defense build-up in 1981 saw
the Reagan Administration as an essential continuation of the Carter
Administration, Wnite they noted the modernization of strategic faorces,
and the expansion of U.S. capabilities to engage in protracted global war,
Sevist authors were convinced that objective conditions and &n articulate
and powerftul opposition would act as cnecks upon plans for exparded defense
spending. V.¥. Zhurkin of the Institute for the Study of the U,S.A. and
Canada contluded that U.S. objectives were to gain military superiority as
a first step to reasserting gliobal political hegemony. but abjective condi-
tions made it quite impossible for either power to gain a clear superio-
rFity. Space as sucy did not figure directly in Zhurkin®*s analysis. He
did, however, see a fundamenial continuity between NSDM-Z42, signed by
President Nixon in January 1974 and Carter's PD-59 in that both represented
an affor i to restore political utility to the U.S. strategic arsenal . 162

¥. Basmhcw did explicitly address U.3. proyrams in the context of the
Soviet proposzls *for a2 weapon-free sp :". Basmarov noted that a shift in

U.S. attitudas was apparent in 1979 when the Cartoer Administration “froze
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the talks orn anti-satellite systems"™, which had begun in 1978.163
Increased appropriations for new weapons technology which could be applied
to space combat werce suppased to result in command of the “high ground” and
improved war fiuyhting capabilities. Basmanov, however, warned that while
such efforts would escalate the arms race it would not make limited nuclear

war into the road to victory over the socialist system:

However, the record of space exploration has shpwn that the U.S.
gians for domination in guter space are mere iliusion, Just as
cpeless are fts attempts to Ltilt in fts favour the current
approximate balance of fTorces via a spurt in space technological
potential. Underestimation of the U.5.5.R, scientific and
technical potential which is obvious in this case, made itseif
feit more than once in the postwar time. America’s plans are
frayght with a serious danger, once their implementation would
sharp%xsgescﬂate the arms race, opening a new area in this

field

Intended for fereign consumpticon, Basmanov's views on the Soviet mili-
tary response were little more than political declarations of intent,
Since it is quite clear that the Soviet military had for over a decade been
aware of the very research and development trends upon which U.S5. strategic
innovations depended, the prospects of technoleogical surprise were quite
Timited. n the other hand, Soviet military commentators did seem to
craedit the U.S. with an abi1lity to seize the technological initiative and
to Force the direction of the arms race,

The response of the Soviet military at is highest levels in the person
of Marshal N, Ogarkov, Chief of the General Staff, did not directly focus
upon space., Instead Ogarkovy enumerated three trends in his assessment of
the threat: terminating treaties which inhibited U.5. and NATQ miiitary
programs, seeking mititary superiority over the L/.5.5.R., and expanding the
U.5. capacity for intervention around the globe. It is noteworthy that on

the first two points Ogarkov did not mention eaither the ABM Treaty or space
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defense forces but under the second trend concentrated spon tne build up of
strategic offensive forces and the deployment of theater nucliear forces.
Ggarkov did, however, 1ist the space shuttle under the category of
strategic offensive forces,'83 Turaing to Soviet military doctrine,
Oyarkov discussed the application of Soviet mititary science to a glaobal
war between the capitalist and socialist system. Ogarkov implied that the
pace of scientific and technological change had and would continue to have
a profound impact upon the stucture and wmissions of the Soviet Armed
Forces,

The art of warfare has ne right to lag behind the combat poten-
tial of the means of armed struggle, particularly at the present
stage, vhen on the basis ¢f scientific and technical progress the
main weapons systems change practically every 10-12 ars, In
these c«onditions sluggishaess, Taflure to revise outlooks, and
stagnation im the development and particularly in the practical
assimilation of new methods of emp'l%ying armed forces in war are
fraught with serious consagquences,.lb
Ogarkov's references to analogous situations 1n the pre-WWII period set
the stage for a discussion of the pace and scale of modern cambat opera-
tions in 3 theater of war but ieft Soviet strategic offensive forces with
deterring aggression and if deterrence fzils of executing a "crushing
retaliatory blow,”167 While long on the need for increased combat readi-
ness and improvement of the Soviet rear's ability to sustain intense cambat
operations, consuming unheard of masses of weapons and equipment, Ogarkov's
article did not point towards militarization of space as having a profound
impact upon the superpower correlation of forces.
By 1982, Ogarkov had changed his empnasis to underscore the impact
that new technoloyies were about to have on military affairs. Here he
wrote, “A profound revolution in the full meaning of the word is taking

place in military affairs in our times in connection with the development
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of thermonuclear weapons, rapid advances in electronics, development of

weapons based on new physical principles as well as in connection with

extensive qualitative impreovements of conventional weapons.“168 yhile the
concept of scientifie technical revolution in military affairs was not new,
Oyarkov's argument now embraced the idea that this revclution had entered 2
second phase, transcending the application of nuclear-rocket weapons teo
armed combat and underscoring the importance of improved command and
control capabilities and radically new weapons such as lasers and particle
beams. Ogarkov again <alled attention to the rapid pace of weapons
develoyment awd 7ts impact upon the military-technical side of military
doctrine. He stressed the nead for balanced but far-sighted appreciation
of these trends, ayain pointing to the Soviet development cof the concept of
gperation as the embodiment of such as approach, which grasp the
revolutionary 1implicatiens of mechanization and air warfare withoyt
degererating into & techaological fetisnism.

In the postwar periocd, the Marshal djdentified five general charac-
teristics which dominated the wilitary affairs. In addition to the
scientific-technical revolution and {ts impact upon the quality of milttary
equipment and the search for new modes and forms of combat, Ogarkov pofinted
to the accelerating pace of technoloyical innovation which was making for
shorter intervals between gqualttative leaps, the increased importance of
strategic weapons, their ability toc exert a dairect influence upon the
course and ocutcome of war, and the greater impertance of strategic command
and contrel organs, the increased complexity of troop control processes and
the deveiopment of new structure and equlipment, and the greater role of the
afr in the conduct of military operations which had given the theater =z

three-dimensfonal gquality,.169 WhRile addrescsing the impact of these trends

97




upcn both sides of Soviet military doctrine, i.e. the socio-pelitical and
the military-technical, QOgarkov emphasized the 1inkage between increased
combat readiness and the equipping of the armed forces with the latest
weapons and equipment. The Soviet sconomy In the stage of mature socialism
was touted as able to meet any needs which might arise, even in the context
of the “stormy development of the nuclear rocket weapon and the possibility
of the surprise use of it by the enemy.” Given the fact that Soviet
analysts had already linked the acquisition of space-based ASAT and ABM
weapons to U.S. plans for a disarming blow at Soviet counterforece
capabilfties, Ogarkov's statements in this area seem to suggest a definite
response to H.S5. capabilities, real and potential, in these areas:

The peint is to be able not simply to defend oneself, to oppose

the aygressor with appropriate passive means and methods of

defense but also to deliver devastating response sirikes on the

ayggressor and to defeat the enmemy Jin any condition which the

situations turn out, 170
The military-technical side of military doctrine thus embraced the problem
of respondiny to the "threat" in a manner in keepiny with the demands of
the scientific-technical revolution. Technolaogy could not drive Soviet
military doctrine but it did in the form of enemy capabilities create a
dialectical tenston for Soviet military science.l?7l How this would be

resolved with regard to the militarization of space has only been addressed

circumspectly in Soviet publications.
Conclusion

We are left with a concliusion that the Soviet response to the Reagan
Administration's Strategic Defense Initiative was 2already being articulated

before the Presfident’'s speech in March 1983, At the political Jevel the
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response has been towards mobilizing international public opinion to place

gressure on the U,5. in order to act as a brake upon American efforts to
gain a technolegical initiative in an area, which Soviet commentators have
segen as an arena of military development. Soviet efforts have focused upon
creating pressures for new arms contrgl agreements, which would structure
and manaye the competiticn in the interests of Seviet naticonal security.
They have,r Tikewise, attempted to reach domestic constituenclies in the U. 5.
and the West who would for their own reasons be opposed to such a course,
They have alse attempted to use existing arms controi ayreements, most
notably the 1972 ABM Treaty, to preclude certain research and development
activities.,

This response has not been narrowly techaical, alithough techaical
themes have been explored in the Soviet proncuncements., Rather, the thrust
and direction has been fundamentally political. In the leninist tradition
of seeing war as a continuation of politics, the Soviet leadership under
Andropov, Chernenko and Gorbachev has focused on the political aspects of
the context. Soviet authers treat Reagan’s announcement of the research
jnitiative as a process of “coming ocut of the closet,” 1.e., making public
what had been under development for years, but at the same time trying to
campufiage the actual intent by speaking of population defense when the
intention has been to develop a war-fighting capacity which would back up
H,5. counterforce capabilities with a shield to updermine Soviet retali-
atory capabiiity. 1Im this regard 5D1 is but one more shift in the zig-zags
of American grand stratagy.172 Soviet assessments do not see current
technologies as resulting in any immediatc opportunity for techrnological

surprise., Space-based lasers and the supporting target acquisition and

899




battle management capabilities are still unequal to the demands, which a
major ICBM, SLBM, attack would pose to the defense. The problem is that
the Soviets have become less certain that U.S. domestic constraints would
inhibit the acceleration of the research and development process.173

In the first years of the Reagan Administration the Soviet leadership
had shown restraint and had consciously tried to distance itself from any
concept that asserted a nuclear war was winnable, Indeed, Chernenko and
Marshal Oyarkov both used the term “criminal" to describe any concepts of
1imitad nuclear war because such doctrines paved the way for crossing the
nuclear threshold and leadiny civilization inte a cataclysm of uncentrolied
escalation. While many in the West have described such wiews as a propa-
ganda effort to enhance the Soviet Union's political posture, there was
some substantial evidence that the Soviets nad been trying to move their
own canventiconal forces into a configuration which would make possibile
operational decision through air-mobiile actions without recourse to nuclear
weapons, In this context the Soviets $5-20s in Europe could be seen as a
form of escalation domination, {.e., a theater reserve which would make
NATO reliance upon nuclear weapgns to deal with a conventional Soviet
offensiva less palatable. ¢gertainly, this was the real context of NATOQ's
decision to deploy a new generation of U.5. theater nuclear weapons,
Tryiny to use a two-tracked detente to derail that process, MOSCOwW was
gradually being forced by the accegtance of the theats=r nuclear weapons
into Euwrope to recognize that internal contradictions within RATO were not
going to slow the arms race to the advantage of the U.S.5.R.

in the period following Brezhnev's death it would seem that the new

Soviet Teadership did want to use detente to slow the arms race and in the
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summer aof 1983 there 1{s some evidence that grounds for negotiations

existed, After the shooting down of KAL 007 that inte lude ended, and

Hoscow reverted to answering the U.S, defense build-up on its own terms.

While reaewed talks were opened in Geneva following the 1984 elections,

neither side was willing to spell gut what it would do to rearh an agree-
ment. Indeed, there seem to be major constituencies in both countries who
agreed to the talks on the grounds that they had no chance of success.

Of the militarization of space and the appropriate response to the

Strategic Defense Initiative Soviet and East European authors have

addressed questions of military doctrire only zircomspectly. Assessments

of the U,S5. program have tended to emphasize the severe I1imitations of the
first generation of techanology, especially chemical lasers, the ease and
relative low costs of countermeasures, fincluding the use of ablative
coatings on ICBM boosters, to make the tasks of the space-based ABM system
more complex. Soviet attention to the technical detafls of a space-based
laser system have identified seven distinct tasks_far the crsation of such
a system ranging from beam concentration on target through reductfon of
divergence over long distances, through the delivery of sufficient energy
upon target to destroy the object in a short pericd of time, Behind this
range cf problems Soviet commentators point to the problems of sustained
energy production to permit space-based Tasers to engage and destroy the
nunber of targets necessary to meet the anticipated ICBM threat, tho
develeopment of systems that would provide for timely target location,
discrimination, and battle management, the creation of space transport lift
capacity capable of 1ifting the required assets finto orbit, and the
development of means of defense for the system's compopents once they are

en station,l74
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Soviet authors have informed Western ﬁcientific audiences that while a
minimal system may be Teasible by the end of the century, which they define
as 18 stations in circular orbit, each station weighing 70 tons and equipped
with 2 5 megawatt laser, such 2 minimal defense wouid cost %20 billien
dollars by their figures and protect against only 15 ICBMs, For a defense
ayainst a full-scale missile attack involving 1000 ICBMs the Soviet authors
redefine the program to involve 18 stations in polar orbits weighing 800
tons each and armed with 63 meyawatt lasers. In short, the mini proygram,
according to the Soviet specialists who include some of the most prominent
Soviet scientific elite and informed specialists on the U4.5. space program
from the General Staff, will not deliver what the SDI research injtiative
promises in its first manifestation. The maxi-program, on the other hand,
is not technicaily feasible.}?5 Soviet authors stress that neither system
can protect a state from a strategic first strike but they might create an
illusion that a state could radically reduce its damage from a retalfatory
second strike. Clear inferences haye been made by the Soviets that
ground-based laser and particle beam systems hold out greater promise
because they will permit Jonger taryetting against inceming warheads than
the 100-second burn time associated with space-based lasers attacking
boosters. However, this argument runs into the contradiction that warheads
are far easier to harden than boosters. This tends to lead cone towards the
conclusion that the Soviet preferred solution t¢ the technical problem of
ABM defense lies in further development of ground-based particle beams,
since the latter could damage a target by heat and electronic disrup-
tion. 176

Space-based, laser-armed ABM systems would in the Soviets' opinion be

only a first step into a gualitatively-new military capability. ¥.
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Avduevsky of the Seviet Academy of Science wrole in October 1983 that space

would follow the model of other theaters of war. The first step would have
to be followed by others. His pleas were for space remaining “"peageful.”
But his argument was one which suggested that should the U.S.S5.R. not be
abla to stop the evil plams of the United States thea the U.5.5.R. would
nave to follow suit in order to maintain the rough strategic parity wich
exists, While describing the Space Shuttle as a wolT in sheep's clothing,
Avduevysky emphasized the thrust of U.S. plans to develop a whole ranye of
space combat craft, including a mini-shuttle and spaceplane.l77 As is now
¢lear, the U,S.5.R, wis at the same time testing its own mini-space plane,
which landed in the Indian Ocean, and was well along on the development of
{ts own space shuttle type craft, 178

While these programs are not operaticnal as yet, their progress
sugyests the sort of investment which the U.S.S5.R. engayed in during the
1870s in this particular arena. The U,5, Congress®s (Office of Technologi-
cal Assessment has estimated that the Soviet leadership has invested over
$40 billiton in the Soiuz-Saliut Program. The improvements of both systems
and the development of a heavy 1ift transport system are further evidence
of the naticnal #nvestment, The Soviets describe their entira manned
orbital program in terms of peaceful use of space and have been yuite
autyoing in identifying the long-range gbjective of their manned program as
the creation of permanent space colonies engaged in industrial production.
They include ambiticus plans for space-based solar energy systems.179% At
the same time Soviet authors have emphasized the visionary aspects of their
program; they have also pointed to the immediate and down-to-earth pay-offs

of the space program. Academician ¥, Hishin, writing in Kommuaist in 1983,
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pointed to cosmonautics &5 a powerful stimulus to the national economy
where science and technology function smoothly. Mishin enumerated an
entire host of industries which have benefited fran the research and
development effort done to advance space exploration. These 1included
cybernetics, electronics, and machine-building.18% These very areas do, of
course, stand at the heart of what the Soviet military has identified as

the second stage of the scientific-technical revolution in military
affairs. Mishin himself points to a solar power station as worthy of
national attention and identifies it with the respected term "a new cosmic
GOELRO® in honor of the Soviet Union's first develcpment plan, one pressed
by Lenin for the electrification of the republic.i18l The key to such plans

Mishin sees 1in the developmeat of reliable, cheap 1ift capacity, or a

multi-use space transport similar to the U.S. Space Shuttle, which Saviet
authors had been screaming was In the wvanguard of U.S. plans for the
militarization of space.182

As Soviet authors painted their own programs white, while attributing
the most sinister implications to U.5. efforts, a Polish officer was more
explicit about the military future of space. Colonel Jsef Smoter, writing

in a Polish Air Force and Air Defense journal in late 1982, stated:

“Apparently as early as in the next 15 years and certainly by the year
2000, the air attack arsenal will include spacecraft equipped with lasec
weapons, capable of destroying space, air and ground targets.*183 Smoter
described this new capability as creating gualitative charges in the nature

of air defense. Spacte here was not the arena of man's salvation from
nuclear war but a new dimension to armed combat. Swoter implied that space

assets would be used in the same combined-arms fTashion that other Soviet
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and WP forces are supposed 10 be used towards the achievement of cecision
with space assets being fit into an already defined cperational art. The
point here is that Smoter left the reader with the impression that both
offensive and defensive operations woule be undertaken in space to support
combat elsewhere, The demand for the future seemed tc be to turn anti-alir,
anti-rocket and anti-space operations 1into a ceoordinatad whole. In
smoter’s view to treat SDI as a weapon syster designed to deal with a
particular problem, i.e., strategic attack by ICBMs, is toc miss the radical
implications fer the use of the weapons system's potentlal 184 e are

reminded of General Anureev®s emphasis upon the interactfomn: and inter-

deperdencies of offensive and defensive weapons and systems.

A circumstantial case can be made that the Seviet General Staff has
concluded that these new technologfes in their future weapons manifesta-
tions will affect the conduct of war radically. Marshal OQgarkov®s emphasis
on weapons based upon new physical principles and his attention to the
groblem of adapting the military-technical side of military doctrine tg the
demands of the scientific-technical revoluticn sugeest this line, Even
civilian commentators have hipnted that a space-based ABM system would
reguire an analogous response., Kokoshin in June 1985 identified SDI as a
first step to a space-based ABM system 1in viglation of the existing
treaty,185 Marshal Akhromeev had made the same charge ten days befare.l85
But Kokoshin went further and while affirming the Soviet Union's declara-
tory position against a concept of limited nuclear war predicted the
U,5.5.R. would mount its own decisive countermeasures, 187

Several! years earlier in response to U.S. strategic modernization,

Harshal Tolubke of the Strateygfc Rocket Forces had suggested that the
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Soviet response would be symmetrical, Tolubkeo ha¢ pointed to Typhoon as an
answer to Trident and the Soviet cruise missile thep undergoing testing as
the response to the deployment of crufse missiles.188 1n 1982 General M,
. Kir'ian of the General Staff not only used the same examples to make =2
case for symmetrical response by the Soviet Union but put it in the context
of U,S. research and development efforts in the fields of lasers and
particle beams, He even discussed a U.5. proposal to place nine such
space-based, laser.armed battle statfons into polar orbit.139 tore recent
statements about 2 space-based ABM system have been poisted in their
avoidance of such a symmetrical response. This is not toc say that the
U.5.5.R. does not take serigusly the militarization of space but rather %o
assert that they do not belfeve that the U.S5. research initiative will be
confined within the parameters laid out in U.S5. public declarations., The
Soviet emphasis upon linking strategic force modernization, improved

command and coantrel capabilities with space-based ABM technology and

improved ASAT capabilities is suggestive of the Soviet perception that the

technology in question lends itself to a combined arms appreach.l90 1t is
unclear as yet Just how the Sovieis will go abou:. responding,

In the short run the Soviet Uniton will continue, as it has, to use the
political pracess to degrade the program, mobilize international opinicn to
restrain acquisition, and seek to bolster the forces of "reason” who wild
be willing to accept a web o©of limitations as in the interests of both
powers., This is a prudent course for #1171 sorts of economic, political and
military reasons. At the same time the Soviet Unmion will find it necessary
to acquire the basic elements of such a system in order to preciude U.3,
technological surprise., Since the late 19560s leading figures in the Soviet

Ganeral Staff, including General Anureev, have been recommending such a
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course, What we Rnaow of current Soviet programs in the areas of the space
plane, space shuttle, particle beam, lasers, and manned orbital stations
affirm thiat this course has been accepted.l91l Acquiring such minimum capa-
bilitfes is, however, only a first step,

Soviet assessments of the thrust and directicn of tne arms race
emphasize acceleration in the process of weapons development with rapid
obsolescence becominy an increasing problem., Soviet authors are, however,
guick to point out that such new systems will also, when they are intro-
duced in sufficient quantity, bring about radical changes in the organiza-
tien and structure cof the armed forces as well as in the forms and means of
armed combat. The guestion for the Sovyiet forecaster is whether current
and anticipated technology have indeed made it possible to deploy in space
adeyuate assets to make space into 2 decisive theater of military opera-
tiens, Evidence of #.5. doctrinal development and oryanizational shifts
would seem to point to an anticipated radical shift ia the dimensfons of
the “threat,” Soviet military officers enyaging in worse case analysis may
conclude that militarization is more than on the horizon. However, the
Soviet political elite will still have final say in the measure of the
Soviet response. If that elite can, as it did in the Jate 196(s, identify
a constellation of political contradictions which will inhibit, slow andfor
degrade the 5D affort, then calls for a response to the militarization of

T

space fay muted and the acgquisition of masses of weapons reguired to
answer such a threat delayed while research and development gaes forward,
it is 1impossible on the basis of available evidence to conclude whether
Marshal Ogarkov’s removal as Chfef of the General Staff and then

re-emergence in the summer of 1985 with the WPO command have anything t¢ do
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with which of these alternatives the Soviets have adopted., It is fair to
assume, however, that if the case is for a raaical expansion of space
combat asssts then the crganizatiorn, structural and doctrinal shifts will
be 1in keeping with {garkov’s appraisal of the latest ¢trends in the
scientific-technical revolution in military affairs and not a simple mirror
image of U.S. programs or intentions.

In April 1985 at the Plenum of the Central Committee the Soviet
Union's new leader, Mikhail Gerbachev, endorsed the line that the primary
task of military construction was to make sure that the ¥,S5.5.8. could "at
any moment give a decisive rebuff to the agyressor.“192 Gorbachev went on
to point out that pious hopes that space weapons would mean the end of
nuclear weapons were groundlass, and he polptedly remarked that nuclear
weapons' appearance had not led to the disappearance of conventional
arms.193  Marshal Sokolov, the Minister of Defense, followed this with
charges that SDI's defensive rheturic was designed to conceal plans for the
developrient of offensive, space-based weapons.l9d Finally, HMarshal
Ouarkov's ltatest tract in favor of viyilance appeared in May in which
Ogarkov explicitly compared the international situation in the 1980's with
that confronting the U.S5.5.K. ia the 1830's.195%5 The point for a member of
the 3Soviet General 5Staff was to underscore the need for the U.5.5.R. to
chart 1its own military path, evaluating the threat realistically but
responding to it fn such a fTashion as to be in keeping with existing and
projected doctrinal requirements, Marxism-leninism and a sound understand-
ing of military theory yive these of7icers a sense of the evolutionary flow
of such change. Soviet authors stress the fact that new technologies

cannot have a truly revolutionary impact until they exist in sufficient
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guantity to force structural and doctrinal adjustment. Space-based weapons
systems are 2t the moment "science fiction," as Gorbachev has described
them, but their potential must be explored, In this regard Soviet officers
will, it seems prudent to predict, handie them in the same fashion that
they have handled other technological Tnnovations. First, Soviet doctrinal
requirements will be well in excess of existing capabilities as was the
case with Soviet field regulations in the 1930°'s or {garkov's recent
modifications of deep cperation theory. Second, great stress will be
placed on mastery of the basic scientific-technical components of such
systems as well as the acquisition or organizatioenal and structural experi-
gace in the command and control of the assets and their integration into a
combined arms environment.

Regarding the idea of a high-speed, ram-jet, crrise missiie as a means
of countering our efforts to neutralize their Jand-based IUBM force, the
asymmetry of the response, {if it {is technically feasible, gives it
credibility, Since it would undermine the political credibility of SBI by
positing another costly threat with which the U.5. would have to deal, it
would fit well within a2 long-term political campaign to undermine SDI while
at the same time coffering an avenue of escape in the more distant future if
Spl did prove effective against ICBMs. One thing s certain, the U.5.5.R.
will not give up fts hard-won ability to hold the U.5.A. a strategic
flostage. The yreat danger for the U.S5. would be to go forward with SDI on
the understanding that such was the national cobjective only to fail to
achieve it and then have to face the domestic and international ramifica-

tions of such a faflure. 196
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that war, as opposed to accidents, remains a continuation of
peiitics. For SDI to work it must deliver what President Reagan
promised in his March 1983 address., Short of that ocur democratic
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INTRODUCTION

Since the unveiling of President Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative
in early 1983, Soviet responses to this program have been a matter of
yrowing concern to U.S. policymakers, MWestern defense anaiysts, scholars,
and to laymen interested in Soviet-fmerican relations, These observers,
however, do not always agree in their assessment of Moscow's reaction to
it. Some assert that the Soviet Union intends to use outer space Tor mili-
tary purposes and they point to Soviet military doctrine and to the devel-
opment and deployment of Soviet mititary space capabilfties to substantfate
their argvment. Others argue that such cenclusions cannot be drawn from
Soviet military doctriée, since its tenets are often vague and ambiguous,
nor can they be drawn from Soviet space capabilities., Further, this second
group asserts that Soviet officials have always refusad toc acknowledge the
existence of a military element in their space programs, and attempts to
impute such motives to Moscow represent “mirror-imaging” on the part of the
United States in arder to justify groawing U.S. sSpace programs.

Admittedly, Soviet military doctrine does not constitute a body of
fixed rules which sets forth rigid prescriptions for such matters as future
weapons choices and Soviet military strategy, etc. In additign, there is
much about Soviet military thought that may seem vague, ambiguous, and for-
bidding, especially to someone unschooled in Marxist-leninist thought.
Nonetheless, we believe that Soviet military doctrine, if systematically
studied and properly understocd, may serve as a valuable instrument in our
comprehension of Soviet military developments, ¥ncluding those which may be

related to outer space,
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in this paper, we seek to determine which tenets of Soviet milftary
doctrine can, with reasocnable certainty, be related to Soviet responses to
the SDI, whi:h tenets may be associated in the SDI, but not with as high a
deyree of certainty, and which doctrinal components are probably unrelated
to the Soviet reaction to the SDI. It is the hope of this writer that
shedding light on Soviet military doctrine within the context of the
Strateqgic bDefense Initiative may contribute to a better understanding of
Soviet military and political intentiscns. This, in turn, should allow
others to more effectively assess the yiadility of President Reagan’s plan

to build a space-based defense shield.
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SECTION I

DESCRIPTICON
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SOVIET MILITARY DOCTRINE
ARD SOVIET WEAPONS POLICY

A knowledye of the relationship between Sqviet military docrine and
Soviet weapons choices is important for those in the West who study Soviet
military affairs, as well as for Western pelicymakers. However, there has
been nc consensus among these observers concerning the role of military
doctrine in this relationship.l Some have asserted that Soviet military
doctrine "drives” Soviet weapons policy choices, Others have argued that
the role of 3Soviet doctrine in the weapons aquisition process is much more
modest, being simply that of providing theoretical justification for wea-
pons choices already made.2 To these analysts, other factors, such as
genaral bureaucratic momentum, specific vested interests within the Soviet
military-industrial complex, or an East-West action-reaction phenomenon,
provide the stimulus for Soviet weapons programs.

The relationship between Soviet military doctrine and Soviet weapons
policy choices is complex. One reason for this is that Soviet military
doctrine is itself complex, comprising two major components —- a political
component and a military-technical component. The political side of Soviet
military doctrine defines the yeneral nature of war and the political goals
of the state in war. The military~-technical component, more susceptible to
change than this political eiement, dafines the means and methods of waging

war . It also organizes and structures the armed forces ¥or waging war,
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directs to some extent weapons development, trains and prepares the troops,
as well as the entire populace for a conflict, and plans how war will be
waged. In sum, Soviet military doctrine is concerned with the nature of a
future war and the goals of the state in it, how to prepare the country for
it, and how Lo wage it if war is joined.

It is a hypothesis of thls paper that it is not a matter of either
military doctrine "driving" technoloegical progress, including weapons
cholces, nor of doctrine simply “reacting” to, and “rationalizing” new wea-
pons policy choices already made. We believe that the role of Soviet mili-
tary doctrine in the weapons policy process can be described as follows:
Soviet military doctrine, in 1its political aspect, adapts {adjusts} the
existing conception of the character of a future war, including its politi-
cal goals, to new weapons breakthroughs, This occurred in 1350 when Soviet
doctrine adjusted to the development of nuclear weapons and their introduc-
tion into the Soviet Armed Forces which took place in the late 15850s. In
turn, this new concept of war provides gereral guidelines of criteria which
are utilized by the military-technical side of doct- in shaping Soviet
force posture -- the size, corganizational structure of the armed forces,
and the procurement, allecatfon of men, materiel, and resources needed to
develop the armed forces. The material-technical side of doctrine does
this by discerning the military utility of nau _achnologies and new weapons
and by presenting new requirements for the armed forces within the frame-
work of the official concept of war. In sum, the material-technical com-
ponent of Soviet military doctrine seeks answers to the following ques-
ttons3: For what kind of war is it necessary to prepare? Wnat kind of

armed forces should one have and in what quantity? How shouid thay be
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tratned? 1In what ratio should the individual branches be developed? What
armed branch, if any, should be considered the main one, and what means of

warfare should be considered decisive fn zach type of war?
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SECTION I1I
SOVIET LAWS (OF WAR

Soviet military thinkers assert that a2 correcit understanding of war as
& social process is possible only if one takes inte account its "Jaws® and

that only Marxist-leninism provides such a comprehensfon.? Soviet laws of
war are defined as "essentfal, necessary, repeating, stable links and rela-
tigns between the various components and elements of war as a process
shaping its creation, function, and development and outcome”, Seviet laws
of war comprise three types: laws of the gyenesis of war, laws of the course
and outcome of war (called “gereral laws™"), and laws of armed conflict,
The general laws of war provide the basis of Soviet military science, are
reflected in Soviet miiitary doctrine, and tend o shape Seviet military
poiicy. They are extremely sensitive to the military implications of new
technology, as is evidenced by the fact that the importance of strategic
nuclear strikes in a future war was elevated to the status of a gereral law
of war in the Khrushchev period. The laws of armed conflict, in contrast,
concretize the general laws of war, especially that postulating the depen-
dence of the course and outcome of war an the relationship of military
forces of the opposing sides, and the law postulating the dependence of the
development and change in wmethods of armed struggle on quantitatiwve and
qualitative changes in new weapons and military technology. The laws of
armed struggle are used by commanders of the Soviet Armed Forces primarily
in formulating and solving specific strategic, operational, and tactical

problems,
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Soviet military thinkers claim that, equipped with a Marxist-leninist
comprehension of war, they can achieve victory in war.® It is further
asserted that a knowledge of the laws of war provides one with an oppor-
tunity to predict future military developments, both iaside and culside the
Soviet Union. For example, armed with the knowledge of the law concerning
the origin of war, and that postulating the dependence of war on its polit-
jcal goals, the Soviets claim that they can predict the nature of war pre-
parations by the Mest and how such & war will be conducted, as well as
predict the development of new weapons systems and new organizational
changes within the Soviet Armed Forces, Further, by focusing on the law
concerning the scientific potentials of the combatant states and that which
is concerned with technological changs, one can make predictions concerning
the need for new combat operations. Since the general laws of war are more
pertinent to possible Soviet responses to the SDI, enly they, and not the

laws of armed conflict, will be discussed tn this paper.
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SECTION III
THE GENERAL LAWS OF WAR

The most ygerneral law of war in Seviet military thinking is:

"War depends on the political yoals of the warriny states.”

This law expresses the Soviet belief that the political geals of
states and their palitics determine the character of war and its essence,
as well as the extent that military force will be employed in war, This
means that the nature of a state's political system and its goals determine
the overall strategic plan of war, as well as its economfc, political,
diplomatic, and ideclegical bases of support, the choeice of weapons
{nuclearfconventional } employed, and how the war's strategic goals will be
agchieved,

The second generai law of war is:

The course and outcome of war depend on the correlation of

economic forces of the warring states.

Soviet military thinkers assert that of the various factors underiying vic-
tory or defeat in war, the most crucial one is the economic level of a
state. The Jevel of development of the economy purportediy determines the
quantity and quality of weapons produced, which in turn shapes the nature,
scaie, and specific type of military operations to be employed, Further,
the Soviets argue that as the scale of military operations expands, and as
weapons and milftary technology are perfected, the role of economic facters
in war becomes even greater, In addition, the level of economy is said tn
determine the extent to which a state can mobilize {ts reserwves and fight a

protracted war, Soviet leaders fiercely argue that the Soviet system 1is
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superior to the capitalist system in its capacity to support the state with
needed reserves, stores of food, eneryy, and raw materials,

The third general law of war is:

The course and outcome of war also depend on the correlation of

the scientific potentials of the gpposing sides.
This expresses the dependence of war and its processes on the scieatific
and technological achievements of a2 country, and the extent and degree of
the use of such potentials by the combatants. Figures show that Soviet
leaders are serijous about taking advantage of this law of war -- they have
turned gut about 100,000 new scientific personnel in the past seven years,

inciuding some 505,000 new candidates of science and about 4,000 doctars of

science b

The fourth yemeral law of war is:

.2 course and outcome of war are dependent upon the correlation

0. social, and morale-political forces and possibilities of the

belligerents.

This Taw says that the physical and moraie-political steadfastness of
the rasses determines to a yreat extent whether a state will win or lcose a
war., To emphasize the importance of this feature in Sovist military
affairs, Soviet military thinkers quote lenin’s statement that "In any war,
victory in the final analysis is determined by the spiritual cenditions of
those masses who shed tneir blood on the battiefieldg."? The Soviets
further assert that the history of wars clearly demonstrates the applica-
bility of this Jaw.

The fifth general law of war is:

The course and cutcome of war are dependeni upon the correlation
of the military forces of the beliigerent sides,
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This law says that the military capebility of a state, expressed in
quantitative as well as qualitative terms, as well as its mobilization
capacity, determine to a great extent the course of war, and whether that
state will win a war if it is engaged. Also of importance is the level to
which the military theory of a state is developed.

A new, sixth law of war was added in 1983/1984. The sixth, and final
taw of war is:

The development and shift ¥n the metheds of combat are dependent

upon guantitative and qualitative changes in military technclogy,

and upon the level of morale-military qualities of military per-

sonnel.

This indicates the Soviet belief that the development and changes in
military operations {operational art} are caused primariiy by chanyes of a
particular type of weapons, as well as by corresponging changes in the
physical/mora? steadfastaess and milftary expertise of the troops. This
law aiso asserts that new shifts in military operations are neot caused by
the will of military commanders, but by the ¥force of new weapons
technologies. Marshal of the Soviet Unjon, former commander of the Soviet
General Staff, N. V. Dgarkov, put it this way:

The history of wars and military art convincingly demonstrate

that changes in military affairs are caused by changes cccurring
primarifly in weapons and in military technology. 'iesThe suC=-

cesses of technology F. Engles wrote, -- scarcely nave they
become applicable and virtually employed in military affairs,
then immediately -- almost by force, and often agazinst the wiil

of the milftary commander -~ have produced changes_and even
transformations in the methods of conducting battle,.,'®

It is also emphasized that this law s manifested in combat cperations

of any scale and at all levels.
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Soviet military thinkers alsg state that the above laws are subsumed
under a system of laws which express the "historical ineyitability of the
triumph of the new over the o1d," j.e., that secialism wil) be victorious

over capitalism., The most characteristic of these systematic laws is:

That side will be nistorically viiiorious which represents the

new, more progressise social and economic system and effectively

uses the possibilities inhereat in it.

The above law is purportedly applicable for wars fought in defense of
the Soviet Union and 1its socialist aliies, as well as newly liberated
countries buildinyg socialism, and for those conducting naticnmal lTiberation
struygles,

While all the above general laws of war influyence Soviev mjlitary doc-
trine and defense policy, includiny weapons acyuisition choices, law number
six, adopted after President Reagan’s Star Wars speech of HMarch 1983,
appears to have a particular relevance for possibie Soviet responses to the
Strategic Defense Initiative.9 Moreover, the authority of both Enyles and
Lenin were invoked to substantiate this law. OFf the six general Taws of
war, only one other, number two, invoked the authority of both of these
thinkers for substantiation.

In corder to comprehend the meaninyg of this general law of war, one
must first graspg the Marxist-Leninist gialectical laws of the transition of
gquantitative change intoc qualitative change, and of the negation of the
negation. The former law addresses the guestion of how change ogccurs (the
source of change). It states that change will ~ccur by a gradual buildup
of quantitative changes and thelr <transition at a certain state of

development into basic qualitative changyes, which in turn provide the basis
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for new quantitative changes. The nualitative changes which occur have a
dual nature: they result in a change of the state of the given quatity,
and secondly, produce a jump, & sharp transition to a new guality. As re-
Tated to military affairs, it is postulated that if any quantitative
chanyes take place in the armed forces which affect their quality or the
nature of military operations, then gualitative changes will accur, pro-
vided that basic new types of weapons are produced and supplied to the
armed forces in sufficient quantities., But to leave the matter here would
be inexpediant, since this provides the Soviet analyst (including the mili-
tary analyst) only with an approach, a methadology for comprenending change

in the world, The analiyst must probe more deeply. This point was made in

the following statement:

The methodological requirements for an analysis of the basic
gualitative transition consists in the following: to clarify the
nature and features of the basic qualitatiwve transition, the
jump; to determine jts begtnning; to detect the direction and
character of this transition; tc point out the paths, the means
for its most expedient realization in various forms of practical
activity.l9
This means that the analyst must examfne the rate at which qualitative‘
change will occur. While it is generailly assumed that changes in military
technoloyy take place much more rapidly than in the past, one must answer
such guestions as: which new types of weapons {[air, sea, land-based) will
bring about the fastest qualitative changes in military affairs, and what
quantities of these weapons must be produced to cause a gualitative change
in military operations? In addition, the analyst must be able to detect as
quickly and rationally as possible, the beginning of gqualitative change in
the following statement
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The 'mechanism' of the dependence {changes the combat operations

as a function of level of military technelogy) consists in that

new technology by necessity forces out the old., However, this

occurs not immediately, for some time they coexist. The new

technology at first is used within the framework of old metheds

of operations, but having reached a sufficient degree of perfec-

tion of guality, it is forced to change the methods of struygle.

They 40 not give up the old technology immediately. For a cer-

tain peried they maintain subordinate functions with respect to

it and its use 1s subordinate to the new methods of combat opera-

tions,. 11

wWhat is of critical importance for the analyst is the timely detectign
of the directien of qualitatfve changes, j.e., to be able to preserve ele-
ments of the old in the rew and not to skip stages of develepment., For the
military analyst, this means that he must see positive features in existing
we apons and operations and to take full advantage of them. In sum, changes
in quality, hased on changes in quantity, may be varied in terms of charac-
ter and result. What is most important is te see what is "progressive” in
development., This is the task of the law of the negation of the negation
which is discussed in the fellowing section.

The dialectical law of the negation of the negation states that change
must be viewed as process in which elements of the new “negate” elements of
the olg, while preserving the “progressive® features of the old., In char-
acterizing the essence of this law, lenin stated that dialet ical negation
-- "this is not empty negation... but negation as a moment of linkage, as a
moment of development, with the retention of the positive..."12 As Engles
poiated out, the nature and the means of negating of the old by the new
will be different in sach concrete case,l13 In other words, each phenonenon
examined is unigue. Marshal M. Ogarkov put it this way:

As experience shows, the depth of the negation can be different.

In some cases, the elimination of the old, the antiguated,

breakinyg further progress occurs by preserving the bases of the
existing one. .1
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According to the Marxist-leninism, in each negation there will be two types
of negation, depending on the nature of the gualitative changes occuring.
The first constitutes & negation of elements of the o0ld while preserving
the bases of the existing state of the phenomencen, The second involves a
negation of the bases of the existing state gof the phenapenon and the
formation of a new quality on a new base. The first type of negation is
said to be encountered quite often in military affairs. For example, in
the aircraft industry, as long as the focus of afrcraft designers was
directed at the perfection of ajrcraft based on propeller-driven epgines,
the negation simply involved improving certain structural features of the
airplane {improviny the wing design etc.,}, while the basic features of the
airplanes were preserved (piston-driven angines and propeller). This type
of negation s viewea by Marxist-leninist thinkers as important if the
ohjective is to preserve the existing qualitative state of the phancomenon,
or. in preventing superfluous destruction of existing weaponry, military
operaticns, etc. The second type of negation takes place when development
is no longer possible by simply making modificatiens in the existing bases
of the abject., What is needed is the creation of 2 new quality on a new
base. For example, the further development of screw-propeller aviation was
ro ionger possiblie on the basis of piston-~driven motors, and sc a gqualita-
tive shift to jet aviation cccurred, This type of megation s seen by
Harxism-leninism as not as common for military affairs as the first type,
although the nuclear revolution in military affairs has often involved this
type of negation. Marxist-leninist thinkers warn that this second type of
negation must be applied with extreme caution. The authority of both lenin
and Frunze have been fnvoked to substantiate this point. Lenin stated that

“one should not learn to solwe one’s task by new methods taday if
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yesterday's experience has not opened our eyes to the invalidity of old
methods".15  And Frunze warned that “serfous dJnnovations in military
affairs which play a decisive roie in the fate of states should be pursued

with extreme caution”. 16

The law of the negation of the negation imposes certain reguirements
on the analyst. First, the negaticn must preserve pnsitive elements of the
eariier stage of development. It does this by linking together elements of
the new and of the cld., According to HMarxist-leninist thinking negation
means preserving key elements of the old and tranforming them to new. The
second requirement is that the analyst be able to see in 3 creative way
elements Qf the new contained in the existing state of the object, and to
transform the positive elements of the old and to apply them to the needs
of the new. Lenin expressed this point as Tollaws:

When the new has been created...the old always remains, for a

certain period of time, is strong’er than it, this always happens

in nature as well as in society.l
This point is considered by Marxist-lerinist thinkers as being especially
‘mportant for military affairs since it provides the basis for determining
what is new in military affairs and what is not., Each new type of weapon,
each new technology proposed cannot be considered new. Only those weapons
and technologies which promote the improvement of the functions of the
armed forces a3s a whole, which have superior military qualities compared to
existing ones, which can be Integrated with their types of weapons, and

which can be produced in sufficient gquantities can be considered new,
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SECTION IV
BASIC FEATURES OF WAR FOUGHT 1IN DEFENSE
OF THE SOCIALIST HOMELAND

Soviet military thinkers also cliaim that wars Tought in defense of
socialism possess special and unique features, in terms of goals amd social
character, methods of conducting combat operations, the relaticenshipg of the
people toward them, and the historical significance of them. According to
HMarxist-Leninist thinking, these general features of wars fought in defense
of socialism include:

The revolutionary character. This feature expresses the Jgea that

such wars represant (symbolize) a continuation of the class struggle of the
world proletariat and its allies against world imperialism and all reac-
tionary forces in the world, The Great Patrictic War {1931-1545)} is des-
cribed as a prime example of the revolutionary struggie of the peoples of
Soviet nation for the independence and freedom of the Soviet Homeland.

The All-Peoples Character. This feature expgresses the fdea that in

wars fought in defense of socfalism, all the Soviet peoples are consciously
involved fn the conflict and actively support the policies of the Communist

Party.

The International Character. This feature expresses the Harxist-

leninist axiom that wars fouyht in defense of socialism are at the same
time defending the interests of the International preletariat and sup-
porting nations fiyhtiny their national liberation struggles.

The Pecisive and Implacable Character. A new basic feature opf wars

fought 1in defense of socialism was added in 1984, This expresses the

Soviet conviction that the Soviet nation and its armed forces will conduct,
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under the gyuidance of the CPSU, the war until the complete defeat of the
enemy, The authoritv of Lenin was invoked to substantiate this new feature

of war:

War must be conducted in a genuine Y, or do not conduct it at
ali. There can be no middle point.
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SECTION V
PRINCIPLES OF SOVIET MILITARY BUILDING

Soviet military thinkers state that the “principles of military build-
ing"” constitute a set of guidelines and precepts of the pelitical and mili-
tary leadership which shape the main directions in strengthening the mili-
tary capability of the Soviet state. They further state that such princi-
ples, as well as the princigles of mititary art, concrettze Soviet laws of
war and the laws of armed struggle, These principles focus on the politi-
cal, ideclogicai, military, economic, and social dimensions of Soviet mili-
tary power. Not viewed as constant and fixed, fthey are coenstantly being
revised in conformity with changes in the nature of «~or, the nature of the
external threat, the methods of combat, the defense needs of the Soviet
Union, and the level of Soviet economic development. The most important
principle is said toc be leadership of the Communist Party gver all aspects
of Sovist military affairs, while others have included strict military dis-
cipline, unity of the nation and the Soviet armed forces, the harmonious
development of all branches of the armed forces, {combined-arms), and
others. Usually there is only one set of principles —-- considared to be
official ~-- adopted by Soviet leaders at a particular time. However, 1in
1980, two formulations of Soviet principles of military building appeared.
The first contained a peinciple which stated that a regular army be bnilt,
but with the provision that a territorial miltitary system of military
organizatfon might also be created.l9 The second, which appeared in June
1980, was jdentical to the first, except that the principle of "conformity

of the forms of military organization to concrete historical condftions”
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replaced the "regular army principle”.20 Emphasis on “concrete historical
conditions” suygests that Soviet leaders believed thai more weight should
be given tc conventicnal forces for fighting a c<onventional war, especially
in Europe {concrete historical conditions), or that debate was taking place
within the Soviet leadership over resource allocations,

In 1983-1984, a 1list of principles of Soviet military building

appeared which included 2 completely new principle: "continuous improvement
of the organizational structure [of the Soviet armed forces]¥, It may be

presumed that this was the result of Marshal Ogarkov's influence .21

146




SECTION ¥1
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE SOVIET ARMED FORCES

Organizational structure 1is concerned with the optimum relationship
among the various branches and combat arms of the 3Soviet Armed Forces,
their relative significance, arnd the role they will play in any future
war. In addition, a central cuestion in deciding ¢n proper orgyanizational
structure is that of the numbers and types of weapons te procure and thefr
relationship to Soviet security regquirements. Even though adherence to the
cherished Soviet concept of "combined-arms® has been persistently pro-
ciaimed by Soviet military thinkers, organizational structure has been one
of the most vigorously debated issues of Soviet milftary thought beginning
with the Khrushchey perigd ([1955-19684), This is not surprising since the
dgevelopment and adaptation of nuclear weapons and other equipment in all
branches of the armed forces, from the end of 1953 to 1959, and the cre-
atfon of the Strategic Rocket Forces in January 1360, were bound to cause a
substantial rethinking of the existing organizational concept {(combimed-
arms), amt to promote a more nuclear-oriented one. Beginning in 1954,
Soviet armed forces personnel began to study nuclear weapons and the means
gf combat aperations under comditions of the use of nuciear weapons, The
first large-scale fieid exercise in which the atomic bomb was detonated was
conducted in September of that year.22 This constituted the beginning Jf
gualitative changes in trocop organization and the technical equipping of
Soviet troops and modes of combat operaticn under conditions of rnuclear
war, The suviet Ground Forces, for example, hegan to experience the influ-

ence of nuclear weapons during the 1954-1959 perigod as missiles trodes,
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including tactical and strategic missile subunits and units, were added to
the composition of the Ground Forces.€3  Further, nuclear weapons were
officially adopted by NATO in 1954, and missile and nuclear warneads began
te be introduced in Europe, Also, the Unfted States and its allies adopted
the doctrine of "massive retaliation,” based on the employment of strategic
nuclear weapons, on & broad scale. These develcopments scon precipitated
fresh debates within senior Soviet military circiles over the most expedient
mix of nuclear and non-nuclear weapons in the armed forces and the proper
organizational concept to be adopted. After enjoying a period of pre-
eminence among branches of the Scviet Armed Forces, by 1980, the Strategic
Rocket forces had been de-emphasized, and the traditional combined-arms
doctrine had beer reestablished within the framework of strateyic nuclear
force primacy. Correspondingly, the Party was said toc be promoting the
“harmanious development of all branches and arms of the armed forces," and
"wictory in modern war was safd tc be achievable only by their combised
efforts "

While some Soviet military thinkers had emphasized in the late 3960s
the “strategic nuclear forces” (the SRF, Soviet Rocket Forces, and the
nuclear-powered nawy) as the most important units of the SAF ia a future
war, they were said to consist of three separate and distinct branches of
the SAF.2% It came as some surprise, therefore, when the Chief of the
General Staff Marshal N, V., Ogarkov, described in his 1982 book, Always in

Readiness to Defend the Homelana, the "main component” of Soviet military

power as consisting of the "Sirateyic Huclear Forces" without specifying
their respective branches, Further, it came as more of a surprise when

Ogarkov called the Soviet Ground Forces in “"essence, the main branch of the
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Armed Forces,™ and listed the Air Forces ahead of the MNational Air Defense
Troops, marking the first time that the Ground Forces and Air Ferce were so
listed 1in arganizaticnal priority.25 In June 1983 Ogarkov warned that
because of ths "increased Imperialist threat,” i.e., the building of new
American strategic and conventional weapons, a5 well as their mastering of
outer space and their creation of weapons based gn “new physics princi-
ples”, members of the Soviet General S5Staff had to concentrate their main
efforts on the most rapid solution to critical preblems of organizational

structure and the combat readiness of the Soviet Armed Forces.28 Quarkov
added that this was of critical importance because the United States and
NATO forces were perfecting the organizational structure of their armed
forces,

Ogarkov elaborated his novel concept of oryanizational structure of
the SAF in an articlie wnich appeared in late September 1983, He stated:

The main concept of the military power of the Soviet Armed Forces

under modern conditions, the main factor for containing the

aggressor are our strategic nuclear forces, consisting of units

and formations of the 5trategic Rocket Forces, the Navy and Rir

Forces, Their creation was a necessary response to Imperialist

threats, 27
Ogarkov added that "all branches of the Soviet Armed Forces are developing
harmoniously.,” and then described the non-strateygic components of the S5AF
-= the Ground Forces, Air Forces, Alr Defense Troops, and Navy, in that
order.

yntil the early fall of 1984, other Soviet military leaders, including
defense minister jfarsnal 5, Sokolov, repeated the QOgarkovy doctrine of stra-
tegic nuclear force primacy coupled with the harmonious development of all

branches of the armed forces.28 However, sfnce that time, the available
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eyvidence suggests the existence of considerable ferment within senior
Seviet military circles —— ferment which may be related to poassitle Soviet
respanses to the SDI. This development 1is suggested by an analysis of
Soviet statements surrounding the cne hundredth birthday anniversary of
H.¥. Frunze, consideregd to be the father of Soviet military doctrine. For
example, in his review of the book M.V. Frunze, CaptainFirst Class &,
Belyaev emphasized the dJmportance of a "unity of wviews" on military
problems in the Soviet Union:

In his works, 'The Red Army and {ts Tasks*, and 'Reoryanization
of the Red Army' , M.V¥. Frunze reveals the essence of the military

policy of the Soviet state -~ poses the question of deveicpin
unified views for the military and political leadership on ro%-
Tems of miiitary buliding. ﬂn%ér conditions of a constant ?.Ereat
of attack of Imperialist states on the Republic of Soviets, a
vital task of the Party and nation is the conversion of the Red
Army intc a “unified organ, solidified from top to bottom not
snly by a commonality of political jceclouy, but also By a unit
af _views on the character of mi11Lary tasgs for the f‘ept!LEHC, t%
n§$§§¥ty of military preparation of the troops.29  (emphasis
a

The author addecd that “These views have not lost their validity even
today™.

It can be aryued that this emphasis on unity was intended not simply
to describe an historical event, but to promote such unity. This notion is
alsc suggested in the following quotation of Frunze taken from Belyaev's
book:

M.¥, Frunze based all his activities on the basic Leninist postu-

late that the fundamental uyuiding principle of Soviet military

building 1= 1leadership by the Communist Party. ' Nobody and
nothing... ¢an build his policy both within the counffy as well

as_in ¥he army aga¥nst the party and without it.° “H.V. Frunze
caiied v ommunist Party the leader and commander of the Red

Army. The Red Army -- he noted -- knew and knows only this com-
mander , 30U lemgﬁasgs added)
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iIf one contrasts the above gquotation, which appeared in November 1584,
with a similar quote from Frunze, which appeared in the 1984 edition of

M.¥, Frunze, 2 signfficant distinctien appears:

M.V, Frunze played an ocutstanding role in carrying out the prin-
ciple of party leadership of all problems of military t}ui}din%‘;
in strengthening the positions of the Communist Party within t
&rmy... 'Nobpdy and nothing can build his ticy both within the
country as we ;§ 85 _1n Lhe army 2gainst Lthe _%_"Zar y!"'an"a‘w‘r‘fh_ouf 1L,
As Jony as the party 1s strong and united, the Uaior of Soviet
Republics 75 alsc strong. < lemphasis addedj

¥hiie both of the above articles sitress the importance of Party
leadership over the armed forces, and warn against those who become too
independent of this leadership, the accent in the earlier guote (taken from
the book of M.¥. “runze, which was sent to the typesetter in August 1983
and was piblished in early 1984) is on Party unitysstrength as a precondi-
tion feor the strength of the youny Soviet state, In contrast, the later
articie (November 1984} emphasizes the Party's function as rnot only the
“leader” of the armed forces, but its “commander" {(vozd) which 1s reminis-
cent ©of the Party Teadership over the armed forces exercised by Josef
stalin, The statement that the “army knew and knows only this commander™
invites the speculation that it was directed at a military leader who had
become too powerful, Was that person Marshal N.¥, {garkay?

Yet, t¢c further complicate matters, this same statement of Frunze,
quoted above, was given a stiil different treatmert in early 1985, Then,
general P. Lushey, commander of the Moscow Military District, in reviewing
angther bgok nn M.Y_ Frunze, stated:

M.V, Frunze based all his activity on the leninisi pestulate that

the fundamental guiding principle of Soviet milttary butldiag is
leadership of the Communist Party. In the profound devotion of
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the military personnel to the Communist Party, in their faithfuyl

following its ideals, its discipline and steadfastness, the pro-

leterian commender gperspicaciously saw the indispensible comdi-

tion of the strengtn of the army and navy, their military capa-

bitity. Under co.ditions of developed soctalism, there opccurs a

further increase in the leadership role of the CPSU in all areas

of strenygthening defense of the country.3Z
While Lushev's article reiterates the time-honored principle of CPSU lead-
ership over the SAF, it lacks the strong vituperative language of the twc
previous articles. It emphasizes instead certain politfcal attitudes held
by the troops as essential for promoting Soviet military capabiilities.
While Lushev cited "unified views"” of the SAF as being important, he linked
this with combinea operations bdased on a single strategic command:

M.¥. Frunze on more than one occasion emphasized the necessity of

unified views on the building of the Armed Forces and the methods

of armed struggle, the importance of coordination of operations

of the R ' Army and Navy. These postulates have now acquired

special relevance. Under contemporary conditions of decisive

significance are the <coordinated operations of the varlous

branches of the Armed Forces hased on a unified pian of the stra-
tegic command.33

while we must be cautious in our interpretation of the above trends, it can
be speculated that the statements above about Frunze refliected growing
Party-Military tensicons, but that such tensions have now been mitigated.
It is not without interest that Marshal Ogarkov has been named to replace
Marshal ¥, Kulikov as MWarsaw Pact commander, suggesting fthat he is now in

an excellent position to implement his novel views on oryanization

structure.
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SECTION VII
THE DURATION OF FUTURE WAR

The duration of war has been one issue which Soviet military thinkerrs
have been unable to reach any salid consensus an since Krushchev's time,
Wnile Krushchev had said that a future war would be short, most Soviet
military thinkers duriny the post-Khrushchev pericd have arqued that a
future war could be either short or long. Durimg the period of 1976-1980,
it appeared that the “duration of war® Issue was being debated within
senior Soviet military circles as 1t was during Krushchev's time, In 1978,
far example, Generai Nikolai Lomov, a leading Soviet military writer,
asserted:

...Despite new theories on 'small professional armies’, on the

leading and decisive role of bomber aviation, tanks, or other

braaches of the armed forces In achieving wictory..., a future

war may be ylobal, conducted by mass armies and tor a loag period

of time.34
Nonetheless, the short war thesis gained ground when the Strategic Rocket
Farces were described as capable of reaching decisive geals in the
"quickest possible time” 35

while the available evidence may be less than fully persuasive, 13
appears that more welight in the 198I-present period has been given to the
short-war thesis, Thus, curreat Soviet military doctrine places <onsider-
able emphasis on the initial period of war, with its swift, massive nuclear
strikes, which purportesly can influence the aetire notcome of the comflict
retatively quickly. This concept was advanced by Colonel Jozef Smoter in

his article on air defenss in a futwa wer,36 He asserted that within the
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next 15 years, and certainly by the year 2000, the afr attack arsenal of
the United States and Soviet Union will include spacecraft, equipped with
laser weapons capable of destroying space, air and ground targets. Conse-
quently, the air defense forces of both states will have a declisive influ-
ence on the cutcome of war at the beginning of war, and must be capable of
responding quickly. Mar<hal H. Ogarkov appeared to be a staunch supporter
of the short-war concept. In his article published on May 9, 1984, Ogarkov
had the following to say about the impact of new military technology on the
nature of a future war, including its conventional variant:

The sharply increased range of conventional weapons make it pos-

sible to immediately seize by active military operations ot onil

border areas, but alsc the territory of an zntire country, whic

was Aot possible in past wars...In this case, the zones of possi-

hle military operations are Snarply expanded and the role and

significance of the {initial period of war and its entire opera-

tfons increase incomparably. A new war, if Impertalism unleashes

it, will in its nature be certainly different ¥Trom wars in the

past .37

This concept of the nature of future war has had a considerable effect

on the Soviet view of combat readiness, as the time factor has been sharply

elevated in importance. As nuted in the authoritative work Marxism-

Leninism on War and the Army:

The criteria of combat readiness have substantially changed. At
the present stage the Armed Forces must be capable at any moment
and in any cituation to frustrate the surprise uttack of the
aggressor, Of particular importance is the time factor, The
enormeus speeds of flight of missiles and airplanes require the
tringing the troops {forces) into the highest combat readiness in
titerally a matter of minutes. Only in this case Can one count
on an effective repulsing of the surprise strikes of the aggres-
sor and a successful fulfillifng of the tasks set before the
soviet Armed Farces.38
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Further, Sergei Akhromeev, OCgarkev's replacement as chief of the Soviet
General Staff, has alsoc placed much emphasis en the initial period of war,
Writing in the authoritative journal Xommunist, in early 1985, Akhromeev,
asserted that if a nuclear war broke out, “larye cities, major econumic
targets would be exposed to devastation and destruction in a short perioed,
these will be massive iosses of the population and military groupings."39
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SECTION VIII

FUNCTIONS OF THE SOVIET ARMED FORCES

Harxist-Lleninist military writers assert that the nature of the Suviet
Armed Forces [SAF)}, as well as its functions, are shaped by the nature of
Soyiet society. Thus, as an instrument of the Soviet state established in
1317, it has had two types of functionas: an internal and an extermnal func-
tion. The former focussed on the expiration of the capitalist class and
tts vestiges insfde Russia. With the establishment of socialism in the
soviet Union in 1935, and the formation of an all-peoples state in tne
1970s, the army's internal functions -- as an organ of the state security,
to suppress counter-revaolutionary forces inside the <ountry, end as 2
deterrent to potential rebel resistance te the Soviet state, became super-
flucus., The external function of the SAF is said to be basic since it is
directed at the “main threat to the building of socialism and communism -
Imperialism™. The curreat Party Program, adopted by the 22nd Party Con-
gress in 1861, states that "from the point of view of internal conditions,
the Soviet Union does not need ar army, but the military danger posed by
Imperialism forced the Soviets to streagthen its defenses and toc develop
its armed forces.40 Thus, the basis of the external function of the SAF
remains fixed and consists in defending the U.S.5.R. from "agyressive
attacks of international Imperialism". But Soviet military thimkers have
stated that this function may take on new dimensions [forms}), depending on
changes in the global correlation of forces.

After ghrushchey was removed from power in 1964, a3 shift occwred in
the Soviet view of the functions of the SAF. No longer was the SAF seen as

an instrument designed simply to defend the Soviet Union and its borders
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and those of its Eastern European neighbors, and its "liberation function”

was no longer restricted to Ewrape. The Soviet Armed Forces were given new

broader functions which included:

1. Deter global nuclear war and preserve world peace.

2. Protect the Soviet Union and 1ts socialist alliies in case of an
Imperialist attack.

3. Destroy the <olonial system and blunt Imperialist
counter-revpliution,

4. Promote revolution within Western states %1
This view of the functions of the Soviet Armed Forces persisted until late
1977-early 1978. At that time, the focus of the SAF began to shift from
widger internatfonal concerns to efforts to protect “sacialist conquests in

the Soviet Union and Wersaw Pact stazes.'Az The new Soviet constitutien,

vhich went into effect in QOctober 1977, provided the legal basis for the
new version of the SAF. Thus, Soviet military thinking at that time no
tonger spoke of the global functions of the SAF (establizhment of socialism
world-wide, blocking of Imperiaiist counter-revolutfons, etc.,). Fwther,
the Marxist-Leninist terms "proletarien and socialist internationalism® had
an inward orientatiorn and focused on the equality of Soviet citizens, and
the promoi ay of friendship of Soviet military personnel across ethnic
Soviet boundaries, as well as closer ties with wWarsaw Pact states
{socialist internationalism). The tasks of the SAF during this period
inciuded:

1. Deter a global nuclear war.
2. Fight a nuclear/conventiconal war iT deterrence broke down.

This narrowed concept of the functions of the Soviet Armed Forces persisted
until sometime in 1983.43 Then the broadened concept of the functions of

the SAF resurfaced sometime during the summer of 1983, This concept was
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evident in the authoritative work, Marxist-lenminist Teaching on War and the

Army, which was published in early 1984.44 The following were given as the

new functions of the SAF:

. Deter a global nuclear war.
Defend tge U.S.5.R. and the Socialist block in case of the
gutbreak of war.
. Extend aid to other countries and to nations of developing
states protecting their freedom and independence from
Imperia?fsm aggression.,

ML\J*"‘

This expanded version of the Soviet Armed Forces' functions received

further substantiation in June 1984 in an article by Lt, General D.

Volkogonoy:

The Armed Ferces of the Soviet state have always been an instru-
ment for the protection of the revolutionary conguests of the
Socialist Homelana., But there has now come intc cperation the
so-called "globalization" of the manifestation of the main con-
tradiction of the epoch associated, also with the providing in
the corresponding political, moral-technical form, international
aid to pational-liberation movements, proyressive reyimes, young
states strugyliny ayainst Imperialism.%5 (emphasis added}
In sum, the functions of the SAF have undergone fTour shifts since 1960.
The first, lasting until mid-1966, viewed the SAF as having a narrow conti-
nental orientation focusing on the defense of the #,5.5.R. and its Eastern
European allies. The second, lastinyg from 1966 until late 1077-early 1978,
perceived the SAF as an instrument with wider, international concerss,
including the support of national-liberatfon struygles and civil wars in
capitalist states. The third, which persisted until sometime in 1983, was
ayain narrow in scope anc saw the SAF alony with the Warsaw Pact, as beiny
an instrument soliely to deter yglobal nuclear war and to protect the borders

of the U,5.5.R. and its Eastern Eurnpean allies from Imperialist
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encroachnents. The fourth shift, disce:r »sle in mid-1983, again saw ithe

SAF as having broader, more international concerns,

Preemption
Preemption refers to the ability or willingness of a state t¢ launch

strikes against an enemy at the Tirst 1dindication that the enemy is
preparing to, or intending to attack., At the heart of preemption is the
ability to react with utmost speed, particularly in responsz toc a nuclear
attack. This means that the state which 1intends to preempt another’s
attack on it will need a large standing army, as well as raserves which can
be mobilized quickly. No state wishes to convey to another that it has
adopted preemption as a strateyy, since this would likely motivate the
other to use its foroe -- thus fueling the arms race. Conseguently, Soviet
references tc preemption have been shrouded in ambiyuity and sparse in
aunber.,

Since 1381, Soviet military thinkers have been adamant in asserting
that they are not building up their strategic forces to launch a first
strike against the West. This has been buttres;ed by the late Chairman L,
Brezhnev's declaration, delivered to the UN Special Session on Disarmament
in June 1982, that the Soviet Union would not be the first to use nuclear
weapons against an opponent 46 and the treaty proposed by the Warsaw Pact
and the U,5.5.R. in January 1983, calling for the mutual renunciation of a

first use of all types of weapons against the other alliance.47

Targeting
Soviet military thinkers have traditionally postulated that 3Soviet

targeting must have two basic goals ¥irst, to destroy the enemy's means of
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nuclear attack, and the second to wreck his political and economic centers,
as well as his urban-industrial centers., What this has meant is that the
enemy's missile sftes, his command and contraol facitities, as well as his
industrial and poputation centers, must be destroyed. Begianing in 1979,
more atteation has been given in Soviet targeting doctrine to pinpoint tar-
geting of U.S, missiles, sflos, and military industries, possibly as a re-
actjon to the U.5. dectrine of counterforce targeting, first anncunced ina

early 1974,

161




162




SECTION IX
ANALYSIS

In this section, we seek to determine the implicatfons for the Stra-
taeyic Vefense Initiative of those doctirinal shifts which were described in
the previgus section. Qur aim 1is to establish (1) which components of
Soviet military doctrine can most l1ikely be associated with possiblie Soviet
responses to the Strategic Defense Initiative; {2} which doctrinal compo-
nents may be related to Soviet responses to the 501; and {3) which tenets
uf doctrine are prabably unrelated to space warfare,

The Components of Military Doctrine Which Most [ikely are Associated with
The Soviel Response 0 the SO

Certain components «f Saviet military doctrine discussed in this study
can with the nost confidence be related to the Soviet response to the SDI.
This seems to be the case for one of the Soviet laws of war {number six},
those principles of military building that relate to the SAF’'s organiza-

tional structure, anc the organizational structure of the Soviet Armed

Forces.

Relationshiy Between General law #6 and the Soviet Reponse to SBI

It appears highly 1ikely thrat the sixth law of war can be related te
the Soviet response to the 3DI. This law pestulates that the development
and change in combat operations of any scale and at all levels depend on
quantitative and qualitative chanyes fn military technoloyy and on the
level of training of military personnel., HWhile Soviet military thinkers

have lony been cognizant of the impact of new technology on varicus aspects
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of military affairs, including combat gperations and organizational stric-
tures, this influence had never been enshrined in a general law of war. It
was only in the late summer of 1883 that this influence was given that
status, after President Reayan's Strategic Defense Initiative speech.48

What insights can this new law of war provide us in our endeavor to
assess probable Soviet responses to the SDI? It is reasonable to suggest
that this new law provides several options for Soviet defense planners,
depending on their interpretation of it.%Y 1If Soviet leaders focus on that
aspect of the law relating to the source of change {the dialectical transi-
tion of yuantity to quality), then they will be predisposed to selecting a
veagons system which can be produced in sufficient numbers. while the
Soviets iiave the option of conducting research on, and subsequently plan-
niny various types of highly sophisticated weapons systems as 3SDI counter-
medsuyres, they may feel that these weapons, because of their cost, are
beyond tneir techaological reach in the foresesable future. If this line
of reasoning is correct, then the new Soviet law of war would incline
Soviet defense planners to seliect countermeasure weapons which could be
produced in sufficient numbers, such as ICBMs and SLBI 5. Accordingly, the
Soviets wauld respond to the 3DI by saturating the U.S.A.'s space umbrelila
with larye numbers of ICBMs and SLBMs, In sum, 1f the Soviets make this
interpretation of the law, it would shape -- and gquite narrowly -- the
parameters within which their defense planners can operate in pilanning and
designing a suitable weapon system to counter the American space ¥nitia-
tive,

if, however, Soviet defense planners focus on that aspect of the law

of war reiating te the nature, type, and means of change {expressed in the
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dialectics of "neygation of the negation®), then they will have more flexi-
bility in a weapons chgice. To repeat what was said earlier about the
*negation of the negation®™: there may be two types of "negation® -- one
involves an elimination of elements of the old state, while preserving its
essential features, but at a higher level. The second involves the elimi-
nation of the essential structure {base] of the existiny phenomencn
{state}, and the creation of a fundamentally new structure. iIf Soviet
military leaders focus on this aspect of the new law of war, they could opt
for building weapons systems which would maintain the basic features of the
existinyg system, but in its advanced staye, it would coastitute a new
weapons system. We suyyest that an advanced cruise missile might be the
weapons systems selected by the Soviets as the most optimwm means of
penetrating the U.S5. sgace uambrella. The reasons for this conclusion are
yiven below.,

The gereral attraction of cruise missile technology s due to 7ts
relatively low cost, the aifficulty in intercepting it {because cf its low
radar cross section and Jow fliyht altitude, plus the ease with which it
can be camouflayed, its versarility, high accuracy, and potential for
technological upgrading.50 Of these features, the missiie's low cost and
its early availability for new technology would be particularly attractive
to Soviet defense planners. However, why would the Soviets be inclined to
opt for a new advanced high speed cruise missile as an SDI respgonse, given
their past reslraint in pursuing cruise missile technoliogy, and yiven the
missile's siow speed? First, earlier Soviet restraint in this area was
related to their interest in reaching an arms accord with the United States

toe ban long-range ground-launched and sea-launched cruise missile,
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(GLCHs and S.CMs) respectively, and tc 1imit air-launched cruise missiles
(ALCMs} in accord with the now-abortive SALY II treaty and protuccl, Given
the current momentum of both U.S. and Soviet cruise missile programs, and
the current uncertainty reyarding the future of an arms accord, the
jeitmotif for Soviet moderation in developing an advanced cruise missile
has disappearead, '

Second, while the cruise missile, admittediy, suffers from some
shortcoeings it has some advantayes 3s & stratagic weapons system, An
“jdeal” cruise missile is one which has long range, low flying capability,
low RCS {radar cross-section) for penetration, and hopefully a speed
comparable with other strategic weapons. The main asset of the current
cruise missiie technoloyy, compared to other strategic penetration systems,
is= its lopg range. With its current ranye of several 1,000 miles, it can
deliver a payload more effestive?y-than 4 rocket-powered missile, but
at relatively slow speeds. With maximum speed of M = 2.5, the cruise
missile is vulnerable to attack from & whole range of enemy sources, In
order to increase its speed, the Soviets woguld need to develop a new engine
for the cruise missiie, replacing its present turbojet engine, yiving it
higher thrust and higher efficiency.

IfT a hypersonic ramjet engine were developed, .he Soviets could
increase sharply the speed of the crulse missile, allowing it to reach
speeds of Mach 5-6 or more. With this speed, and coupled with its other
features, Soviet cruise missiles could flood the U.S. space wumbrella in
large numbers, and presumably would experience relatively low attrition
rates. Accordingly, Soviet assertions that they can build a countermeasure

weapon far cheaper than what the space-based ballistic system would cost




the United S5tates woulid be realized! [s the above scenario chimerical or
aot? While there are those in the West who would respond to this question
in the affirmative, there are serigus research efforts now being conducted
in the Soviet Union designec to develop and perfect an advanced hypersonic
ramjet engine which presumably could be fitted to the cruise missile,

Further, it is iikely that cthese efforts have intensified since 1982.51

Principles of Soviet Military Buildiny and tne Soviet Response to the SDI

As stated earltier, the principles of Soviei military beildaing consti-
tute a set of grecepts and yuidelines for Soviet defense legaders in plan-
niny the main directions in strendthening the defense capability of the
Soviet tinion. Two of these principles which were adopted in 1483-84, seem
to be closely related to Moscow's response to the SOI. These are the “con-
tinuous perfection of the oryanizational structure" amd the "harmonious
development of all branches and arms of the Soviet Armed Forces." Hhile
the combined-arms cuncept had for sometime been considered a key principle
of Soviet military building, its close linkige with that calling for the
constant perfection of the SAF {they appear toyether ia the 1983-1984 for-
mulation}, sugyests that combined-arms must now be continuously adjusted to
new military realities, including the latest weapons development, and cor-
respondingly, new methods of conducting combat operations. In other words,
it is no lonyer sufficient to postulate “combined-arms” as an oryaniza-
tional principle, per se, since what this had traditienally meant was the
employment of the military forces of the wvarious branches of the SAF in
terrestrial environments -- land, sea, and air, with each makinu & valuable
contribution to the overall gyoals of the state in war. Now, combined-arms

must be “perfected” to take accgunt mot anty of the intreduction of new
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weaponry into the various branches and arms, but also the expansion of ths
Soviet Armed Forces intp a new military environment -- guter space, Thus,
it can be aryued that with this new theoretical formulation, the Soviets
can view their military space activities as a vital complement to the oper-
ations of their traditional combat arms and can integrate such activities

intc a combined-arms approach to warfare 32

Relationship Between the Oryanizational Structure of the Soviet Armed

Forces and the Soviet Response to *the SDI

‘he grganizational structure of the Sovizr Armed Forces {SAF) s
another doctrinal tenet which seems to be related to the Soviet response to
the Strateyic Defense Initiative, e believe that several factars peint o
this 1inkage. First, it i5 noteworthy that a detarmination of futvre
trends of weapons develppment and the most expedient organizational struc-
ture to be adopted by the SAF were considered in the 19705 by formulators
of Soviet military science tu be the most “urgent tasks® fzcing 1t.53
Thus, it is llkely that Soviet military science was striving at that time
o find a military utility for new weapons, including those in outer space,
and to fit such weapons into a new vryanizatienal structure for the SAF,
Agyain, as in the case of the creation of the S5Stratoagic Rocket Forces in
early 196C, military thought seems to have responded quickly to a techno-
lagical weapons bLreakthrough {the appearance of sophisticated terrestrial
and space weapons), and was seeking to fit them into a new organizational
framework,

A second factor which sugyests that Sov.et organizatiunal doctrine may
be related to Moscow's response to the S0l is the reemergence of the com-

hined-arms concept, coupied with the concrmitant downgrading of the
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Strategic Rocket Forces from their former position of preeminence within
the Soviet Armed Forces.%® This means that tne Soviet comiitmen. to atr-
preathiny strategic systems (long-ranye bombers, cruise missiles, stc.),
wr.ich had been discouraged durinyg the "hey-day" of the SRF, can now be
increassqd, Thus, there is now an gryanizatiomal framework more receptive
to propoting Soviet space activities including miiitary. To put it more
directliy, Soviel military space activities can now be integrated into a
yenaral combined-arms apprearh to Seviet organizational matters.

Third, a certain development which occurred in 1983-1984, may peoint to
a4 1ink between Soviset oryanirationail docurine and their response to the
T in June 1983, thz then Chief of the General 5taff, Marshal Nikelai
Oyarkoy warned his colieayues that ptecause of the "increasad hmperialist
threat™, based on a buildup of new American strategic and conventional
weapons, 45 well as the creation of new weapuns based on “new physics prin-
ciples®, members of tne Soviet General Statvy had to concenlrace on the
“mnst rapid solution” to oryanizational problems and to strenythen the com-
bat readiness sf the Armad Forces,55 Oyarkov stated that ihis was urgent
brcause .ne United States and its HATO allies were perfecting the oryaniza-
tional structure of their military forces and, consequently, Soviet mili-
tary leaders had to take ‘“corresponding measures" to cope with tnis
threat, While Ogarkov mey have been referring te matters other than those
relating to outer spac:* activities {such as those relating 1o the Warsaw
Pact), he may also have had in mind the creation of a new Soviet space com-
mand. While tie existence of such a command cannot be established at this

time, because such matters are shrouded in secrecy, ic¢ can be argued that
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Ogarkov's statements may have been a Soviet reaction to the U.S. Space Com-

mand which was 'established in 1 September 198Z.

The Components of Soviet Military Ductrine Which May be Related teo the SOI

Certain tenets of Soviet military doctring may be related to Moscow's
response to the Strateygic Defense Initiative; yst this relationship between
Soviet doctrine and the American decision to build a space-based nuclear
shield cannot be postulated with a high degree of confidence. These compo-
nents of doctrine include the origin of war, duration of war, and functions
af the Soviet Armed forces, the Marxist-teninist view of the nature of war

fought in defense of socialism, preemption, and targeting.

The Origin of War

Since the Khrushchev period, the standard thesis advanced by Soviet
miiitary thinkers has been that future war woild be most Tikely initiated
by a surprise enemy strategic nuclear attack on the Soviet Unigon, the esca-
lation of a HWestern-imsvired canventional or tactical nuciear war, or evén
{he accidental cuthreakx of war. Presumabliy intluenced by the Mazi attack
on the U.5.5.R. in 1941, Soviet military thinkers place major emphasis on
the ¥ike}ihooﬂ- of a surprise enemy attack. This doctrinal tenet may be
Yinked to the Soviet response to the SDI since more attention has been
given recently to the possibility of a war starting by accideat/miscalcu-
lation, and the Soviet concept of surprise attack has been broadened to
include space assets. The notion of an accidental ocutbreak of war was
advanced in a Soviet article in early 1984,56 The author stated that given
the presence of space-based ASATs [anti-satellite satellites), there would
be a stroasy temptation for cne state to mistakenly attack another if its

own reconnaissance satellites were destroyed or damaged by any means,
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Further, the Soviet concept of surprise has been expanded te include the
possibility of an enemy surprise attack involving its space assets -~
manned and unmanned space vehicles, nuclear space explosioas aimed at
destroyiny enemy command and control systems, ecc.>? Yet, despite the
above indications o©of a possible linkage between Sgviet miiitary doctrine
and a Soviet response to the Strategic Defense Initfative, we cannot affirm

at this time thnis linkaye because of the paucity of data to support it.

Puration of War

Another tenet of Soviet military doctrine which may be linked to the
Soviet response to the Strategic Defense Initiative is the duration of
war. As suggested in this study, since around 1980, more emphasis seems to
have been given in Soviet miilitary thought to the short-war thesis, Cor-
respondiayly, current Sowiet military thinking puts much emphasis on the
initial period of war, with its massive, nuclear strikes which can pur-
portedly decide the entire outcome of the conflict. At the same time,
Soviet combat readiness emphasizes speed {especfally in dealing with the
strategic nuclear components of the armed forces}, and Soviet trafming ses-
sions focus on destroying with the first shot, the first nuclear strikes,
the enemy immediately after being attacked. If the shart-war concept were
accepted as official Soviet military doctrine, then it might well be linked
to a possible response to the SDJ. This is so since this would indicate an
enhanced Soviet propensity to conduct military operations, including those
in outer space, in the shortest possiblie time in order to do as much damage
to the enemy at the outset of th2 war before Soviet command and control
reconnaissance satel.ites are destroyved by enemy ASAT space assets. Alter-

natively, the Soviets might postulate 2 short war in ordcr to be capable of
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quickly destroying NATO's early warning satellites at the beginning of
hostilities. If the Soviets could indeed destroy HATO early warning satel-
lites, the West could be rendered blind and defenseless, and forced to its
knges by political pressure without a shot being fired,

While there indeed has bzen yreater interest in the short-war cancept,
this camnut be said with any high level of confidence, This is so since
there appears to be supporters of the long war thesis among Soviet military
thinkers. Some of these emphasize the importance of well-prepared reserves
able to withstana the rigors of a protracted war,.58 Sti{11 others stress
the larye size of the U,5.5.R. which allowed it teo survive the Civil uWar in
1918-1921, as well as the demoyraphic potential of the country.59
Moreover, Marshal Ogyarkov and others have stated that due to the huge
military and eceonomic reserves of the country, a future war might be
protracted as well as short.®0 Futhermore, while the bulk of those writers
who reported on the military activities of M, Frunze failed to mention his
emphasis on the protracted nature of a future war, some of those did
include reference to the long-war concept.B®l In short, we are 1eft with a
rather ambiguous situation regarding views ¢n the nature of a future war.
Finaliy, to futher complicate matters, some assert that a future nuclear
war may be short or 1ong.52 This may be the Soviet intention in order to

increase the West's uncertainty concerning Soviet intentions.

Relationship Between the Fungtions of the Soviet Armed Forces and the

SOviet Response to Lhe SOU1

The functions of the Soviet Armed Forces constitute another <ompohent
of Soviet military doctrine which may b2 related te the Soviet response to

the SDI, but this linkage is uncertain., The expanded nature of the SAF's

i
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functions, discernible in mid-1983, after a period of gquiescence (1983-
1984) has several military-political implications which may bear on the
Soviet reaction to the Strategic Defense Initiative., First, it may indi-
cate a Soviet intention to further build iis mititary capabilities, such as
that whicn occurred after the 23rd Party Congress in mid-1566. This
eariier period, which saw the Soviet Union beyinm a viyorous strategic wea-
pons buildup, corresponded to a shift in the functions of the SAF from an
inward, centinental focus to an exteraal, international one, At that time,
Soviet poiitical and military ieaders justified further increases ¥n their
military spending on the basis of the expandinyg functions of the SAF in an
increasing threatening international environment.53 While this may not
tell us much about what types of weapons are being planned by Soviet
uefense planners, an expanded view of the Soviet Armed Forces' functions
foas sugyest a climate more propitious for weapons growth, aspecially stra-
tegic,

Second, this tenet of Soviet military doctrine may be associated with
Moscow's perception of the increased efficacy of their military power as a
key iastrument of Soviet foreign policy in a more favorable (for the
U.5,.5.R.} international climate, To be credible, Soviet foreign peolicy
goals must have a military shield, and the more expanded the goals, tne
larger and stronger must be the shield. While Soviet leaders have tradi-
tionally viewed their military power as a prime instrument in restraining
the West in the counduct of its foreign polfcy and in expanding their own,
their perception of the increased eoffectivensss of Soviet military power
seems to be associated with their more favorable assessment of the Cirrent

correlation of ylobal forces.5® 1t appears Tikely that this view of the
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SAF received a boost at the June 1983 Plenum of the Party Central
committee. At that session, both Yuri Andropov and Konstantin Chernenko
emphasized the fimportance of the correiation of gicbal forces for Soviet
policymakers. Chernenko, 1in particular, went beyond the ritualistic
repetition that the correlation of global forces was shifting in favor of
socialism, and indicated the tasks of Soviet social sciences, including
military science, in utilizing it.
It is clear, that the optimistic view of the future of mankind
inherent in communists cannot be based on a simplistic, unilinear
understandiny of the historical process., This reguires {us) to
constantly penetrate the correlation of global forces, to take
into account and to predict the'r influence on solving the main
problem of ocur days -- the problem of war and peace. 69

It is significant that shortiy after the June Flenum, the authoritative

work Marxist-ieninist Teaching on MWar and the Army went to press. in a

sectivn describing the "expanded functions® of the Soviet Armed Forces, it

was stated:

Under conditions of a change in the global correlation of forces
in favor of socialism there has appeared a rezl possibility teo
thwart imperialists, to prevent a new glichal war...

Expansion of the externa! function of the socialist armies i=
also gue to the tact Lhat imperialism by all 1ts fTorces strives
to suppress national-liberation movements as a component of the
madern worlcé revolutionary process, that the aggressive actions
of imperialism against certain countries, and nations are fraught
with serious consequences, may become transformed into a global
war. Therefore, ald to the liberation, revoluticnary movement
and its support -- this is the international duty of the Soviet
Union, of other sociajist countries of the socialist community.B66
{emphasis added)}

Thus, the Soviet Armed Forces are again seen by Soviet leaders (as they

were in 1966-1978) as a prime means of further shifting the distribution of
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giobal forces in its favor by serving as the “bastion of global peace® and
by supporting select "progressive forces” in the world. This role derives
from the Seviet Unfon's rejection of the traditional concept of “balance of
power” in the world arena since this implies a retention of the status quo
and a2 static equilibrium of forces, In contrast, the correlation of ylobal
forces constitytes a network of shifting relationships buttressed by Soviet
and Warsaw Pact military force. Consequently, the stronger the SAF and the
Warsaw Pact are, the weaker becomes the U.S5. ability to resist Soviet
global influence short of a direct Soviet attack on the U,.S5.A. itself,
wWhat, it may be asked does ail this have to do with a possible Soviet
response to the 3S0DI? [t is arguable that Moscow believes that, buttressed
by its strengthened military power and that of the wWarsaw Pact, it can tip
the correlation of global forces in its favor by mobilizing a vigorous
politicalfeconomic/diplomatic/military campaiyn of support to the Third
World and other select countries. Significantly, a component of ¢this
offensive would be attempts to gain their support for Soviet Toreign policy
yoals (disarmament, arms control, the nen-militarization of oputer space,
etc.}, and concomitantly, tc discredit L.S. policies including *Star Wars.”
Thus, this doctriral shift in functions of the 3AF may be associated
with a Sov’et belief that they have the capability and the will to match
the United States in 211 areas of military buildup, {(including cuter space}
and that witn this capability, they can galvanize socio/political-economic
forces in the world for their bepefit and block the policies of the tnited
States., This optimism was expressed by Chief of the General Staff Sergei
Bkhromeevy in arily 1985, when he stated that the “Situation had basically

changed in the worid in comrarison with the period preceding Worid War I1."
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Now to suppress the new pretenders of gleobal hagemony of humanity
there are much more powerful forces and poassibilities than before
the Second World War. This is the Soviet Unign, the socialist
community, along with the great majority of peaceloving states of
the planet, progressive society who come out as a united front
far detente, for disarmament and peace on this earth.

Akhromeev added that the military power of the ynited States could be

essentially nulliified by Soviet military force:
-..NoW there is no possibility that the aggressor can deliver a
devastatiny blow and remain unpunished, something that until now
illusions bhave been created overseas, Nothing will save the
aygressor if he commits a crime before humanity. He cannot
shield himself from the dasger of response, by covering himself
with "a space umbrella" or the creation of a shield of a univer-
sal system of anti-missile defense, The U.5.5.R. will not allow
the United States to gain military superiority over it.
+.-.Hence it is guite owvicus that a future arms race will not
guarantee the security of a potential aygressor, but on the con-
trary, increase this danyer.,..The attempt, however to create a

“universal system of anti-missile defense” will cause a corre-
sponding counteraction from the other side, b8

it is also conceivable that Moscow hopes that its international “peace
offensive,” now underway, would spur the United States to put more emphasis
on its 5Dl programs in order to cope with the incireased Soviet thrrat!
Thus, Soviet leaders may actually want the U.S.A, to pursue its efforts to
build a space-based ABM shield, since this could, bacause of its high costs
and potential for' exacerbating internal political conflicts, promote the
deepening of the “final crisis of capitalism.” This tc Moscow would be the
iron logic of the dialectics of history. In sum, we are suggesting in this
section that the new, expanded version of the functions of the SAF seems to
reflect a yrowing Soviet optimism that they can match (and even surpass)
the West in general, and the United States in particular, in all areas of

competition, including that in outer space. HWhile this may not tell us
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mrch about the nature of the Soviet responses to the S$DI, it does indicate
that there will be 2 respanse, and that Moscow feels confident that it wil:
be effactive,

wars Fought in Defense of the Socialist Homelana and the Soviet Response to
The SbDI

Ancther doctrinal teret which may be linked to the Saviet response to
the Strategic {efense Initiative is the Marxist-Leninist concept of the
“dectsive and 1impiacable character" of wars fought in defense of the
Socialist Homeland. As stated, this feature of such wars was added fin
1983-1984. WwWhile the “"decisive political and wmilitary goals" of such wars
had been cited in earlier doctrinal formations, they were subsumed under
the "Revolutionary Character” of such conflicts, and thus did not appear as
2 separate feature, 59 Moreover, the earlier focus was on the decisive
nature of theater operations rather than the decisive pelitical geals of
the war, The new fermulatien, in contrast, emphasizes the contributions of
the Soviet peoples and the armed forces to achieving the political and
military goals of the country in peacetime and during wartime, This new
concept may tell us somethirg about the nature of the weapons Sorviet
leaders plan to use in 3 future war, since according to Soviet arilitary
doctrine the dimensions of the political yoais of a war dictate the type of
the weapons employed.?’C  This doctrinal modification may suggest that

Soviet leaders envisage the employnent of a1l types of weapons and opera-

tions, including those relating to space, to completely destroy the enemy.

Yet, we should avofd drawing easy inferences 7in assessing the Soviet

responses to the SDI, since this doctrinal ianovation might relate to
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Soviet views on the nature of war on earth and to the conduct of terres-

trial military operations, and having nothing to dg with space warfare,

Preemption

Soviet views on preemption may be associated with Moscow's response to
the Strateygic Defense Initiative, although this Tinkage alsce cannot ke
affirmed with any degree of confidence. Currently, more attention seems to
be yiven to the initia)l period of war in Soviet doctrieal statements, as
well as to the notion of combat readiness which emphasizes the importance
of speed. Preemption may be implied in the fTollowiny statement, which

appeared in 1984:

The qualitative perfection of the means of attack on the part of
probabie imperialist aggressors and the growing time factor re-
quire a new approach to many problems of cembat readiness. The
attempt of the aggressors to deliveir a surprise strike must be
countered not only by effective means of defense, but an even
moere perfected and flexible system of combat readiness of our
Armed Forces. It must provide for tha capability to immediately
react to the intensificatien of danger and in an organized manner
bring intc operation the troops ang_naval personnel in the most
complex situation.?’l! {emphasis added}

It was further stated that “under conditions of the threat by the enemy to
use weapons of mass destruction®™, we cannot allow aggressive states to be
better prepared than we, HWith its emphasis on “the attempt of the aggres-
sor,” and "react toc the intepnsification of danger,* and "under conditions
of the threat by the enemy to use weapons.” these statements suggest pre-
emption, and not retaliation to an attack, In sum, the above statements
seem to imply preemption. But because of the paucity af the data and its
ambiyuous nature, all we can state is that this doctrinal component may be

~ajated o the Soviet respcnse to the SDI. Me should however, avoid easy
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inferences, and not state that because of the Soviet experience in World
War II, their emphasis on speed in combat operations, and their statements
that a space-based, anti-missile system enhances mutual fears of

preemption, that the Soviets have indeed adopted a preemptive strategy.

Targeting Doctrine

Soviet targeting is another doctrinal tenet which may be related to
the Soviet reponse to the SDI, but this linkage is not certain., It is pos-
sible that more attention is now being given to a “countervalue" taryeting
strateyy in Soviet military thought, This is suyyested in a statement made
by Chief of the Soviet General Marshal Staff Sergei Aknromeey in early
1985. Aknhromeev asserted that a global nuclear war would have a devas-
tating effect on mankind since it would result in the “devastation anc
destruction in a short time of large c¢ities, major industrial targets,
there would be mass losses of population and of military forces”.72
Significantly, Akhromesey did not c¢ite the enamy's nucliear forces (hard
targets‘} in his 1list of probable war Josses, If this does represent
current Soviet views on targeting, it alsg represents a departure from
their concept of pinpoint targeting of U.S5. missile site, silos, and
military industries which had prevailed sinAce i97g9.

A targeting concept which threatens all-gut retaliation against U.S.
cities might be assocfated with a Soviet response to the SDI in two ways.
First, it might reflect a Soviet shift to countervalue targeting in order
to offset expected heavy lousses of their ICBMs and SLBMS ian a war involving
an American space-based antimissile system. Alternatively, it wmay be
linked with a Soviet emphasis on cruise missiies as & possible counter-

measure to the 5SDI, Sovie* defense planners muist be well aware of the
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potential cons.:.ints of cruise missiles when used against hard targets.73
Such taryets require that the CEP {circular error probability) of cruise
missiles be extremely yood. In addition, the pre-Taunch survivability, as
well as the penetration capability of such missiles, must be extremely high
for there to be enough of them to cover a large number of hard targets.
Furthermore, hard targets must be quickly struck and are likely to be pro-
tected by terminal defenses, which render cruise missiles less effective.
Alsa, the use of cruise missiles ayainst other military targets is
restricted by the fact that many of the latter are mobile, In short,
cruise missiles may be most effective as an independent force against soft
taryets sdch as urban-industrial taryets. While this presupposes that such
missile be used immediately, this 1is taken into account in the currest

Soviet concept of combat readiness with its strong emphasis on speed.

The Components of Soviet Military Doctrine Which are npot Related teo the 501

It was found that certain components of Soviet military doctrine were
not related to the Soviet reaction to the Strategic Defense Initiative.
This ssems to be the case for the source of war, the character of the

Soviet Armed Forces, and the effects of war and wvictory in it.

Source of War, The Marxist-leninist doyna that the source of war lies
in the socio-political nature of capitalist society, rooted in its economic
base, appears to be unrelated to any Soviet response to the SDI. Tnis
dogma nas been advanced by Soviet policical and military leaders for years,
and thus remains quite impervious to change, Admittedly, tf_-~e has been
some doctrinal ferment over the expediency of war as an instrument of state

policy, with some Soviet military thinkers arguing that war can sti!l be an
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instrument of policy, and others disagreeing. Yet, those who acgue that
war may stil! be a toeol of policy emphasize that this pertains only te
civil wars and national-liberatien struggles, Hence, it can hardiy be

related to any Soviet responses to the Strateyic Defense Initiative.

Character of the Soviet Armed Forces, The character of the Soviet

Armed Forces s another doctrinal tenet which appears to be unrelated to
any Soviet response to the SDI. It has been axiomatic since the Khrush-
chev pericd that the SAF constitute am oryan of Soviet society, serving as
an instrument to defend the interests of the working masses agaiast the en-
crgachments of Imperialism. Since the nature of Imperialism remains un-
altered, the SAF must continue to function. While the SAF may madify their
functions in accord with changes in Soviet society, the character of the

Soviet Armed Forces is more fixed.

Effects of War and Victory In It. Finmally, the official Soviet posi-

tion on the issuye of victory in war appears to be unrelated toe the Soviet
reponses to the SDI. This position is that no winner can emerge from a
nuclear war because of its destructiveness. The statement, made by the
tate Party Chairman, Leonid Brezhnev, at the XXY¥I Party Coagress in early
1581, "To try to defsat the other in an arms race, to count on victory in a
nuclear war -~ this 15 dangerous insanity,”74 has beccme the official
Soviet position on victory in war. While these views have ncot been shared
by all members of the Soviet military estakliishment, and while there may be
a profound Party-Military shift surrounding this issue, this does not seem
to bz related Lp the Soviet reactton to the American plan to construct a

space-based antimissile system. This is because the pasition of Moscow on
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auclear war, described above, has been advanced by Soviet leaders =aver

since the Khruschev period, with little modification.
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SECTICN X
CONCLUSIONS

in this study, we have described Soviet military doctrine and have at-
tempted to relate its tenets to Soviet responses to the Strategic Defense
Initiative, Our specific aim was to establiish {1} which components of
Soviet military doctrine zre related 0 the SPI; {2) which doctrinal tenets
might be Tinked te the Soviet response to the SDI; and {3) which components
of Soviet doctrine are unrelated to this response. It was found that ona
general law of war, two principies of Soviet military building, and the
doctrinal tenst shaping the organizational structure of the Soviet Armed
Forces, could be reasonably linked te Soviet respc ses to the Strategic
Defense Initiative.

While Soviet military thinkers nhave long been coynizant of the impact
of new weapons technology on combat operations and on other aspects aof
military affairs, this relationship had never 5Seen given the status of a
general lTaw of war until after the announcement of President Reagan'’s pro-
ciamation of “Star Wars" in early 1983, We believe that this new law of
war provides a theoretical underpinning for 2 Soviet attempt to counter the
SDI with a weapons svstem, such s the cruise missile. The new principles
of military buiiding provide the Spviets with & theoretical framework for
expanding their combat operations intc outer space as a complement to ter-
restrial operations. The ferment, observed over the issue of the proper
organizational structure for the SAF, a2lso seems to be Tinked to the Soviet
reaction %o the SDI as Soviet military leaders seem te be striving to find

a military utility for new weapons systems, including those relating to
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outer space, and to Fit them into the most expedient organizaticnal frame-
WOk,

For other doctrinal tenets, however, the linkage between Soviet mili-
tary docirine and their response to the SDI, appears to be more tenuocus,
There have been indications that more attention is being givea in Scorviet
military thought to a war starting by a surprise enemy attack, oF by acci-
dent, that such a war might be short, and if it is fought in defense of the
socialist homeland it will have decisive political goals, and correspond-
ingly, it wiil be characterized by decisive military operations at all
levels., While these doctrinal features would appear to have some bearing
on the Soviet response to the SDI, this cannot be affirmed with any degree
of confidence. In addition, an expansion of the functions of the Soviet
Armed Forces may be linked to & Soviet reaction tc the SDI, since it may
reflact a growing belief that, buttressed by increased military power, the
Soviet uUnion can tip the global correlation of forces in its favor by
mobilizing progressive forces in the world zgainst U.S. policies, including
the SDI. While more attentfon seems to be given in Soviet military thought
to preemption and to countervalue targeting, the paucity of information on
these issues makes us hesitant to link them to a possible Soviet response
to the Strategic Defense Initiative.

The doctrinal issues of the source of war, the character of the Soviet
Armed Forces, and the issue of victory and th= consequence of it, seems te
be unrelated to the Soviet reaction to th: Strategic Defense Initiative

since they have been advanced persistentiy since the Lime of Khrushchev.
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SECTION IV

High Speed Crufse Missile Technology in the U.S5.5.R.

Dr. Richard £. Thomas
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SECTION I

Introduction

the effort underway in the United S5tates to study possible ways of
defending against intercontinental ballistic missiles, the Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI), has evoked considerable debate and reaction
around the world. It is natural that interest is focused on the respense
of the Soviet Union. This paper seeks to describe one potential facet of
that reaction,

It is clear from Soviet publications dating back toc the late 1960's
and early 70's that they have lony been considering variocus elements of
space and bailistic missile defense systems. These actions appear to have
been engendered by their perception of a substantial military threat posed
by various elements of the U.,S5. space program in spite of the fact that
those efforts, particularly the Apolle program, hed 1little, 1f any,
mititary content. Soviet fears have obviously been heightened by the
Shuttle development sfnce it is in part a military effort, In addition
there were U.S., research programs in place prior to President Reagan's
speech of March 23, 1983, which are now part of the SDI.

Therefore, the Soviets very likely perceived that the U.S. was
actively pursuing a military space and strategic defense research program
before the SDI actually appeared.

It is essential for the United States to ascertain as best it can
Soviet plans for countering weapons systems barzed on SDI technolegy. Given
that those systems will be designed primarily te intercept ICBM bposters,

post=boost vehicles or warheads in their various stages of flight, it may
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wel! be that the Soviets mignt attempt to penetrate U.S. defenses using a
different means of delivery such as high speed cruise missiles.

One should not be surprised to find the Sovieis attracted to this type
af “end-run” technology -- it has happened before. In the early 1950%s
the primary means for delivering nuclear weapons was the manned bomber,
The y.S. was developing a line of cruise missiles, HMetador, Shark and
Navajo. The Atlas ICBM was being designed but development and deployment
were considered to be a long term prospect,

In true mirror-image fashion U,5,. planners expected that the Soviets
would follow the U.5, pattern and U.S5. defensive systems were predicated on
an air breathing threat, whiie the Soviets did experiment with early
cruise missiles, it was predicted in 1952 {by the author, incidentally}
that a Soviet ICBM would appear in about 1957. When Sputnik was Taunched
using an ICBH booster, it was apparent that the Soviets had leap-frogged to
the ICBM thereby confronting the U.S, with an unexpected threat, thereby
"negating the negyation” as Dr. Monks has described in his paper.

As the U.S. pursues the development of systems to defend against
ballistic missiles, U.3. planners seem to believe that the only option open
to the Soviets is toe confroat the SDI in a direct fashion, to devise
systems which will penetrate it, While that 1s an option, it is not the
only one.

IT the U.S. focuses on countering an ICBM threat, might the Soviets
now revert to an air-breathing delivery system, ayais "negating the
negation?® Such 2 move 1is consistent with their thinking and congruoent

with their past behavior patterns.
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Systems that arc detigred principaliy to intercept delivery systems
based o0a lgng ranyge, rockec-propelled wvehicles witl face a different and
somewhat more formidabla tasi {f confronted with, for example, a smalt
hypersonic cruise missile oper<ting c”ose to the surface of the earth, that
is, deep within the atmosphere, If siaur-based systems are to be used to
handle this challenge, they must be designed rather differently than if
they were to confront only the task of interceptina ballistic missiles. Of
course, it may be that other defensive systems 2itwr integrated with or
separate from space-based systems might be betvter for intercepting
high-speed cruise missiles.

Cruise missiles thet are currently operaticmal or ip desstopment by
the Soviet military are nearly all relatively short range and are powered
by turbojet engines. While moest of them are subsonic or transonic vehicles
a few are capable of velocities of the order of M = 2.5 which is near the
maximum that can be cbtained with turbine engines, While a M = 2.5 cruise
missile would be a formidable weapor, fts evolution intoc a higher velocity
vehicle would substantially decrease its vulnerability and confraont the
U.S. with a substantial threat,

If the Soviels were to develop a cruise missile capable of gperating
at higher speeds, they would very likely utilize ramjet engines perhaps in
the ducted rocket or ramrocket configuration., Supersonic combustion or
scramjet technology might alsc be important to them, perhaps wsing high
energy propellent such as hydrogen.

The desiyn of diffusers or air intakes for flight at hypersonic Mach
numbers would be critical to the performance of a ramjet engine. Flight

within the atmosphere at such high speeds would also produce substantial
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asrodynamic heating of the vehicle structure. Operaticn at elevated
temperatures may require new materials or structural design techniques.
These, therefore, are the technelogical parameters which one might examine
in order to assess the Soviet interest inm high speed cruise missiles.

In this study we review and evaluate papers contained in the Soviet
scientific literature relating to the above topics., Most of these papers
are publications in Soviet scientific journals by individuais associated
with orgyanizations which are part of the Soyiet scientific community,
particularly the Academy of Science. One must recognize that in the Soviet
Union all scientific activities are, 1ike most other significant
undertakings, centrally directed. The central direction for Soviet
military is found in their military doctrine which describes general
technological and organizaticnal requirements {Ref, 1}.

when the Soviets decide to develop specific types of we apons
technologies such as those associated with high speed cruise missiles they
anlist the aid of all facets of their scientific community including not
only those that work directly for the military but also those which appear
to the uninitiated to be "“civilian” in nature. In point of fact, iittle is
“civilian” in the Soviet Unicn, Any individual or organizatfon that has
the capability of supporting the military mission is emlisted in that
endeavor. Therefore, one can conclude that the publications by their
scientific community do reflect decisions made by their top military
planners, thus one can view Soviet scientific publications as a kind of
window on the Soviet military doctrine,

In that which fcllows then we shall Tirst review some writings related

tv ramjet-powered missiles in ogeneral, This will 1include some West
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European publications which describe some important lements of those
technologies. This will be foliowed by reviews of Soviet papers dealing
with diffusert, combustion, and nozzles. Finally, some conclusfons are

drawn from this isvestigation,
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SECTION 11

Ramjet Engine Research

Soviet scientific literature, particularly that of recemt vintage,
does not contain many articles dealing with ramjet engine technology as a
whole., However, one important articlie was publiished in 1983 (Ref. 2) Iin
this study the Soviets sesk to determine the “design profiles® which will
represent the optimum configwration of a hypersonic ramjet. Their approach
is to examine the effect of total pressure losses on the so-called reduced
thrust which is defiwed to be:

- R

R = 9BF1

Where R = the reduced thrust

R = Engine thrust

Py = Atmospheric pressure

Fy = Lross section area at the entrance to the combustion chamber.

The diffuser is assumed to have a two shock configuratfon, however,
with the velocity remaining supersonic behind the diffuser, They seek to
account for both shock and friction Josses as well as heat transfer to the
engine components. Complete combustion is assumed to occur in the chamber
and the only total pressure losses therein are associated with the boundary
layer effects in the chamber and on the nozzle walls. Moreover they assume
ne separation of the flow in the nozzle.

In the author's opinfon the parameters that influence the losses
affecting the maximum engine thrust include Lhe diffuser angle, the

combustion chamber expansion angle, the combustion chamber Jength to
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diameter ratic, the nozzle angle and the nczzle length to diameter ratio.

They redaefine another dimensionless thrust;
= R

ma/ Uy

where ?1' is the dimensionless thrust

R = Thrust

ma = Air flow rate through the engine

Uy = Flight velocity

The results are presented in Figure 1 below and indicate that there is

a local thrust maximum for the nozzle angle and length Jiameter ratio,
It is interesting tc note that these extreme values ¢ ur near M = 6.
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Fig. 1. Optimum parameters of engine
components yvs, flight Mach number My

The concluding paragraph in this paper is:

On the basis of the above a real-world engine for the
projected aircraft with higher must be a compromise. The:
determining criteria for this engine must be chosen with allow-
arce for aerodynamic layout features, the coeling system, com-
bustion conditions, and maneuerability considerations.”




West European nations, notably France and the Federal Repubiic of
Germany, have funded research dealing with ramjet-powered missiles, fne
study {Ref, 3} deals with <he consideration of guidance system design in
order t¢ maximize the range of ramjet-powered missiles which oper-ate under
certain flight path constraints, The missiles considered are of the
sea-skimming type which are programmed for a weaving flight path as they
approach the target. The author believes that the best propulsion systems
for this application is the integral rocket-ramjet conceui, that is, one in
which solid rocket propellent is burned initially to accelerate the ramjet
engine to the appropriate fiight speed whereupon the products from an
incomplete combustion of the rocket propelient are burpneg in the ramjet
combustion chamber. Technigques are developed for trajectory optimization.
This paper is especially finteresting in that it points out that range
improvements of about five to eleven percent can be gbtained through enyine
throttling.

A French study (Ref, 4) states that a ramjet-powered Vega missile flew
at velocities in excess of M = 4 in 1963 and that another French missile,
Stataltex attained a speed of M = 5 at an altitude of 35 kilometers. The
auther descripes the advantages and problems asscciated with a dual-
function combustion chamber which wutilizes solid propelient during ths
boost phase of the missile and keroseme during the cruise phase. The paper
also discusses the advantage of using side inlets in order to permit a
yuidance system to be housed¢ im the missile nose.

West German researchers have also considered the utilization of a
hybrid propulsion system for .aissiles which are designed to operate at

various combinations of altitude and Hach numbers (Refs. 5 & 6).
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SECTION III

Hypersonic Inlets

The design of diffusers is critical to the development of ramjet
engines for use in high speed cruise missiles. Soviet researchers have
produced several interest:ng studies related thereto.

An investigation conducted In 1975 by researchers at the Zhukovskiy
Central Aero-Fluid Mechanics Institute ({TSAGI] reported an interesting
experimental investigation on a plane or ramp air inlet with compression
surface angles of ten degrees, fifteen degrees and tweniy degrees tested at
Mach numbers ranging from 1.5 to 3. They measured the performance of the
inlet at off-design conditions which might be caused by “flow throttliing of
the engine, insufficient throat area, or change of flow direction at the
cowl lip by a turning angle greater than critical.” The paper includes
pgressure and flow rate distributions through the engine as welil as
excellent schlieren photographs of the sheck wave cenfigurations.

At hypersonic wvelecities the aerodynamic heating of the engine
components becomes important especially on the central body of the inlet,
The surface temperature there canp affect the character of the boundary
Yayer which, in turn, greatly influences the performance of the diffuser.
Soviet scientists reported {Ref. 8) an experimental study at Mach numbers
ranging from 2.5 to 9.7 {!) at Reynolds® numbers ranging from 106 ¢c 107
with both turbulent and laminar boundary layers., The central body in the
model was cooled and the effects on the boundary Jlayer and diffuser
measured. The authors state that at Mach numbers ranging from 5 to 8 the
skin temperatures will ramge from 1,000 and 2,300 degrees ceatigrade,
surface cooling increases the heat transfer rate, stabilizes and thins the

boundary layer thereby improving the aerodynamic performance of the system.
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There was no irdication that the centerbody was moved to vary the
design Mach numbers of the modeis which were configured for M = 5 and | =
8.

In another interesting study {(Ref. 8} Soviet researchers examined the
effects of vortex generators located ahead of supersonic diffusers, The
cbjective of the study was to investigate the influence of the vortex
generator on the condition of the boundary layer in the inlet. Studies
were made with bDoth two and three-dimensicnal configurations at Mach
numbers rangina from 1.4 te 1.9%5. They concluded that although the
vortices had sume positive effects on the boundary layer, the shock wave
interactions resqdlted in a net deterioration of inlet performance.

A 1980 publication (Ref. 10) presented the results of a series of
experimental 1investigations of hypersonic afr 1inlets at Mach numbers
ranying from 7.5 to 13,1, Tests at such high veiccities would probably be
more suitable for a trans-atmospheric vehicle configuration rather than a
high speed cruise missi's desiyn to operate at low altitudes. The facility
in which the research was done s located at Novosibirsk. It is described
as a shock tube utilizing air or nitrogen and can provide flows in rela-
tively hiyh Reynolds' numbers.

Both two-dimensional and three-dimensional inlets were tested. Criti-
cal Reynolds® numbers were measured at values in excess of 105 and compared
with results from other facilities. The Soviet scientists concluded that
the resuits compared well in spite of the brief operating time (50 to &0
millisecon.s) and that their findings "11lustrate the bro.1 possibilities

of pulsed tunnels for studying air intakes and other complex flows."
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This would seem to indicate an ongoling interest by the Soviets in the study
of hypersonic inlets,

Soviet capabilities to perform theoretical calculations in complex
nypersenic, chemicalliy-reactiny flows have been weli-known for some time,
This capability would obvicusly be important to them in designing
hypersonic inlets, a competence clearly demonstrated in one paper {Ref,
11) encountered in the current Jnvestigation, Because of problems
resulting from the operating limications of experimental facilittes in the
simulation of hypersonic fiows at high Reynolds' numbers, Soviet
researchers cite the wutility of using certain similitude Taws for
interpolating and extrapclating experimental results. In this study they
examined the simulation of the hypersonic flows aof viscous yases over blunt
podies by solving the equations of a viscous shock laver and the complete
Navier-Stokes equations dncluding chemical kinetic relations which
corrected for nonequitibrium rotaticnal retaxation, diffusion,
dissociation and ionization. The result of the study was the development
af a “pinary similitude Yaw" which met the conditfors for blunt bodies
gperation in the "transftion mode

A fair number of documents relating to diffuser research were found in
the literature up through 1981 after which no additional papers appeared.
This circumstance might 1indicate that at that pcint Soviet studies of
hypersonic inlets became classified. It is unlikely that their
investigations terminated -- although a great deal 1s known about doiffuser
gas dynamics at high Mach numbers, additional research on viscous/heat

transfer effects and cther parameters is needed,
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SECTION IV
Combustion Studies

in considering the design of a ramjet engine for use at high veloci-
ties it fs worthwhile to be able to inject and burn fuels in a supersonic
stream. By accomplishing this one avoids the necessity to reduce the
velocity of the stream to subsonic levels thereby incurring substantial
entropy increases and the associated total pressure losses. This permits
the engine to operate at much higher efficiencies,

The Seviets have clearly been active in studying supersenic combustion
as eavidenced by papers extracted from their scientific literature.
yttiizing numerical simutation techniques, Soviet scientists examined
{gef, 12) thes effects of injecting hydrogen fnto a mixture consisting of O,
H, N, and Ar utﬂizing' equations describing an inviscid thermally aon-
conducting reacting gas in & two-dimensional, converging-diverging inlet
for mach nunbers in the range from 7 to 10, Reactfon preducts were
calculated noting that ignition did not occur for mach numbers less than
7. Temperature profiles were calculated through the dutt. The researchers
conclude that:

{A) “"Reactions involving components that contain nitrogen atoms have
enly a stight {inflwence on the gas dynamic piogperties of the
flow,” and

{B) "Gas dynamic and kinetic factors have a strong influence on the
combustion process.®

An interesting study was reported {(Ref. 13} wherein the Soviet
rasearchers studied the {1njection eof hydrogen into a high Llemperature
stream. The axperimental arrangement and some of the results are presented

in Figure 2.
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GH,Fa s
= = Dimensionless injection parameter.

G Fy
Gy, = Flow rate of Ky
F4 = Cross-section area of the duct.

G = Flow rate of air.

Fy = Cross-section area of the annular groove whers
Hp was injected.

ag = Heat transfer coefficient over the groove.
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For a range of ag the researchers concluded that flame-out occurred at
oxidizer temperatures between approximately 1100° and 1400°K while ignitien
gccurred between temperature of 1950° and 2300°K. By describing the
temperature limits for iynition ramjet engine designers would then be in
position to describe the conditions of the flow inside the engine in which
hydragen combustion would occur,

Experimenters at Novosibirsk used the [7T-301 superscnic shock tube to
study the self-ignition of liquid fuels injected inte a supersonic air
stream {Ref. 14}, Tne shock tube was arranged to produce an air flow at
wach number 7.3 and & flat plate at angles rarging from 20° to 30° was
fixed in the flow. The mach number behind the shock wave created by the
flat plate ranged from 2.4 to 3.7, Liquid was sprayed through anorifice 1n
the plate. The materials injected incYuded a “berorganic composition,™
termed "Liguid 1" and various mixtures of keroseme and Liquid 1. Kerosene
was finjected through the plate but self-ignition was not observed, a
circumstance which was attributed Lo the substantial delay time for the
ignition of gasepus Xerossne, Gaseocus hydrogen had been studied in an
earlfer experiment. Flame temperatures and flow fields were evaluated
along with the ignition delay time.

In an interesting numerical investigation Soviet researchers studied
{Ref, 15} the effects of injecting 2 propellent into the base raegicn of the
streamlined body. Althcugh the objective here was stated toc be the reduc-
tion in the base drag of a body moving at supersonic velocity it would seem
alsc to be applicable to the tnvestigation of combustion in a supersonic
stream. The complete Navier-Stockes eguations were used, supplemenied by

the appropriate relations describiny the chemical reactions and Ekinetics.
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Only hydrogen injection was fnvestiuated. The results fndicated that an
elevated base pressure could not be obtained "since the flow configuration
realized does not contain a subsonic flow domain connecting the base region
and the elevated pressure zone,“ The researchers do note, however, that
the numerical results gpreseated demonstrate the ufi%ity of numerical
methods in the analysis of complex mixture formetion and combustion pheng-
menon in a supersonic stream.

Several other studies, both experimental and theoretical, dealing with
supersonic combustion of both hydrogen and hydrocarbon fuel were found in
the 1literature ({Refs. 16-24). ¥While most of these decuments do not
_describe the specific application which stimulated the research, three of
them (22, 23 and 24) mention specifically application to ramjet engines,

It seems clear therafore that the Soviset program of research in super-
sonic combustion is designed to provide engine designers with the requisite
information needed to evolve engine configurations which will provide
efficient and reliable operation under a wide varfety of conditions. The
evolution of this data would cleariy support the notion of Soviet inten-
tians to develop ramjet-powered missiles; however, based on this informa-
tion, it is not clear that such vehicles would be intended for long-range
{strategic} use,

1f hydrogen fueled ramjet-propelled missiles were to be used opera-
tionally, provisions would have to be made to fuel the missiles shortly
before launch., This would impose some concerns regarding the storage and
handling of liquid hydrogen. Such concerns would also cbviously relate to
the ut¥lization of liquid hyrdrogen as o rocket engine propellent.

In the course of the current investigaticn, one paper {Ref. 25) deait

specifically with the safety aspects of the handling of hydrogen, The
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paper stated that hydrogen is regarded as the most promising component in
"the eneryy systems of the vTuture” and they cite the lack of experimental
data concerniny the possibilfty of the detonation of hydrogea air mixtures
ir an open space. The researchers considered both analyticalt and
experimental approaches with the Tatter consisting of "spills of up to 30
titers of liguid hydroger” in a concrete box measuring 4 X 4 X 6 meters.
After taking several gas samples ignition of the cloud was finduced by a
spark 0.5 meters above the evaporation surface, The warious parameters of
the reaction zone were measured. They nots that it is possible for a

hydroyen air clouwd to produce conditions conducive to a detonation.
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SECTION ¥

Nozzles

The design of a nozzie for use with a ramjet engine involving super-
sonic combustion confronts the designer with some formidable problems.
First, the gas streaa approaching the nozzle is tikely to be nonhomogernous
pecause of the combustion processes gccurring upsiream. In addition, since
the nozzles are likely to be fixed in configuration, the nature of the flow
field entering the nozzle will wvary with the flight conditicns and the
ocperating mode of the engine.

Buring the current investigaticn a single very impressive paper which
was written by researchers at TSARI in 1974 was discovered {Ref. 26}, This
study was described by the authors as being the first to attack directly
the determination of the flow field in the nozzle given the enteriny condi-
tions. They state that eariier the inverse problem had been solved where-
in, if one was yiven the gas velocity distribution along the moz2zle axis,
the flow field in the nozzie could be determined. The Soviet researchers
used the method of characteristics in its finite-difference version to
conduct the caiculations. 1Inviscid conditions were initiaily assumed, then
boundary conditions establisped for calculation of the natwe of turbulent
boundary layers along the nozzle wall. They stated that the nozzle can be
designed to produce nearly uniform conditions in spite of the nonuni-
formities at the nozzle entrance, It should be noted that this is an
entirely analytical study with no experimental verification. Since this
study was conducted in 1874 it may be assumed that some follow-on work has
been done, MWe myst search the literature diligently to see if it contains

some of tiose results,
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SECTION VI

Conclusions

As the United States concentrates 1its considerable scientific and
technological talent on the development of systems to defend against
baliistic missiles, the Soviets will likely be attracted to other

me3@ns, such as high speed cruise missiles, for delivering warheads.

A review of Soviet scientific literature reveals a substantial research
effort directed toward the investigation of hypersonic inlet and
supersonic combustion technojogies. One study describes & ramjet
engine configuration optimized at M = 6. I+ is concluded that the
Soviets are developing the requisite base of technology required for

the design of ramjet ex-propelled cruise missiles.

It is significant that nc papers dealing with hypersonic diffusers were
found in the literature after 1981 indicating that the work may have

become classified at that time,

The U.S. would be well advised to consider systems designed to defend

against high speed cruise missiles,
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Introduction

An important concept in the Soviet lexicon of military terms is that

of 2 teatr voyennykh deystviy (theater of military operations}. The Soviet

Bictionary of Basic Military Terms defines a TVD as:

A éJar'ticu'lar territory, together with the associated alr space

and sea areas, inciuding Yslands (archipelagos), within whose

Timits a known part of the armed forces of the country {or

coalition) operates in wartime, engaged in strategic missions

which ensue from the war plan. A theater of operations may be
ground, maritime, or intercontinental. According to their
military-political and economic importance, the aters of
operations are classified as main or secondary,
It is the primary purpose of this brief paper to examine Soviet wviews on
this multidimensional gecographic entity, espectfaily as it relates to
potential conflict in outer space.

TYD is a concept ihich is Tirmly rooted in the past, In the first
section of this paper, Joseph Muniz presents an historical overview of tha
development of Soviet thinking on the subject. The idea of a TVD predates
the Soviet era, but it was largely nutured by Sovier military theorists in
the 1920s and 1930s. Theory was tested cduring the 1940s in the crucible of
wartime experience. In the post-war era the TV¥D concept was re=xamined as
new technelogies Ted to the growth in scale and scope of military
operations.

Since the early 13960s Soviet analysts have repeatedly raised the
question, what is the potential for military operations in space? This
concern has increased with announced American intentions to seek answers to
this question. Kevin Stubbs has examined Soviet writings concerning their
views on the uses of space for military purposes, intluding the wviability

of a “space TVD." From halting beginniags in the early 1960s, Soviet
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writings have developed by the mid-1980s to the stage where thsy are

revealing some very specific points about this issue.

Ronald J. Mright
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Development of the Concept of a Theater
of Military Operations

The Soviets credit Herri Jomini with the creation of the concept of a
theater of military operations LEEQ}, defined by the French military
thecrist as an area in which two or more armies conducted independent
operations.Z In 1847 a Russian, D. Milyutin, expanded Jomini's jdea by
inciuding a consideration of geographical, political, and ecenomic
factors.3 From the experiences of the Imperial Army in wars Tought in the
Jate 13th and early 20th centurfes, Russian thegrists further examined the
concept of a theater of military cperations.? It remained for Sovfe;
thinkers to fully develop it.

When the Soviet Republic was established in 1917, it was beset with
numerous military threats, In order to survive, the new regime was forced
to transferm its militia fnto a true armed force -- the Red Army. During
the Russian Civil War the Red Army was unable to achfeve decisive victories
against the White forces. In part, this occurred because the Revolutignary
Military Council {Revvoensovet), responsiblie for all Soviet miiitary
affairs, did not have effective contrel over its armed forces. The Council
decided that a complete reorganization was necessary, and in Septenber 1918
it created Fronts —- 2 strategic formation normaily made up of two or three
armies.® The improved command and <control resulting from this
reorganization contributed to the everntual wvictory of the Red Army in the
Civil Mar.

After the war, Soviet military theorists analyzed the experiences of
the Imperial and Red Armies in World War I and the Russian Civil War.
Lessons wera extracted from these conflicts in order to develop an

effective doctrine for the contrel of Soviet forces.
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In the early 1920s, M. Frunze studied the military operations
conducted in the Ukraine duriny the Civil War. He concluded that a need
existed for an intermediate command echelon between the Revolutiomary
Military Council and the Fronts in this region.® He recommended that the
position of representative of Revvoensovet, with the rights of a deputy
commander-in-chief, be created. This individual would act to insure the
", . + unity of command and control over all the armed forces in the
Ukraine. . . ."7 Frunze also pointed out that the gsoyraphic and strategic
factors existing in the Ukraine at the time showed that three "military
districts” coula be created, which in wartime would be converted into
“theaters of wartime."8® M, Tukhachevskiy, a contemporary of Frunze, also
recoynized that a theater level cof command was essentfal to success in
war .9

When German forces swept into the Soviet Unfon on 22 June 1941, the
Red Army failed to stop the onslaught at the border as planned. With
Soviet defenses and communications shattered, Stavka {Supreme High Command}
was unable to control the Fronts effectivel: In order to bring

strategic leadership closer to the Fronts, Stavka created High Commands

{Glavnokomandovanie aor Glavkom) on the Northwestern, Western and

Southwestern strateyic sectors on 10 July 1941,11 The primary function of
the Glavkom was te insure coordination ¢f .ulti-Front operations; however,
the experiment was unsuccesstul .12  The failure of the Glavkoir to provide
intermediate strateyic leadersiiip resulted from the fact that Stavka
reyularly bypassad them, and that they lacked operational control over
available reserves,13 By the late spring of 1942, this intermediate
command echelon was eliminated in favor of direct control over Front level

operations by Stavka.l%
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For the winter campaign of 1942-43 5Stalin created the Stavka
representative system in an attempt to find a solution to the strategic
command problem resulting from the failure of the Glavkom. Under the new
system, 5tavka dispatched senior commanders to provide direct control over
two or mare Fronts for specific operatfons.15 Each Stavkz represesntative
had a hand-picked team of specialists wha accompanied him from sector to
secto;.ls They were, in effect, mobile theater headquarters able to
relocate quickly to critical sectors in order to coordinate the offensive
and defensive operations of groups of Fronts.

Stavka representatives coordinated a serfes of successful muiti-Front
cperations throughout 1943 and 1944, By 1945 the strategic froat had so
narrowed that the intermediate command 1ink between Stavka and the Fronts
hed become superfluous.l? During the Berlin campaign, Stavka directly
controlled all the forces committed to the capture of the city. Only one
Stavka representative remained active in the field, with the mission of
reducing the Courland Pocket in Latvia,lB

A few weeks before the end of the war in Europe, the Soviets began
making preparations for offensive operations against the Japanese 1in
Manchuria. Marshal A, Vasilevsikiy was assigned to the Far East as Stavka
reprasentative for the upcoming campaign. Socon after his arrival in the
theater, he determined that his position as Stavka representative was
fnadequate for the execution of his mission. After conferring with Stavka,
Vasilevyskiy established the “High Commana of Far Eastern Forces," a farmal
command echelon of greater independence and authority. 19 This Glavkom was,
in essence, a TVD headquarters directly controliling the three Frants,
aviation units, and naval forces assigned to the Manchurian campaign,20

Soviet military historians point to the success of the Manchurian campaign
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and to the use of a 7TVD neadquarters as an example of the proper
organization of a theater operation.Zl

The end of World War 11 in August 1945 marked the beginning of the
atomic era, Seviet miiitary theorists immediately recognized ihe
significance of atomic weapons but were constrained from publicly debating
the role of these weapons in the initial postwar period {1945-1953),
largely because of Stalin’s control over miliitary doctrine. Although they
understood the importance of atomic weapons delivered by long-range bombers
against strategic targets, the Soviets realized that atomic weapons were as
yaet ineffective at the tactical level, HWriting in the mid-1350s, General
B. Dlisov stated that, "Strategic atomic bombs . . . [a] great danger to
the civilian population, are of little effect on the battlefieldg.*22

Given the lack of a credible tactical delivery system for nuclear
weapons, the TV¥D remained unchanged In Soviet military science until the
death of Stalin and the introduction of the atomic cannon by NATO in
1953.23 uWith the deployment of this weapon, and later of early battlefleld
rocket systems eguipped with nuclear munitions, the concept of the TVD
underwent radical ajterations. The spatial and temporal characteristics of
a TVD increased as the effective range and lethality of battlefield weapons
improved.

In 1956 K. Krushchev delivered his now famous destalinization speech,
which opened the door to substantial reforms in the Soviet military under
the leadership of HMarshals 6. Zhukov and R. Malinovskiy. ©During the 1950s,
the Soviet General Staff undertook a complete reevaluation of military
doctrine to ¥ncorporate battlefteld nuclear weapons. Directed by Marshal
¥. Sokolovskiy this reassessment resulted in the publication of Voyennaya
strategiyva in 1362, It is in this work, and in the pages of ¥oyennaya

mysl', that a description of the modern TVD was first promulgated.
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In 1964, Rear Admiral VY. Andreyev wrote a definitive articie in

¥Yovennaya mysl' entitled, “The Subdivision and Classification of Theaters

of Military Operations,"24 In this paper, Andreyev made an attempt to
define the types of 1¥0s and their role in a modern war. The driviang force
of his argument was the existence of nuclear weapons. He defined three
types of T¥Ds: Continental, Intercortinental, and Oceanic, Furthermore,
he discussed the subdivisions within 2 TVD which he defined as a strategic
region or axis. He defined 3 strategic axis as:
+ + « @ wide strip of terrain within a certain theater of
military cperations Teading to the most important
administrative-political and industrial-economic centers of the
enemy, the struggle for which might be the basis of a strategic
operation.2
Andreyev l1aid the ground work for the definition of the T¥D in an era of

globai nuclear war, Later, in 1965, the definition of the theater was

standardized in the Dictionary of Basic Mititary Terms,20

Andreyey also discussed the evolution of the T¥D in light of changes
in the "means of armed conflict.” He declared:

With the increase in range of effectiveness of the means of
armed conflict, there naturally follows an increase in the size
of theaters of military operations. An area which formeriy was a
theater, now, in many cases, might be ¢lassified as a strategic
region, a part of a TYD.

Alsc, the divisicen inteo land and sea theater no longer fits
modern conditicns, since theaters encompass continents or parts
of continents, including inland seas and coastal waters, and also
pceans with their 1islands and shores. It is more correct to
classify theaters as continental and oceanic.27

The essence of Andreyev's presentatiocn was the increased scope of military
operations in the nuclear era. In the twenty vears that followed the
publication of this article, Soviet authors have debated the role of the

WD, fTirst in a period of Global Nuclear War and then after 1968, in a

perfod with an ever increasing conventional focus, Primarily, this
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discussion of the nature and reievance of the TVvD centered around the
dilemme of the nuclear threshold. Nuclear weapons compelled conventional
forces to disperse in order to present as small a target as possible. The
existence of battlefield nuclear weapons precluded the use of traditional
tactics.

Today, the Soviets see the T¥D as the basic operational-strateyic
echelon with which to plan and to conduct a theater campaign as described
by Marshal N. Ogarkov in 1982.28 Fyrther, evidence indicates that since
the carly 1960s, and no later than the mid-1970s, the Soviet General Staff
had partitionecd the earth 1inte approximately seventeen theaters: Four
cceanic, six continental, five intercontinental, and at lIeast two
maritime.2% Not all of these YVDs have field forces assigned; in some
cases they serve as planning regions for contingency operaticns by the
soviet Armed Faorces. (See Figure 1)

The current definition of a JIYD as published in the Military

Encyclopedic Dictionary is remarkably similar to that found in the Soviet

Hilitary Encyclopedia and the Dictionary of Basie HMilitary Terms.

Fundamentally, the only changes which have occurred center around the scale
of operations and in the creation of a command-in-being to control a TYD in
peacetime. The final element of the postwar evolution of the TVD involves

the militarization of space.
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Soviet Views on the Military Use of
Quter Space

Since the early 1960s the Soviets have devoted many articles in their
journals to the discussion of the potential military use of outer space.
In only a few cases, however, have they directly described their own
programs for the military use of space. Fundamentally, as an indirect
means of discussing military develcopments in their own country, the Soviets
use selected and "distorted" extracts from the Western press, Obviousily,
articles based on the foreighn press can be simply expositions on
developments in the West, however, at times these articles are clearly
doscriptions of Soviet views placed in the mouths of unnamed "Western
military experts.” Regardless, the Soviets use the foreign press to
stimulate the dialectic process within their own military. Using this
indirect approach, Soviet authors continue %o explore the role of ocuter

snace in support of military operations.

Mititarization of Space

In December 1953, Krushchev created a fifth branch of the Soviet Armed
forces -- the Strategic Rocket Forces. The mission of this new branch was
to conduct military operations in the strateyic depth of a theater,
utiiiztag the then new ICBMs. Complementing the Strategic Rocket Forces,
and providing the defensive shiald for offensive operations, was PV0 strany
{Air Defanse of the Nation}. “This service of the armed forces was created
for the purpose of anti-air (P¥0) and anti-missite {PRO) defense of the
country,.*30 The creation of the Strat:gic Rocket Forces and its primary
weapon, the ICBM, altered the spatial and temparal nature of war within a

TYD and for the first time, introduced outer space into the military
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calculus of war. However, Marshal Sokolovskiy, in the 1967 edition of

Voyennaya strategiva {Military Strategy}, made no mention of the need for

anti-space {PKQ) defensive operations by P¥0 strany. Marshal Sokolovskiy
concentrated instead on the need to track developments in the HWest in order
to prevent technelogical surprise. Marshal Sokolovskiy stated:
Because in recent years the imperialist aggressors have devoted
great attention to a study of the peossibiiities of garryin% out
military acticns 1in space and through space, Soviet milttary
strategy cannot iyngre this fact and must also studg the
possibilities opening up in this sphere of military actien.3l
Later, in the 1963 edition Sokolovskiy incorporated anti-space
defensive operations into the missions of PV0 strany, when he stated:
The rapid development of spacecraft and specificaily of
artiffcial earth satellites which can be launched for the most
diverse purposes, even as vehicles for nuclear weapons, has put a

new prugéem on the agenda, that of defense against space devices
-- PKO,

In a discussion of the scale of a future nuclear war, Sokolovskiy stated:

3

"The concept of ‘'gecgraphic expanse' of war in the future will reguire z
substantial supplementation inasmuch as military operations may erbrace
space."33

In the early 1960s 3Soviet military analysts, in the context of

Yoyennaya strategiva, began tc discuss the role of space in military

operations. They concentrated their efforts on enhancing communizations,
navigation, weather forecasting, reconnaissance, and surveil lance
activities in support of ground operations, They were forced tc deal with
these issues in the context of a global nuclear war.

In 1959, Soviet authors began to discuss the role of space in military
operations, again using the foreign press, citing that:

U.5. military theorists devote considerable attention to the

elabgration of operational-strategic concepts onh space as a
possiblie area of military operations, The substance of their
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conclusions is that near space can be used primariliy for armed
forces support and for battle against the space missile systems
of the probable enemy.34

By the late 1970s, this concept was further developed by Yu. Galich and N,

Kocheshkov. Writing in Morskoy sbornik, they attributed to the author of

an article, which appeared in the U... Naval Institute Proceedings, the

following:
Mational survival is now dependent uypon land, sea, air and space
power. Neglect of any one of these concepts will only lead to
disaster. . . . In order to insure our ability to survive, we
must dggect our energies toward the establishment of supremacy in
space.
According te the American translators of this Soviet articlie, the last
sentence quoted above was not in the Proceedings piece. Therefore, this
author concludes that the “establishment of supremacy in space” is a Saviet

goal.

Hilitary Space Geography

Soviet writings also included an analysis of the militarily
significant regions within the Earth-Moon system, as military analysts
attempted to define the various subdivisions of ocuter space with respect te
their military utidity. In the early 1960s attenticn focused on the
foliowing regions: “near outer space,"38 "circumlunar space,"37 and the
Moon38, By the 1970s, new terms began to appear in this “debate,” to
include: “circumterrestrial space, near space, and outer space.“3%

in the 1980s this discussion expanded ta aencompass the libration
points originaily described by the renowned mathematicians Euler and
Lagrange in the 18th Cantury.30 The interest shown in the libration points

in various Soviet Jjournals stems from the unique character of these zones
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with respect to the Earth-Moon system. A. Brykov, 1in an article in

Aviatsiya f kosmonavtika in July 1581, provided a detailed description of

these Iibratien points and the gravitational advantage these points and
zonas have relative to the Earth-Moon system. The “"triangular libration
points” are in effect the "high ground"” of the Earth-Moon system.%l
b jacts placed in these zones will tend to remain in a fixed position
relative to the Earth and the Moon. If you think of the Earth as being
Tocated at the bottom of & 4,000 mile deep gravity well, the Moon would
then be located at abouf 95 percent of the distance to the top of this
weil, The 1tbration points, on the other hapnd, wouid reside on the
"plateau™ at the top of this gravity well. Given these parameters, we can
tentatively describe the zone of militarily siganificant space as: (A3
*sircumterrestial sSpace,” 60-160 kilometers in altitude; (B} “near space,”
up to possibly 130,000 kiloaeters, which encompasses the miltitarily
significant region of geosynchronous orbit: and, {C) “outer space,” out to
800,000 kilometers, which ianciudes the Mooen, circumlunar space, and the
1ibration points.32 (See Figure 2}

These zones in space represent, T you witl, the military "space
geqgraphy™ of the Earth-Moon system, which includes several other important
Zones. One of these, the volume from the Earth's atmosphere to
geostationary orbit, is presently the area of greatest human activity in
space. From the point of view of time and distance this volume represeats,
in this suthor's opinion, the tactical and cperational-tactical depth of a
space theater. .The strateyic depth of the space theater is then
represented by the Moon and the libration points.

The significance of this analysis by Soviet military theorists stems

from their propensity to deffre the regions and subdivisions within

235




Orblt of the Moon

9g2

L

Figure Two: The Libration Points of the Earth-Moon System

Source: A Brykev, “A Station at a Libration Point," Aviatsiya i kosmonavttka, #7

July 1983, pp. 42-43.




theaters, for the purpose of establishing a common basis of understanding

within the military establiishment.

Space Theater of Military Operations

With this background on the “space geoyraphy” of the Earth-Moon
system, anothar facet o¢f Soviet writings becomes important, That is, the
Soviet use of the term TVD 1in the context of cuter space. The eartiest
uses of outer space in relationship to the theater concept are found in the
1960Us. 1In this pericd, however, these referenceS dealt almost exclusively
with distinct systems in space for direct support of theater operations on
Earth.%3 The tone of these writinys beyan to shift around 1368 towards
viewing outer space as a potential theater of military operations in its

awn riyght, The 13968 edition of Sokolovskiy's Voyennaya strategiya stated

that:

The problem of research and the military mastery of space are

widely and quite openly discussed in the American press, where it

is emphatically stressed that "space is the strategic theater of

tomorrow."

Soviet views on 2 “space theater” grew more confident in the decade of
the 1970s, but still the emphasis was on the potential development of space
intoe a theater of military operations, a view which continued to be
presented through the prism of the foreiyn press.4% In 1971, Major General

I.I. Anureyev writing in Weapons of Antimissile and Antispace Defense,

surmised:

It is yuite possibie, the American press has announced, that in
two or three decades, the moon, in terms of its military signi-
ficance, wiil have in our aves as much value as the varfous key
regions on the earth for which the basic military clashes bhave
been fought for their possession.36
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When he wrote this the “"key regions® were areas which were -- and are
presently -- covered by various Tv¥Ds, both continental and oceanic.
At the same time, the Soviets alsc insisted on the nead to keep space from
being turned into a TVD. Captain 1lst Rank P. Milovskiy writing in Merskgy
sbornik in April 1973, stated that: “e « . the study and the use of
space can be turned to the good of mankind only if it is not converted intg
a theater of operations. . ., .“%7

With the coming of the 1980s the debate in Soviet journals on space as
a TVD grew in volume and significance. The fundamental reason behind this
interest in space seems to have been the yrowing awareness within the
Soviet military of the significance of space in any future war. The
Soviets date the transformation of the U.$. civilian space program into an
"exclusively” military space program to the occupancy of the White House by
President Carter.48  With the election of Ronald Reagan, and especially
after his Strategic Defense Initiative speech of 23 March 1983, the nusber
of Soviet articles concerned with the U.S. militarization of space became
even more prolific. G. Sibiryakov, quoting Business Week magazine, stated
in 1980: "Whoever can seize control of space -- that main arena of future
wars -- will be able to change the correlation of forces so decisively that
it wiil be tantamount toc establishing world supremacy."3%

In 1982, A. T. Timofeyev, quoting from Mother .Jones magazine, insisted

that: ". . . on 1 September 1982, the Pentagon declared circumterrestrial

space to be a potential “theater of military operations,"50 [emphasis
space

added] Other than a reference to the Mpon as a “theater of nuclear rocket

war,"51 this reference by Timofeyev is the first mention of an actual area

of outer space as a potential TvD. 1In 1983, Colonel V. Viktorov expanded
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the scope of this discussion concerning a space TVD. when he described

. . - Duter space as a potential theater of military operation. . . 52
[emphas. added]

This is not to say that the Sgvifets see two or more theaters in
space, althouyh this is passible. Instead, what we may be observing is an
attempt by Soviet military theorists ¢o define the termincioyy applicable
to & space theater, Persuant to this effert, A. Rudev, in Aviatsiya ¥
kosmonavtika, in March 1983, dluntly stated: “The ruling circies of the
U.S.A. view space as one of the Theaters of Military Operations.”53 Rudev
seems to be treating space, in general, as c¢o-equal with the other
planetary TVDs. Inm May 1983, two months after the so-called “Star Wars™
speech, E. Buynovskiy wrote: "In recent times, reports on the preparations
being made in the United States for the creation of a new Theater of
Military Operations -- the space theater -- have begun to a2ppear more and
more frequently in the Western press."54 Additjonal clues on the evolution
of Soviet views on a space theater were provided by G. Zhukov of the
U.5.5.R. Academy of Science, writing in lzvestiya in January 1984, when he
described "near space as a theater of military actions.*55

A final ingredient {in the evolution of the Soviet space theater

concept can be found in an article in Aviatsiya i kosmornavtika in 1983 by

L. Tkachev 1in which he states, "In the future space will become the
principal theater of military operations."56 The term “principal theater
of miTitary cperations™ is the traaslation of the Russian phrase: glavayy

teatr voyennykn deystviy. This term was defined in 189585 as:

The theater in which the main strategic groupings of belligerent
powers are deployed and operating, both as a resuyit of an
emerging international arrancement of forces and by virtwe of
prevailing economic, military, poiitical, and geographic condfi-
tions. The main military-political and strateyic geals in the
armed conflict are attained 1n the main theater of military
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operations, as a result cg‘ which there is uspally & rapid change
in the course of the war.2?

Tkachev conclude. his description of the main TVD in space with tha state-
ment: “In the author's opinion, combat operations on the Earth will

commence after one of the opposing sides gains supremacy in space."b8

Combined Arms in Space

Given the Soviet emphasis on space as a TVD, and in the future as the
main TVD, what can be Said concerning the roles and mi_sions of such a
T¥D? Further, what types of weapons systems might be found in such a Tvpz?

Soviet authors state that at least three classes of "space'" weapons
systems ex¥st in theory: {1} space-to-surface, {2} space-to-space, and {3)
surface-to-space systems.59 The first class of weapons systems take the
form of satellites or spacecraft equipped with directed energy weapons,
missiles, or bombs capable of hitting targets on the ground or at sea, B0
The second category, the space-to-space systems, includes space stations
for the defense of satellites ayainst enemy antisatellite systems {ASAT).61
and, orbitat battle stations equipped with lasers and particie beams for
striking enemy satellites or ICBMs as well as equipped with interceptor
spacecraft.6Z The final categery, the surface-to-space systems, include:
ASAT, manned transatmospheric vehfcles, ground based ar Space hased ABM
systems utilized for intercepting satellites and orbital combat stations,
and "space mines" armed with conventional munitions for the destruction of
enemy systems in space.63

Coupled with these three categories of "active means”™ of space war-
fare, are milftary "support systems" employed 1in direct support of

planatary operations, ieningradskaya pravda in August 1982, described

240




miljgary support  systems in  space as, Y . . reconpaissance,
communications, navigation, meteorcliogical and topographic support and
others. . . ."6%4 The Soviets also describe the use of electronic warfare
and maskirovka techaiques to protect friendly systems and to disrupt
nostile systems in space. 85

Several authors called attention te the legistical reguirements for
manned space stations in circumterrestrial space,56 describing mainmtenance
and supply bases {located in far space} designed to support three 1,000
ton, nuclear powered, laser equipped orb7tal battle stations, each “manned
by a crew of up to 1,000 men.“[i}f’? These combat and logistical systems
would be augmented by intelligence collection and battle management or
command posts in space. In 1971, for example, A~ureyev described a ground
based "command point" witn a back up in orbit.68 1In 13882, 5. Stashevskiy
and G. Stakh providec more detail when they discussed the military role of

the US space shuttle:

The shuttle is to be used for the creation of orbital miltitary
stations, which wiil be manned by 10-14 individuals and should
function permanently as space based command points {in addition
to the aircraft used for these purposes) and recoanaissance
statfons for the observation of objects on earth, in the air, and
in space.59

This Soviet command and control system 2also incorporates naval
scommand-telemetry statiens™ at sea for operational contrel of orbital
facilities.?0
A final element of combined arms operations within a space JY¥D was
provided by Y. Tomilim in 1384, when he described a space arms race:
- . » Tirst one side to be foilowed by the other, or the two
sides simultaneously develop antisatellite weapons capable of
attacking spacecraft both at high and Tow altitudes, thus posing

a threat to esarly warning sateilites, i.e., satellites designed
to detect ICBM Yaunches. Then the other side either develops a
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system capable of attacking the enemy's new antisateliite weapons
systems or produces a2 combat space station capable of defending
satellites. ©r it may create both, Then the other side devises
& system to attack this weaponry of the enemy. And the story
repeats {tself all over again,’l

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Tne Soviets have written about the mititarization of space for
twenty-five years, They have concentrated on the nfluence of circum-
terrestrial and near space on military operations on Earth. They foresee a
time, as with the evolution of air power, when space superiority will
become a prerequisite for ground superiority. Furthermore, they seem to
suggest that circumterrestrial space, and possibly near space, can be
viewed as the “coastal® zones of a space theater, similar in concept to the
maritime zone of a continental or cceanic T¥D. Thus, we may be seeing the
development, within Soviet military science, of a space analog to the
maritime TVD. Such & zone in space would be responsible for space combat
operatifons in support of planetary operations, and would form a secondary
theater directly subordinated teo the main planetary theater.

By implication, once space operations extend beyond a critical
distance from the Farth -- possfbly beyond geostationmary orbit -- space
forces would no longer fall under the direct centrol of the main planetary
J¥D; but, would instead -- again using ithe analog of an oceanic T¥D --
become an independent theater, pursuing independent missions under the
direction of Stavka. ©Once an independent space theater becomes feasible,
the prediction of Tkachev should reach fruition -- space should then become
the main TVD,

Another factor to consider is the possible existence of a “command-

in-being" to deal with the day to day operation of a space theater. Such
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an organization may possess the associated military district structure
found within a surface TVD in peacetime.

Currently, the Soviet Union might be in the early stayes of forming a
space TVD. This T¥D, once created, should possess various offensive and
defensive weapons s:»~tems and military support systems for conducting
combined arms operations in space., The next phase in development of a
space T¥D might include the building of a permanent orbital space staticn
derived from modules. The Soviets describe these modules as being similar
in size and mass to that of the Salyut-5.72 Coupled with the development
of a large modular station, the Soviets describe a requirement for
"ultra-heavy transports" for placing payloads of up to 500 tens in low
earth orbit.?3 Finally, Soviet long range goals may include but are not
1imited to: operations in lunar space; construction of space staticns at
the libration points; and, orbital battle stations for dominance of outer
space.?4 The net result of such developments would be the creation of the
basic structure necessary to conduct coffensive and defensive operations in
space, which would eyentually lead to the creaticn of the "decisive arena
of future war" -- the space T¥VD.

Looking to the future, Sibiryakov predicted i{n 1980: “Whoever can
seize control of space -- that main arena of future wars -- will be able to
change the correlation of forces so decisively that it will be tantamount

to establishing world supramacy."?9
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SECTION ¥I

Conclusions

Dr. Richard E. Thomas
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The general results of the research effart which formed the basis for
the papers contained fn this volume are, of course, described in those
individual documents and in the Qverview, It is appropriate, nonetheless,

to assemb}s those elements which, in the view of the author, constitute the
major findings.

i. The Soviet concept of & Space TvD indicates that the U,5.S.R.
intends to pursue a program, probably lorg term, to establish
a capability to conduct the full range o military combat
operations 1a spaces. Soviet thinking regarding such
cperations probably transcends that which has beea done im
the .5, ~

?. The Sixth Soviet Law of War dexcribes an increasing Soviet
awareness of and apprectation for the impact of advanced
technology in the conduct of military affairs. As a result
it is axpected that the Soviet Union will make a strenuous
effort to increase the productivity and general efficacy cof
its scientific and technical community.

3. The Soviets appear tc be developing the technologies which
would enable them te desiyn, produce and deploy high speed
cruise missiies in a time~-frame which would confront the
U.5. with a new, unexpected weapens delivery mechanism,

4. The astimated technical/weapons {i.e. non-political} response
to the SDI are as follows:

Near term -- attack U.S5, C3l assets to limit or reduce
the target-handling capacity of the system

and overload the system with decoys
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Mid term -- utilize hiyh speed cruise missiles to make
an "end-run" around the 5p1

tong term -- develop 3 capability for full scale mili-
tary operations in space inciuding offen-
sive as well as defensive, reconnaissance

and support activities,
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