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IN BRIEF

After a decade of research, development and testing, costing over $1.5 billion, the US. F-15
ASAT program was cancelled in 1988, and a new ASAT program has been included in the
FY 1990 Department of Defense budget. The failure of the F-15 program can be iraced to
incoherence in program advocacy ond related arms control initiatives by several Adminis-
trations, and fo later Congressional restrictions intended to enforce an ASAT ban over the
objections of the Reagan Administration. The history illusirates the disastrous conseguences
of not achicving bipartisan support for important defense programs where technology and
national security policy are in a high siate of flux — especially when Soviet propaganda and
sweeping arms control propesals can significantly influence the political miliew. It is to be
hoped. that the new ASAT program will profit from the lessons of the past.

n the mid-1970s, the United States dis-
mantled its direct-ascent nuclear-armed
anti-satellite, or ASAT, system at John-
ston Island, originally deployed in the 1960s.*
Then, pursuant to one of the preceding Ford
Administration’s final initiatives, the Carter
dministration, in 1977, launched the develop-
ment program for the F-15 miniature vehicle,
or MV, ASAT system.” After spending more
than $1.5 billion on the F-15 ASAT program
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over the past decade — and after five test
firings, including the successful intercept of an
aging satellite on September 13, 1885 — the
United States has now cancelled this program
at the demonstration stage and started 2 new
ASAT development program.®

Why has the United States gone back to the
drawing board? The F-15 ASAT program was
cancelled not beeauss of technical problems, or
because of an incorrect view of military require-
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ments, or becauss of an inappropriate military
response to those requirements. As the case
history below will illustrate, there were at
least three related causes behind the demise
of the F-15 ASAT program.

First, at the outeet, there was a lack of co-
herent thinking regarding the importance of
ABAT systems in evolving U.S. national secu-
rity requirements. A3 a consequence, the
national security requirement for an ASAT
was not generally understood in either the Ex-
ceutive or the Legislative branch of the U.S.
Government.

Secand, it took time and considerable effort
to reverse the initial US. view that an un-
verifiable, comprehensive ASAT ban eould
further our national security interests. Thus,
the course of the F-15 ASAT program was
buffeted by numerous political winds of the
arms control process.

Third, an effective Soviet propaganda cam-
paign exploited the lack of bipartisan con-
sensus regarding U.S. ASAT policy during
several years when the U.B. Congress was in-
creasingly seeking to influence U.S. arms con-
trol pelicy. Séeveral sequential years of
unilateral arms control restraints imposed by
Congress finally frustrated development of the
F-15 ASAT system.

The Legacy of ¢ Bad Beginning

At the outset of the F-15 ASAT program,
TJ.8. national security policy, including arms
control poliey, strongly reflected the notion
that ASAT systems were unnecessary and
should be banned. Certainly, public actions by
the U8, Government seemed to suggest that
the United States should not maintain such
capabilities and should seek an agreement
with the Soviets whereby they would abandon
theirs as well.

In the mid-1970s, the United States unilater-
ally dismantled its Johnston Island ASAT sys-
tem, and, in an unrelated action, its ABM
system in North Dakota, which had an inher-
ent ASAT capszbility. The Johnston Island
ABAT, after being operational since 1963, was
deactivated in 1975 — at a time when ASAT
emphasis shifted from nuclear to nonnuclear
systems because a nuclear warhead ASAT was
seen as useful only in the event of a general
nuclear war. The Safeguard ABM system,
deployed at Grand Forks, North Dakota in
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1978, wag operational for less than a year
before it was dismantled.

The U.8. cancellations were undertaken not-
withstanding the fact that the Soviet Union
was maintaining an operational ASAT, as well
as itz Moscow ABM system with its inherent
ABAT capability. Then, within two years of
these well-publicized U.8. unilateral actions,
the United States sought through negotiations
to get the Sovists to dismantle their operational
ASAT. Thia sequence of evénts — in which the
United States first unilaterally scrapped its
own operational ASAT capabilities and then
sought agreement for the Soviats to follow suit,
was less than brilliant U8, negotiating
strategy — even if it had been sound national
security policy, which it was not.

In any case, Secretary of State Vance pro-
posed ASAT negotiations in the package of
arms control initiatives which he presented to
the Soviet Union during his Moscow visit in
1977. Consequently, there were three rounds
of ASAT talks — in Helsinki in June 1978, in
Bern in January 1979, and in Vienna in the
spring of that year. Initially in those talks the
United States proposed to negotiate a compre-
hensive ASAT ban and an associated mora-
torium on testing while the megotiations
continued.* |

Fortunately, the Soviets showed no interest
in these [1.8. proposals, perhaps because they
saw greater advantage in testing their opera-
tional ASAT systern than in stopping the
embryonic U.8. F-15 ASAT program — all
the more so in the wake of U.S. unilateral
sbandonment of jts operational ASAT and
ABM systems. However, in the ASAT talks,
the Soviets presented correct technical argu-
ments as to why a comprehensive ASAT ban
was not feasible, given the many ways in
which satellites could be attacked, why such
a ban could not be verified, and how it could
easily be circumvented.”

The United States and the Soviet Union did
eventually begin serious talks on less am-
bitious and more realistic ohjectives dealing
with the conduct of military activities in space:
These discussions centered around terms such
as “‘noninterference,” “no-use,” “no-hostile-
acts,” and “rules of the road.” But following
the 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan,
which eoincided with a recess in those nego-
tiations, the Carter Adminisiration never
resumed the talks.
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Legacy of Myapic Strategic Vision

During its early years, the F-15 ASAT pro-
gram was commonly perceived throughout
the T.S. national security bureaucracy as an
arms control “bargaining chip.” Indeed, the
program was kept alive as a result of direction
from the Office of the Secretary of Defense
and the White House.” It was perceived as a
politically motivated, “top-down-driven” pro-
gram, and military arguments to support a
serious acquisition strategy did not carry much
weight in the Department of Defense budget
process.

The principal military justification for the
F.15 ASAT was to defend against targeting
zatellites that could locate and direct fire
toward surface naval ships responsible for
maintaining sea lanes of communication to
support and reinforce U.S. theater forces.
However, the U.S. Navy would not ac-
knowledge a requirement for the F-15 ASAT
(which, during those years, seemed destined
to be bargained away in negotiations), and the
U.S. Air Force preferred not to spend its
money on & bargaining chip. Thus the Joint
Chiefs of Staff did not strongly support a
military requirement for the F-15 ASAT
program.

On the other hand, the Defense Science
Board and Air Force Scientific Advisory Board
reviewed the ASAT program, advised that the
technieal basis for continuing the F-15 effort
was sound, and lent their support to advocacy
of a militarily significant space defense mis-
sion, And, over time, there was a growing
appreciation that the United States should
not permit a sanctuary in space for various
potential, if not already existing, Soviet space
gystems that could pose significant threats to
terrestrial U.S. military assets.

This changed perception of the threat was
conspicucus in the U.S, Navy. During the late
1970s, the U.S. Navy expressed confidence that
it eould protect the fleé®without a destructive
ASAT capability. By the early 1980s, however,
the U.S. Navy's growing perception of the
threat inherent in Soviet terrestrial sur-
veillance satellites prompted naval leaders to
lend strong support to a U.8. ASAT capabil-
ity to counter such Soviet satellites during
hostilities. In a June 6, 1984, letter to this
author, Vice Admiral G.R. Nagler, Director of
Naval Warfare, contradicted reports that he
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and the Navy did not support the requirement
for an ASAT:

I would like to clarify my stand on ASAT,
I fully support the President’s program to
develop an antisatellite capability to defeat
Soviet satellite surveillance systems during
hostilities. I reject the use of my name in-
dicating that the Navy does not see devel-
opment of an ASAT as necessary to thwart
a seriously grawing Soviet threat. I have no
ohjection to your use of this letter in any
way to clarify my and the Navy’s position
on ASATS?

After October 1985, when the U.S. Space
Command was formed, this point of view
gained more general stature in the Pentagon,
General Herres, the first Space Command
Commander-in-Chief and now Vice-Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, became a forceful
advocate of the development of an effective
ASAT capability. General John L. Piotrowsld,
the present Space Command Commander-in-
Chief, has intensified this advocacy, and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff have now validated a
requirement to provide a satellite-negation
capability at all of the altitudes where hostile
space systems operate.”

Yet, these changes, which hopefully will
facilitate the next ASAT development effort,
came too late to help the F-15 ASAT program.
Misinformed public debate in the early 1980s,
as well as an ever-increasing activism on the
part of the U.S. Congress in legislating
unilateral restraints on the development —
and particularly on the testing — of the F-15
ASAT led to programmatic delays, to increased
costs and, ultimately, to what the Pentagon
deemed an inadequate program from a mili-
tary and acquisition-policy point of view.'

Legacy of Legislated Arms Control

In the early to mid-1980s, the Congress held
the development of the F-15 ASAT system
hostage to demands that the United States
negotiate with the Soviets to ban ASAT
systems. This Congressional position, while
consistent with the original proposals of the
Carter Administration, was increasingly out-
of-step with a growing awareness of the mili-
tary requirements for a U.S. ASAT system —
along with the recognition that the Soviets,
during the 1978-1979 ASAT negotiations, had
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been correct in their arpuments regarding the
verification difficulties of such bans then pro-
posed by the United States.

But by the early 10805 the Soviets chviously
recognized the merits of feeding the growing
Cengressional appetite for imposing arms con-
tral restraints on the United States through the
legislative process. The Soviets began a steady
worldwide propaganda drumbeat for the need
to agree not to “militarize space.” Contrary to
their position in the 1978-1979 ASAT talks,
they now introduced proposals in the United
Nations for a comprehensive ASAT ban.

Thus, in August 1981, in the 36th United
Nations General Assembly (UNGA), the
Soviets proposed a draft treaty that would pro-
hibit stationing of weapons of any kind in outer
space. The Soviets then pressed for an Outer
Space Working Group in the U.N.-sponsored
Conference on Dissrmament. In August 1983
the U.S. Government agreed to a nonnegotiat-
ing mandate for such a group. On August 18,
1983, General Secretary Andropov advised
visiting U.S. Senatore that, in order to prevent
the militarization of space, there should be 2
complete ban on the testing and deployment of
space-based weapons that could strike targets
in space, in the atmosphere and on earth; ex-
isting ASATs should be eliminated, and the
teating and deployment of new ASATs should
be banned. He added that the Soviets would
begir a unilateral moratorium on ASAT tests.
Foreign Minister Gromyko submitted these
proposals as a draft treaty for the 38th Session
of the General Assembly on August 23, 1983,
On June 29, 1984, in enticipation of a con-
ference in Vienna, the Soviets argued for “the
need to take urgent measures to prevent
militarization of outer space” and proposed “to
impose on a reciprocal basis 2 moratorium on
the tests and deployment” of ASAT systems
and “attack space systems.”

The Soviets pressed such proposals in other
fora as well. In March 1985, the Geneva
Defense and Space Talks (DST) became the
foeal arena for Soviet proposals to ban so-called
“space-strike arms,” with accompanying Soviet
public diplomaey themes related fo their al-
leged concerns about the “militarization of
space.” The Soviet category of “space-strike
arme” included space-based ABM systems,
space-to-earth weapons and ASATs of any
principle of action. As the talks progressed, the
Soviets proposed, as so-called “‘partial
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messures,” bans for each of the three categories
of “space-sirike arms.” Later, particularly after
the US. Congress legislated no further ASAT
tests in FY 1986, the Soviets evidenced little
interest in their previously proposed ASAT ban,
although it remained on the table,

Soviet propaganda regarding banning the
“militarization of space” was nonsense, of
course, because both nations had been irrever-
sibly involved since the 1950s in a whole vari-
sty of military activities in space. Since the first
Soviet satellite (Sputnik) in 1957, the United
States and the Soviet Union have placed into
orbit thousands of satellites that have impar-
tant militery epplications, including navi-
gation, reconnaissance, communications,
surveillance, intelligence gathering on electron-
ic and communication emmissions, geodesy,
cartography, missile-launch detection and
trajectory-monitoring, potential attack assess-
ment, tactical battle managsment'data and
meteorology. Netwithstanding Soviet -argu-
ments to the eontrary, about 90 per cent of the’
150 Soviet satellites currently in space have
military or military-related functions.*

Moreover, as the Soviets had demonstrated
via their own arguments in the 1878-1978
ASAT negotiations, they well understood the
faults of a comprehensive ASAT ban. But the
U.S. Congress appeared not to understand these
issues — and the Congress was clearly a
primary target of the Soviet propaganda.
When, in 1983, the Soviets “raised the ante”
in the public debate by declaring a “mora-
torium” on ASAT testing, Congress took the
bait and began to insiet that the United States
seek to negotiate a comprehensive ASAT han
as a precondition for continuing the F-15 ASAT
program.

The “Tsongas Amendment” (after Senator
Paul Tsongas, Democrat from Massachusetts)
was proposed and approved, with little notice
or debate, by the Senate on July 18, 1983. It
became Section 1235 of the FY 1984 Depart-
ment of Defense Authorization Act, which pro-
hibited the usge of funds “to test any explosive
or inert antisatellite warheads against abjects
in space” unless the President certified two
facts: that the United States was endeavoring
in good faith to negotiate an ASAT ban with
the Soviet Union; and that, pending such
an agreement, ASAT testing was “necessary
to avert clear and irrevocable harm to the
national security.”
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Changing Perceptions — Too Little, Too Late

President Reagan's March 31, 1984, report
to the Congress marked the definitive state-
ment of U.S, policy in the ASAT area.!® In par-
ticular, it contained the finding that the
comprehensive ASAT ban, which had been the
initial U8. negotiating objective in the
1878-1979 ASAT Talks and which the Soviets
znd the US. Congress then proposed in 1884,
was not verifiable, could easily be circumvented
and was not in the security interests of the
United States. The report also indicated that
the United States would continue to study space
arms control issues with the objective of seek-
ing equitable, verifiable agreements consistent
with our national security interests. This con-
tinued to be the U.S. objective in the Defense
and Space Talks throughout the remainder of
the Reagan Administration™

The President’s March 31, 1984, report, along
with tegtimony by Administration spokesmen
relevant to the report, was successful in per-
suading the Congress to drop from the 1985
Defense Bill its demands that the United States
seek to negotiate with the Soviets a comprehen-
sive ASAT ban. Still the Congress insisted that
the President certify that ASAT testing was
essential to U.B. national security interests
before the F-15 ASAT could be tested against
sarget satellites.’* The President did so certify,
and a successful ASAT test against a target
satellite was conducted in late summer of
1985.%

Not to be denied in its quest for ASAT arms
control, however, the Congress, led by the
House of Representatives, then ignored the
President’s certification and legislated, for the
next three years in succession, unilateral
restraints on further testing of the maturing
F-15 ASAT system.’® The Congressional line of
argument was that if the Soviets conducted no
tests of their ASAT, which was operational, the
US. Air Force should not test the T1.8. ASAT,
which was still in the development stage.

This Congressional line of argument was
steeped in at least three false premises. First,
it assumed that, unless the Soviets conducted
fully integrated, “end-to-end” tests, they could
not maintain confidence in their system, which
the United States judges to have been opera-
tional for well over a decade. To the contrary,
and as reported by Secretary of Defense Frank
C. Carlucei,!” the U.S. intelligence community
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has conclusive evidence that the Soviets have
maintained to this day their co-orbital ASAT
capability in a constant state of readiness, even
though they have not performed an integrated
“gnd-to-end” test since 1982.%° The fact is that
the Soviets have demonstrated in the past the
capability to maintain an acceptable end-to-end
system reliability after a testing hiatus of
several years?

The second false premise in Congressional
assumptions was that if the Soviet co-orbital
ASAT were dismantled, the security of U.S.
satellites would thereby be significantly im-
proved. But, ag U.S. intelligence community
spokesmmen and others have publicly reported,
the Soviets can resort to other ways to counter
U.S. military satellite systems — e.g., through
the use of ground-basad lasers, direct-ascent
ABM interceptors, other ballistic missiles and
electronic warfare capabilities®

The third, and perhaps most important, false
premise in the Congressional approach was
that the United States has no requirement for
an ASAT other than as a counter to Soviet
ASATS. It should be noted that there is merit
in the argument that the United States needs
a dedicated ASAT to counterbalance similar
Soviet capebilities. Without the ability to
respond in kind, should the Soviets attack im-
portant US. military satellites, the only choice
for the United States would then be to do
nothing or to esealate the conflict to a higher
and more dangerous level. Doing nothing could
have extremely serious military consequences.
Escalating the engagement in space would, in
gome scenarios, send the wrong signal to Soviet
military and political leadership, and lead to
a widening of the conflict beyond the desires
of either side® Thus, an ASAT asymmetry
could contribute to crisis instability.

Still, there would be & valid requirement for
a U.8. ABAT against threatening Soviet satel-
lites even if the Soviets had no ASAT capabil-
ity. In his Congressional testimony on March
30, 1988, General Piotrowski observed that U.S.
naval and ground forces are potentially vulner-
able to localization by existing and improved
future space reconnaissance sgiellitez and
targeting by long-range stand-off weapons.®
Sinee it is clearly contrary to U.S. interests to
extend sanctuary to such threatening satellites,
General Piotrowski emphasized that the JCS
had validated a requirement for a T.S. ASAT
capability to counter them.
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Tt should be understood — although often it
is not — that the military requirement for such
an effective ASAT capability is not restricted
to concerns relevant to strategic or nuclear
deterrence, Indeed, such a capability could be
critically important in assuring the integrity
of sea lanes of communication necessary to
support and reinforce U.S. conventional forces
in any theater conflict and in enabling them
to operate effectively. According to General
Piotrowski, current Soviet satellites could
identify and locate for targeting purposes U.S.
and allied ship movements. In the event of a
conflict in Europe, Soviet submarines, naval
aireraft and surface units would thereby be
given much greater effectiveness in interdict-
ing the U,S, reinforcements that are integral
to a viable NATO conventional defense. More-
over, technological advances in the next
geveral years are expected to enhance more
generally the current capability to provide sig-
nificant real-time, targeting information to the
tactical battlefield. A U.S. ASAT capability
would hold such Soviet satellites at risk in the
event of a erisis that could escalate into con-
ventional conflict.?

Such compelling arguments, which effective-
1y bare the falsity of the premises with which
Congress has imposed unilateral restraints on
U.S. ASAT testing in the past, apparently have
had their impact. For the first time in five
years, the FY 1989 Defense Bill contained no
legislated restraints or arms conirol conditions
on the testing of a U.S. ASAT system.

That i the good news. The bad news is that
the F-15 ASAT program had been so starved
in previous years, and its scope so reduced, that
the Defense Department decided in 1988 to
cancel the program and start anew. Therefore,
this was an empty victory as far as the F-15
ASAT program was concerned, and it remains
to be geen whether the Congress will be more
supportive of its successor.

Hiumination for the Future

The U.S. Army will be responsible for over-
all management of the new ASAT program,
which is reported to include: (1) $84.6 million
for the Navy and Army to work on the inter-
ceptor, which will use technology derived from
an experimental missile developed in the SDI
program by the Army to ghoot down nuclear
warheads; (2) $35 million for the Army to study

Spring 1989

Anei-Satellite Systams and Armas Contral

the ASAT potential of a beam weapen, called
the free-electron laser, that SDT also is using
for antimissile tasks; and (3) $54.8 million for
the Air Force, including $38.6 million to study
other beam weapons that could be developed
if the free-electron laser proves to be a poor
ASAT weapon.®

The new ASAT program should have
smaother sailing than its unfortunate prede-
ceasor. In the first place, the history recount-
ed above has left the U.S. national security
community better informed and, hopefully,
wiser regarding, on the one hand, the require-
ments for a U.S. ASAT capability and, on the
other, the difficulties of achieving equitable,
verifiable ASAT axms control agreements that
serve U.S, security interests. With the advent
of the U.8. Space Command, there is now a
rauch more effective advocate of U.S. military
requirements in spacs, including ASAT capa-
bilities. Moreover, given the debate of the past
five years, there is now a wider appreciation
of the deceptive nature of grandiose Soviet
arms eontrol proposals, including those trum-
peting alleged concern about the “militariza-
tion of space.”

More significant, perhaps, are the broader
lessons that can be drawn from the ASAT his-
tory and applied to the formulation of future
national security policy, including on arms
control. Four such lessons stand out.

First, a good channel of communication and
a degree of mutual trust between the Execu-
tive and Legislative branches are essential to
the health of development activities in areas
where national security policy is in a high
state of flux — and especially where Soviet
propaganda and sweeping arms control
proposals could significantly influence the
political context.*

Second, arms control should be given a sup-
porting, not a leading, role in establishing U.S.
national security policies and requirements.
Arms control for arms control’s sake is likely
to be counterproductive, especially if negatia-
tions are undertaken without an understand-
ing of how they support overarching national
security policy objectives, including promi-
nently the vital requirements of our defense.

Third, given the complexities of still em-
bryonic military activities in space, the United
States should take care in keeping its associated
arms control initiatives modest in scope while
sorting out its national security objectives.
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Finally, it portends to be extremely difficult,
it not impossible, to design viable and effective
verifieation regimes for agreements fo limit
setivities in space. This hard prospect, along
with the documented record of Smn,et noncom-
pliance with negotiated agreements, argues for
exira caution in formulating U.S. arms control
praposzls for space-related activities.” Given

these hard obstacles and pitfalls in negotiated
arms control arrangements, it may well be that
confidence-building mesgsures for providing
greater reciprocal visibility and predictability
of the space activities by both sides offer a more
promising path toward meaningful agreements.

Tndeed, the Defense and Space Talks in Geneva

have begun to focus en such measures.®’

NOTES

1. The Johnston Island ASAT, which was operational
from 1963 to 1975, used u nuelear warhend bo ensure a8
high probability of kill in spite of its relatively inaccurate
guidance subsystem.

2. The F.15 MV ASAT program was conceived early
in the Carter Administration as an evolutionary extrapo-
lation of the US. Army’s hit-tokill ABM intereeptar
technology. The Air Force was directed to begin a
vigarous ASAT development program in January 1978,
and the initial plan called for 30 F-15s deployed at two
operating bases, to serve as ASAT launch platforms.

3. See U.S. Congress, Senate, Armed Services Commit-
tee, Hearings on Department of Defense Authorization
Jor Appropriations for FY 1988-1989, Part 4, “Btrategic

8. See Euares, . cit.,, pp. 194-188,

7. From late 1979 to mid-1951, the awthor served as
Deputy to the Assistant Secretary of the Air Foree for
Reseerch, Development and Logistics and had oversight
responsibility for the F-15 ASAT program.

&, This Navy position was more recently reaffirmed in
a May 9, 1987, letter to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, the Honoreble James C. Wright, from
the Director, Naval Waxfave, Vice Adm. James R. Hogg:
“T would like to nnequivocally state that the U.S. Navy
firmly supports development and deployment of & U.S.
ASAT at the earliest practical opportunity.”

9, See Gen. John L. Piotrowski's statement of March
26, 1?37 u:A Hearings, op. cit,, p. 2948; and Gen

before the Senate Select Commit-

Forces and Nuclear Deterrence” (Washington, DC: U.B.
Government Printing Office, January 1988), p. 2294
(hereinafter citad as Hearings). Brig. Gan. RR. ‘Raciine,
Jr., testified on March 26, 1987, r.ha‘ $1.5888 billion had
been 2d on the MV ASAT program. Dr. J.H. Ham-
mond, Director for Directed Energy, SDIO. deseribed in
these same hearinge the motivation and initial scope of
the new ERIS ASAT development program. Tbid., pp.
2265-2272, 2279. Also see “Pentagon Board Names
Army to Lead Revamped ASAT Program,” Aviation
Week, January 16, 1989, p. 81, for diseussion of the plans
to develop o new U.S. ASAT,

4. These telks are generally deseribed by Paul B.
Starcs, The Militarization of Spaece: U.S. Policy,
134511 984 ([thaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1985),
D, 186=199,

5. Az pointed out in the President’s Report to the Con-
gress on U.S. Policy on ASAT Arms Control, March 31,
1984, and reflected in an OTA report, US. Congress,
Office of Technology Assessment, Arme Conirol in Space:
Workshop Proceedings, OTA-BPICE28, May 1984, =
mmprehansive ASAT t-eat ban would  pose serious verifi-
cation prot A de d ASAT vehicle
ean jog relatively small, ahout the siza of a strategic cruise
missile and can be covertly produced and stared. Alsa,
such a ban would be easy to circumvent because of the
intrinsic ASAT capabilities of ABM systems, ICEMs,
SLEMs and space boosters for civil and military mis-
sione. Normal docking activities in space would provide
the means to covertly test critical manenvers for co-
arbital ASAT systems, such a4 the operational Soviet
ASAT. Other ASAT capabilities can be provided by
ground-based and space based directed energy wespons
and electronic conntermeasures.
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he on Inhelhgem:s March 80, 1988, p. 28. The JCS have
validated a Mu]tu’.‘.nmmandl?.aqmmdo erational Capa.
bil:ity (MRQC), 8M 77-88 for a sate]lite negation aystam.

id., p. 24,
10. The F'Y 1986-1987 ASAT testing moratorium im.
posed by the Congress caused at least two years of de-
lay, and Lha estimated $200 million in added costs
d with th ined the program’s

scope and styucture. Alsa, because of overlap with SDI
technologias, the delaya led to I0C’s comparable with
posgible deveispments/deployments under SDI — conse-
quently the program was re-examined, and subsequant-
Iy restructured. However, the continuation of these
legislative restraints finally forced the cancellation of
the air-launched ministure vehicle ASAT program. See
Gen. Plotrowslki’s March 30, 1988, testimony, ibid., p. 17.

11. Thet even “commercial satellites” can be used by
eny number of nations to support military *‘warlike” pur-
posee was illustrated by a recent article by Eliot Mar-
shall, “Space Cameras and Security Risks,” Science, Vol
248, January 27, 1989, pp. 472473,

12. During 19881986, the suthor was the Assistant
Director of the Arme Control and Dizarmament. Agency
for Btrategic Programs and chaired the Interagency
Group (et the Assistant Secretary level) responsible for
developing the Reagan Administration’s ASAT arms
eontral palicy.

13, Although thera were estensive dissussions with the
Sovieta regarding possible ASAT arms control agree
‘ments, none were identified which met the US. criteria
that such an agreement be equitable, verifiable, not sas-
ily circumvented and in the US. national security in.
terest. The Soviets wers initially insiatent that ASATa be
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limited as part of = Defense and Space agreement linked
+to START, but they later sought enly & commitment to
future negotiations, and eventually they drapped their
demand for an explicit reference bo ASATS in 2 Dafense
and Space Treaty.

14, In the conference on the FY 1985 DoD Authoriza-
tion Bill, the Senate first rejected the “Brown-Coughlin
Amendment” which would have banned ASAT testing
against an object in space until the Prealdent certifisd
that the Soviets had conducted a test of 5 “dedicated”
ASAT weapon. Then, agreement was reached on Section
205, which prohibited the use of funds “to test against
an chject in epace the miniaturs homing vehicle (MEV)
antisatellita warhead launched from an F-15 aircraft”
absent a Presidential eertification of four conditions: (1)
that the U.S. was endeavoring to negotiate an ASAT ban
with the Soviet Union; (2) that, pending such an agree-
ment, ASAT testing was necessary to avert clear and ir
revocabls harm to mational security; (3) that testing
would not gravely impair prospects for negotistion; and
(4) that testing would be consistant with the ABM Treaty.
Section 205 provided that the ban would expire 15 days
after the Presidentia] certification 2nd allowed no more
than two “successful” ASAT tests during FY 1085, See-
tion 8100 of the FY 1985 DaD Appropriation Act large:
v tracked the language of the FY 1985 Authorization
Bill The only significant difference waa that, whereas
the Authorization had sllowed “twno successfill tests,”
the Apprapriation Act ellowed only “three tests,” regard-
lesa of their success.

15, The Presidential Determination, No. 85-19, was
jssued by President Reagan on Augnst 20, 1985, to pre-
vide the mandated certification, snd e successful MV
ASAT test was conducted on September 13, 1885. A
direet hit was achieved against an aging on-orbit satel-
lite — Air Force Space Test Program Satellite 78-1,
launched in February 1979 to gather scientific data. The
target satellite had exeeeded its design life and completed
its experiments.

16. FY 1986-1988 Gongressiopal actions continued ta
limit ASAT testing, In the FY 1988 DoD Autherization
debate the House once again adopted the Browzn-
Coughlin Amendment (no U.S, testing so long s the
Soviets conducted no additional tests) and the Senate
apain rejected it. Section 208 of the final Act was simi-
lar to the F¥ 1985 Appropriation provision: na further
tagting without Presidential cartification of the four can-
ditions in Naote 14 above; and no more than three tests
before October 1, 1986, In the FY 1986 Appropriations
Bill, the House again adopted a Brown-Coughlin Amend-
ment, and this time, in conference, the Senate accepted
it. Bection B097, as adopted, states: “None of the funds
appropriated by this Act or any ather Act may be cbligat-
ed or expended to carry out a test of the Space Defense
System (antisatellite weapon) against an object in space
until the President certifies to Cangress that the Soviet
{Frion has conducted, after October 1, 1985, & test against
an object in space of 2 dedicated antisatellite weapon.™
The F'Y 1986 Do) Appropriations Bill was part of a Con-
tinwing Resolution, which was initially rejected by the
House on December 16, 1985, but was wliimately enact-
ed on December 19 as Public Law No. 98-184.
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17. See Secretary of Defense Frank C. Carlucei, An-
nual Raport to Congress: Fiscal Year 1990, January 17,
1889, (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1989), p. 18. The retired inventory of $5-9 ICEMs
provides a stockpile of waknowm size of Soviet SL-11
booster rockets. The SLe11 is the common launch vehi-
cle for the Sovist operatione] ASAT and other satellites,
including Soviet targeting satellites. Frequent launches
of such non-ASAT payloads ensure perodic testing of the
booster without the ASAT interceptor payload, The en-
tire preleunch sequence cotld be testod to further en-
suve operational status without actual launch of the
ASAT. And, as noled above, critical aspects of the end-
game encounter of this co-orbital ASAT system could be
covertly bested as part of the numerous docking activi-
ties in the very active Soviet manned space program.

18. The 1952 ASAT test was pats of 2 major command
post exercise which demonstrated that the Soviets see
an ASAT role in a spectrurn of possible conflicts. See the
statement, of Brig. Gen. R.R. Rankine, Jr., in Hearings,
op. cit., pp. 2254-2255.

19, Tha Sovists refrained from testing their ASAT for
several years during the late 1970s. When testing was
resumed, it was for an upgraded co-orbitel ASAT and
there were several failures nssocinted with the new cye-
tem, However these faflures should not be construed as
2 lgss of reliability of the operational ABAT system.

20, See. for axample, Department of Defense, The
Boviet Space Chollenge(Weashington, DC; U.8. Govern-
ment Printing Office, November 1987}

21. Brig. Gen. R.R, Hanking, Jr., in his testimony dur-
ing the FY 1988-1389 Authorization Bill hearings, ob-
served that JCS commmand post exereises had
illustrated the “ferrible dilemma" posed by the lack of
an ability to respond in kind. Hearings, op. cit., p. 2268

23, See Gen. John L. Plotzowski's Statement on Space
Control (March 30, 1888). In his testimony the previcus
year, Gen. Piotrowski eaid the combination of Saviet EOR-
SAT and RORSAT and eruisa missiles today “gives them
a tremendous aver-the horizon undetected capabilicy”
against our surface ships at ses. Hearings, op. oit., p. 2247,

23, As diseussed in Piotrowski’s Mareh 28, 1887, tes-
timony in Hearings, ap. cit., pp. 2247, 2254 and 2255,

24. See ‘Pentapon Board Names Army to Lead
Revampad ASAT Program,” Aviation Week, January 16,
1989, p. 81; and Warren Strobel, “Army to Manage the
Development of Satellite-Killer,” Washingtan Times,
January 13, 1029, The FY 1990 DoD budget hearings
will test whether Congress will azain impase unilater-
al testing rostraints or refuse to sppropriate sufficient
funds to realize o U.S. ASAT capability.

25, In an October B, 1988, letter to the preaidential can.
didates, Senators Boren (D-OK), Boschwits (R-MIN), Brad-
ley (D-NJ), Danforth (R-MO), Kassebaum (R-KS) and
Nunn {D-GA) strongly recommended that the President
take steps to reestablish a bipartisan foreign palicy
through pericdic meelinga of the leadership of the new
Admi stion the Congress, including those metn-
bers concerned with the committees on Foreign Policy,
Armed Servicad and Intelligence. Bush Administration
spokesmer. have indicated that achisving bipartisan sup-
port will receive their high priority.
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NOTES (Centinued)

26. The record of Soviet noncomplianee with estab-
lished arms control agreements has been chronieled in
the President’s annual reports to the Congress under
Public Law $9-145. See Saviet Noncomplianes with Arms
Control Agresments, attached t letters from President
Beagan to the President of the Senate end Speaker of
the House, December 2, 1988,

2. The Defense and Spacs Talks in Geneva have led
%o agreement in principle on an approach to a Predict-

ability Magsures Frotocol that would improve the trans-
parency of US. and Soviet ABM research, development
and testing aetivilies. These include the scheduling of
anaual data exchanges followed by mestings of experts.
The experts’ meetings wounld recommend to povernments
& program of mutnal exchanges of visits to facilities and
the cbservation of tests for the ensuing year. All of these
sxchanges would stress reciprocity and comparability,

- G + G
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