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The Two Faces of Anmerican Defense Space Policy

St even Lanbaki s

On July 9, 1999, Secretary of Defense WIIiam Cohen signed a DoD Directive on
Space Policy to replace the 1987 version crafted during the waning years of the
Cold War. Secretary Cohen wites that nmmjor changes have taken place since that
time that warrant "a significant" policy update, including | essons from Desert
Storm and the spread of space systens.

He's right. Change is in order. Yet the publication of DoD Directive 3100. aa
does not, and cannot, address the nost fundanental problem Anerica's space
policy regine is dissonant and falls disturbingly short of providing clear

consi stent gui dance to the national security establishnent.

The United States |lacks a single policy for space, which is hardly the fault of
the Secretary. Much |i ke Janus, the two-faced god of Roman nyt hol ogy, our

nati onal security space policy continues the 41-year tradition of |ooking in two
different and, at tines, opposite directions.

Two faces, or heads, vie for the position of prina donna on the space policy

st age. Those who support witten or declared U S. policy and regard space
(using the words of the new Directive) as "a mediumlike the land, sea, and air
within which mlitary activities shall be conducted. . . ." to defend and fi ght

for Arerica's interests represent the first head

In contrast, the domi nant head regards space as a peaceful preserve, a sanctuary
that man nust never despoil with his bloody strife. It is usually manifested in
our public rhetoric, funding priorities, international diplomcy, and treaty
conmitments, chiefly our obligations in the 1972 ABM Treaty not to deploy anti-
ballistic nissile interceptors in space.

The policy debate concerning Anerica's mlitary activities in space
traditionally focuses on two fundamental mission areas, space control and force
application, both of which could incorporate space conmbat options. G ven
adequate capabilities, these m ssions nay be expected to enable U. S. arned
forces to control an increasingly vital nediumto protect U S. spacecraft and
deny hostil e uses of space, leverage the mlitary potential of space to protect
troops and territories, and project power abroad.

Interestingly, the new Directive makes clear that it does not provide the
definitive guidance regarding these two controversial nissions. Despite
assurances that capabilities to conduct the space control and force application
m ssions "shall be assured and integrated into an operational space force
structure,” the Directive goes on to state that space control capabilities wll
be provided only on the condition that they are "consistent with Presidential
policy as well as U S. and applicable international |[aw"

Simlarly, the Directive asserts that DoD shall "explore force application
concepts, doctrines, and technol ogi es consistent with Presidential policy as
well as U S. and applicable international law " Again, statements about having



force application capabilities (like space-based interceptors) "assured and
integrated into an operational force structure" do not align very neatly with
direction specifying that these options will be explored, and only when such
activities are consistent with what is in effect a higher policy (the
control ling head of Janus).
W are at war with ourselves. Qur Janus-headed space policy regine continues to
baffl e those in DoD who nmust carry-on with mssion planning, generate
requi renents, undertake RDT&E activities, acquire weapon systens, devel op
doctrine, and a nyriad other related activities in order to ensure freedom of
space (as directed in the '96 policy). This new DoD Directive, at |east,
recogni zes its own inpotence. It is a blunt rem nder of our nationa
dysfunctionality. |In the end, the policies issued by Cohen in '99 and dinton
in '96 do not provide a definite guide for decision-nakers. Janus' other head
always is there to remnd us of our self-torn state.
The truth is Anerica's space policy is in shanbles.
Wi | e decl ared policy recognizes that space is a nediumlike the |and, sea, and
air within which nmilitary activities shall be conducted (although how much
"like" is not clarified), the nation's top space warfare conmander naintains
(correctly) that the devel opnent of active nmeasures for space control and space
attack operations does not conport with national policy.

while it is national policy to build effective national and t heat er
m ssile defenses, we still adhere to a treaty that forbids the depl oynent of
space-based interceptors to attack "strategic" ballistic mssiles, an
operational concept widely viewed as the best hope for defending Arericans
agai nst the long-range mssile threat. .

whi | e Congress funds ad hoc R&D prograns within the Services to devel op
t echnol ogi es for space control and space superiority (such as the Arny Kinetic
Energy ASAT and the Air Force Space Plane or Space Operations Vehicle), our
Presi dent, the Defense Departnent (an arm of the Executive), and nany
Congressnmen unconditionally oppose them

whil e our funding for traditional nmilitary nmission areas is stable
(although not necessarily adequate by some neasures), Anmerica's funding of its
mlitary space progranms i s nmeager, irregular, and wholly inadequate.

and while you will find no one who will deny that access to and control of
the Earth's orbits are vital to the success of our arned forces, public rhetoric
(whi ch comonly suggest that conbat activities in space cannot contribute to
peace and nust be "destabilizing") enploys dubious and dire arguments to
obfuscate the full meaning of space to security.
Such equi vocation on nmatters of defense policy are tolerated in tinmes of
prof ound peace, when no challenger to our security-to include security in space-

appears on the horizon. It is insufferable, however, to those of us who
recogni ze the untaned nature of politics and an ugly truth of history-wars will
happen. For how long will we be of two minds on this issue?

Renowned Cold War strategic thinker, Raynond Aron, sonberly observed in 1966
that, "short of a revolution in the heart of nman and the nature of states, by
what miracle could interplanetary space be preserved frommnilitary use." Stark
perhaps. Radical, to be sure. But this is the beginning of wisdomin matters
of space and security.
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