Statemert to the Conference on Disarmament
By Ambassador Christina Rocca
LS Permanent Representative
February 13, 2007

Prevention of an Arms Race in Quter Space
Madarne President,

| take the: floor today to contribute to the discussion an the issue of Prevention of an
Arms Race in Quter Space (PAROS). Let me begin by saying a few words about United
States space policy, about which much has been said - much of it inaccurate — and how
U.5. space policy relales to efforts on the part of a few to prevent an arms race that does
not exist. The United States’ space policy articulates a number of substantive
objectives: the primary one is to ensure that we maintain and enable free access to and
use of space for pegeeful purposes for the United States and ail nations of the world —
and far the benefit of all mankind. Cur policy alsc mandates the pursuit of programs and
capabilities to ensure that our space assets are protected. Put simply, these assets are
vital t3 cur national security. including our econamic interests, and must be defended.
Similar concerns have been raised by our colleagues here yesterday.

As a number of our colleagues have pointed aut, there already exists a number of
treaties and conventions that establish a regime lor the peaceful use of outer space. We
note that many nations represented here within the CD itself have not signed on to all
these canventionas. We believe universalization of these conventions is a much more
practical and effective step towards guaranteeing the peaceful use of outer space.

And indead, we rmust be very concerned about the emerging threats to our space
assels. This emerging threat applies 1o all space-faring nations. It is of special note
given the outcome of the intentional destruction of a satellite on January 11. The United
States has already expressed its concerns about this event, but i is appropriate to
comment about the January 11 event here because of the long-standing proposals
made in this forum for an international legal agreement on, among ather things, the
prevention of the threat or use of force against space objects. The United States
confirmed through its space tracking sensaors that the January 11 avent created
hundreds of pieces of large orbital debris, the majority of which will stay in orbit for more
than 100 years. A much larger number of smaller, but still hazardous, pieces of debris
were also created.

The United States is concerred about the increased risk to human spaceflight and space
infrastructure as a result of this action, a risk that is shared by all space-faring nations.
The United States and many other nations have satellites in space in confarmity with
internatiocnal agreements that provide for their national security, and foreign policy and
acanamic intergsts,

There is an inherent contradiction between the pofitical efforts in this Conference vis a
vis outer space, as wafl as the work on mitigation of space debris in the UN Committee
on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (COPUOUS) and the Interagency Space Debris
Coordination Committee, on the one hand, and the action taken on January 11. Indeed,
the avoidance of intentional creation of long-lived space debris is one of the points
included in the debris mitigation guidelines that the COPUQOUS Science and Technology
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Subcommittee plans to adopt this year. Al space-faring nations deserve an explanation
for the discrepancy between these international endeavors and the action taken on

January 11,

The January 11 test of an anti-satellite {or ASAT) weapon reminds us that a relatively
smalf number of countries are exploring and acquiring capabilities to counter, attack, and
defeat vital space systems, including those of the Uniled States, These capabiiities
include jamming satellite links or blinding satellite sensors, which can be disruptive or
can temporarily deny access [0 space-derived products. Kinetic or conventional ASAT
weapons — or electro-magnetic pulse weapons — can permanently and irreversibly
damage ar destroy a satellite and create vast amounts of orbital debris.

Just as the United Siate reserves the right to protect its infrastructures and resources on
land, 50 too do we reserve the right to protect our space assets.  This principle was first
established for the United States by President Eisenhower and is also enshrined in the
18967 Quter Space Treaty, Consistent with this principle, the United States views the
purpeseful interference with its space systems as an infringement an our rights, just as
we would view interference with U5, naval and commercial vessels in international
waters as an infringemeant on aur rights,

[ emphasize that, by maintaining the right of salf-defense, the United States is not ocut to
claim space for its own or to weaponize it. Our policy is not about establishing a U3,
monapoly of space, as some have asserted. Even a cursary reading of our new space
policy statement demonstrates just the opposite. There is significant emphasis on
international copperation throughout our National Space Paolicy. International
cooperation is identified as both a U.S. space palicy principle and goal. International
caoperation is alse emphasized in the other related policy directives, such as President
Bush's Commaercial Remote Sensing Space Palicy and the January 2004 Vision for
Space Explaration. This embracing of international partnerships reflects the U.S. policy
of pursuing scientific, econarmic, and international cooperation based on participants'
capatilities, expertise, and interest. This approach has led to a high degree of
cogperation between our National Aeronautic and Space Administration and its
international partners, many of whom are represented here today, a resuit we view as
very positive.

Critics, however like to claim that our National Space Policy ignores or downplays U.S.
international legal obligations and that the Administration’s apposition to space arms
control may spur an arms race in space. Let me state it ¢learly and to the point: the
President's space palicy does not advacate, nor direct the development or deployment
of weapons in space.

Monetheless, we are told that there must be & ban to prevent weapons in space. We
have some experience in that regard. For many years the U.S. engaged in such talks
with the Soviet Union to no avail, largely because no one then, or now for (hat matter,
could farmulate an agreed definition of what is meant by "space weapon.” What is often
meant is whatever the U.3. may be exploring in terms of ballistic missile defenses in
space, but not weapons on the ground that would attack satellites in space. And without
a definition, one is left with loopholes and meaningless limitations that endanger national
security.



Some assert that the recent test of an ASAT weapon, which has drawn so much
international attention and concearn, constitutes a further reason to pursue ouler space
arms control, as some have proposed. The U5, submits that they have drawn the
wrong canciusion. Itis regrettabile that some countries’ attempts to link important issues
like the Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty and PARQS have contributed to tying up
movement in the GO for years. 1tis also regrettable that China has conducled this ASAT
demanstration, endangering hundreds of satellites with the resulting debris. And itis
regrettable that China continues to call for an arms control arrangement which, if its
recent behavior is any indication, would not ban its ASAT activities nor address the fears
its actions have stoked. The systermn that was tested January 11 was not based in space,
but launched from the ground. PAROS, as we have usually discussed it in this
Conference, would not ban such a weapon. Indeed, China has claimed that this ASAT
weapon test was consistent with long-standing support for PAROS. Despite the ASAT
test, we continue to believe that thera is no arms race in space, and therefore no
prablem for arms control to solve.

Some say that outer space arms control should be extended to ban all ASATs, including
Ihose terrestrially based, but years of discussions in this area have failed. In the 15870s,
the United States engaged in ASAT arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union.
They fafled for a number of reasons, including the determination that effectively verifying
compliance was unattainable dus to definitional problems and the difficulty of
determining what constitutes an ASAT. Negotiations became stymied over questions
related to which so-called "space weapons” capabilities should be limited — co-arbital
interceptars, direct-ascent intercepters, ground-based, or just space-based directed-
energy systems. The Soviet Union wanted to define the U.5. Space Shultle as an ASAT
weapon and ban it. It was also recognized that satellites already on orbit are capable of
being maneuvered to destroy satellites simply by physically colliding with them. Beyond
these issues of definition and scope, it became clear that there was an unacceptable risk
of "breakaut” from the agreement from which the states parties ¢ould not rapidly recover.

In the 1230s, the U.8. again examined the feasibility of ASAT arms control and found it
wanting. A third U3, Administration in the mid-1890s declined to negotiate a legally
binding agreement on outer space arms control hera in the CD because, as we have
made clear many times, the existing legal regime is sufficiant.

Central to the existing legal regime is the Quter Space Trealy, drafted alimost 40 yvears
ago. & quick ook at some of the Treaty's key provisions shows that, with the advent of
comrmereial space activities, this document has becorne even maore applicable today
than when it was first drafted. Encompassed within the Outer Space Treaty are the
quiding principles for space operations by which all nations should conduct themselves.

These principles include, for instance, that space shall be free for all to explore and use;
space activities shall be carried out in accordance with international law, including the
Charter of the United Nations, which guarantees the right of self defense; and States
Farty bear responsibility for the activities carried on by governmental and non-
governmental entities. The Trealy aiso prohibits placing weapons of mass destruction in
orbit and pronibifs the parties from interfering with the assets of other parties. We note
in particular the impartance of this non-interference provision in light of the recent ASAT
weapan test.



Beyond the Ouler Space Treaty, the United States is also Farty to a number of
conventions designed to provide for cooperation in space and to promote an
understanding of the responsibilities associated with being a space-faring nation. These
include: the Convention on international Liability far Damage Caused by Space Objects,
the Convention on Registration of Objects Launched inio Quter Space; the Agreement
on the Rescue of Astronauts, the Return of Astronauts, and the Return of Ohjecls
Launched into Quter Space; and the Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile
Proliferation (HCQG).

Cespite this long-standing and effective internatianal space treaty regime, centered on
the Quter Space Treaty, there are those who advocate negatialing new multilateral
agreements that we believe to be unnecessary and counterproductive. We do not need
to enter into new agreements. Rather, we shouid be seeking to gain universal
adherence to, and compliance with, existing agreements.

Ye should focus gur effarts on ensuring free access to space for peaceful purposes and
deterring and dissuading the misuse of space, seeking universal adherenca to the
existing treaties and conventions t¢ which not ail members have signed up to. This is
precisaly what the L).S. National Space Policy states. We believe this approach will
have more of a deterrent and dissuasion effect than an additional set of internaticnal
constraints — constraints that would be unvarifiable, protect na one, and constrain anly
thase who comply and not those who cheat.

In closing, let me say that our interest is {o continue to expand the use of space for
peaceful purposes. OQur advances in space in the fields of communication, medicine,
and transportation, as well as many other areas, have come to benefit all of mankind,
including citizens of countries that have not yet ventured into space. For the United
States, that means continuing our tradition of pursuing diplomatic efforts fo gain the
broadest possible appreciation for the benefits that all nations receive from the peaceful
uses of outer space,

Thank you, Madame President.



