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Catholic nuns joined hundreds of villagers on Jeju Island, South Korea on Christmas day at a peace mass along their sacred coastline in opposition to the construction of 
Navy base where U.S. Aegis destroyers, outfitted with “missile defense” systems, will be ported.

Bruce Gagnon (carrying the sign) organized a peace walk for Maine Veterans for 
Peace that brought the cost of war issue through 40 Maine communities.  The walk 
began in Farmington on November 2 (election night) and ended nine days later in 
Portland.  Walking more than 125 miles, and led by Buddhist monks and nuns, the walk 
was seen by tens of thousands of people who heard the peaceful message from veterans.Peace and social justice activists in Maine continue to return to the state capital in Augusta 

to call upon local and state elected officials to connect the dots between endless war 
spending and fiscal crisis at home.  As more responsibility for social funding is dumped by 
the federal government onto states, who have no resources to deal with social needs, our 
state capitals will increasingly be key strategic organizing centers to make the call to Bring 
Our War $$ Home.
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CodePink activists in northern California regularly hold vigils at Beale AFB and at this 
recent event one of the GI’s from the base joined the protest.  Beale AFB hosts U-2 and 
Global Hawk reconnaissance aircraft and also a PAVE PAWS radar facility that has been 
upgraded for participation in the missile offense program.

Global Network supporters took 
to the streets in New York City 
during Keep Space for Peace 
Week to hold signs and pass out 
literature to the public.

In early October each year the Global 
Network holds local actions around the 
world during Keep Space for Peace 
Week.  These activists walked all the 
way around the Menwith Hill U.S. 
intelligence gathering and surveillance 
base in North Yorkshire, England that 
plays a key role in the growing space 
militarization program.



Page 12 	 Space Alert 	 Winter 2011

For months now, public discussion 
in the U.S. about arms control and dis-
armament has been dominated by treaty 
negotiations between the Obama admin-
istration and a formidable adversary. The 
treaty in question is the new U.S.- Russia 
strategic arms reduction treaty (START). 
The adversary is not Russia (those nego-
tiations concluded last spring); it is the 
U.S. military-industrial complex and its 
representatives in the U.S. Senate. The 
U.S. Constitution requires Senate con-
sent for treaty ratification, and those who 
advocate unfettered U.S. military power 
long have seen the ratification process as 
an opportunity to extract both policy and 
spending commitments in return. 

The START treaty will have little ef-
fect on the material institutions of the arms 
race. It will have only minimal effects on 
current nuclear weapons deployments, 
and places no meaningful limit on the 
modernization of nuclear arsenals or the 
development of strategically significant 
weapons systems such as missile defenses 
and conventional “prompt global strike” 
weapons with global reach. The principal 
purported benefits of new START, given 
that it requires only marginal arms reduc-
tions over seven years, mainly fall into 
two areas: resumption of on-the-ground 
verification measures, and re-establish-
ment of a negotiating framework for 
future arms reductions. The concessions 
extracted by the weapons establishment 
in anticipation of ratification, in contrast, 
will have immediate and tangible effects; 
beginning with increases in weapons 
budgets and accelerated construction of 
new nuclear weapons facilities. These 
increased commitments of resources are 
intended to sustain a nuclear arsenal of 
civilization-destroying size for decades 
to come. They will further entrench in-
terests that constitute long-term structural 
impediments to disarmament.

One would think that the START 
deal, with a treaty requiring only small 
arms reductions coming at the cost of 
material and policy measures that are 
explicitly designed to push any irrevers-
ible commitment to disarmament far 
into the future, would spark considerable 
discussion within the U.S. “arms control 
and disarmament community.” With the 
struggle over treaty ratification [now over 

START Treaty 
and Real Disarmament

after being passed in the Senate by a vote 
of 71-26], however, most U.S. arms con-
trol and disarmament organizations have 
obediently lined up behind the Obama 
administration, parroting its talking points 
and saying little that criticizes the budget 
increases and policy promises provided to 
the nuclear weapons establishment. 

From the disarmament perspective, 
do the vast concrete negatives of the 
START deal outweigh its considerably 
more intangible positives?  The “arms 
control and disarmament community” has 
concluded that the answer is yes, but has 
done so with little visible debate. 

The making of the START 
deal

The new START treaty was designed 
to change nuclear weapons deployments 
little, and to limit the development and 
deployment of other strategically relevant 
weapons systems even less.  Mainstream 
arms control groups admit that the new 
START limits mainly just changed the 
counting rules, allowing both the U.S. 
and Russia to continue to deploy about 
the same number of nuclear warheads as 
had been permissible under the Bush-era 
SORT treaty.  As Hans Kristensen of the 
Federation of American Scientists pointed 
out, “while the treaty reduces the legal 
limit for deployed strategic warheads, 
it doesn’t actually reduce the number of 
warheads.  Indeed, the treaty does not 
require destruction of a single nuclear 
warhead and actually permits the United 
States and Russia to deploy almost the 
same number of strategic warheads that 
were permitted by the 2002 Moscow 
Treaty.” Regarding missile defense, as 
the Arms Control Association noted in 
a recent issue brief supporting START, 
“New START is a missile defense-
friendly treaty. It does not constrain U.S. 
missile defense plans in any way.”  New 
START also leaves U.S. “global strike” 
programs for delivery of conventional 
weapons with global range untouched.	

The Treaty places no limitation on 
modernization of nuclear arms, provid-
ing explicitly that “modernization and 
replacement of strategic offensive arms 

may be carried out.” The Obama Admin-
istration, eager to attain something it can 
portray as a foreign policy “win” and to 
regain the ideological “high ground” for 
its counterproliferation/nonproliferation 
efforts, attempted to preempt the inevi-
table demands for increased funding com-
mitments from the party of war and weap-
ons (which extends well beyond the ranks 
of the formal Republican opposition). The 
Administration’s February 2010 budget 
request for the 2011 fiscal year proposed 
an increase of almost 10% for Department 
of Energy nuclear weapons programs, and 
continuing increases over five years. By 
May, the administration had committed to 
budgeting a total of $180 billion over the 
next ten years for nuclear warheads and 
delivery systems; an amount that would 
assure significant increases over previ-
ously projected spending. The increases 
were of sufficient size that Linton Brooks, 
head of the U.S. Department of Energy 
under President Bush, observed that “I’d 
have killed for that budget.” 

Having failed to obtain Senate ap-
proval for ratification during the brief 
window available for substantive deci-
sion making between U.S. elections, the 
START battle could only be fully joined 
again after the early November balloting. 
Facing significant Republican gains in the 
Senate, the Obama administration [be-
came] visibly desperate to obtain consent 
to START before the seating of an even 
more hostile Senate in 2011. In Novem-
ber, the administration promised billions 
of dollars in additional increases for the 
weapons complex, while reiterating its 
“extraordinary commitment to ensure 
the modernization of our nuclear infra-
structure.” Aware of gloomier fiscal times 
ahead, the Senate negotiators on behalf of 
the weapons complex are seeking to ac-
celerate spending on major projects like 
the Uranium Processing Facility (UPF) in 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee and the Chemistry 
and Metallurgy Research Replacement 
facility (CMRR) in Los Alamos, New 
Mexico. To the extent that they are suc-
cessful these efforts also will reduce the 
chance for a future change in direction on 
nuclear complex modernization.

Given its weak limits on weapons 
development and deployment, START 
has been promoted by its advocates for 

its verification provisions and as a first 
step towards further rounds of reductions.  
The verification provisions such as on-site 
inspections, while not without value, are 
considerably less important than they were 
during the Cold War, with neither Russia 
nor the United States currently engaged 
in large scale nuclear weapons produc-
tion and frequent rollouts of new delivery 
systems. With satellite surveillance and 
other intelligence gathering means there is 
little reason to believe that any verification 
crisis or “yawning gap in the collection of 
strategic information” exists.

Perhaps the strongest argument for 
new START is that it provides a first step 
and a framework for going forward with 
further U.S.-Russia bilateral reductions. If 
one goes beyond taking the disarmament 
rhetoric of the Obama administration at 
face value, however, prospects for sig-
nificant U.S. reductions below proposed 
new START levels (which really means 
below current deployments) are debatable 
at best. Although U.S. officials use the 
language of “deterrence” in public arms 
control contexts, the actual policy of the 
U.S. government is to pursue escalation 
dominance at all levels of warfare, with 
the world’s most powerful conventional 
forces operating world-wide under the 
“umbrella” of nuclear forces of sufficient 
size and flexibility to threaten everything 
from credible use of small numbers of 
nuclear weapons up to societal annihila-
tion.  Until this policy changes, “reduc-
tions” in the U.S. arsenal are likely to 
be of the new START variety - largely 
cosmetic, and leaving unaltered the fun-
damental danger that a nuclear arsenal of 
civilization-destroying size represents. 
Nor are other nuclear-armed states, which 
see themselves as potential adversaries of 
the U.S., likely to give up their nuclear 
arsenals so long as the U.S., with by far 
the most powerful conventional forces, 
continues to pursue global military domi-
nance.

For disarmament advocates, the argu-
ments for new START may have some 
merit, but certainly are not so decisive as 
to foreclose debate. There are a number 
of questions that might have been con-
sidered. Is there any threshold of budget 
and policy commitments to the military-
industrial complex that would, in the 



Winter 2011	 Space Alert	 Page 13 

and most disarmament NGO’s fail to 
oppose massive expenditures for mod-
ernization of nuclear weapons research 
and production facilities also makes it 
more difficult to create effective opposi-
tion to the nuclear weapons establishment 
“on the ground,” in the regions where 
these immense and politically powerful 
institutions exist. When local opposition 
has played an effective role in stopping 
nuclear weapons facilities or deploy-
ments it typically has done so by creating 
multi-issue coalitions that also gained the 
support of some local elected federal of-
ficials. Episodes like the failed CTBT deal 
and the new START bargain capture leg-
islators in commitments to the weapons 
complex, including funding for facilities 
being fought locally. Furthermore, the 
public is presented with a contradictory 
picture, with local disarmament groups 
attempting to block new or modernized 
weapons facilities, pro-treaty politicians 
and the mass media portraying nuclear 

view of NGO disarmament professionals, 
outweigh the value of the treaty?  If one 
believes the treaty is more good than bad, 
is the best political strategy for disarma-
ment groups to endorse it while remaining 
largely silent about the anti-disarmament 
character of the ever-expanding START 
“deal”?  Even if one concludes that 
START is an incremental step forward, 
is it sufficiently valuable to warrant the 
expenditure of time and resources for a 
disarmament movement whose social 
base has largely disappeared, and that 
might better spend its time developing a 
broadly persuasive vision for the role of 
disarmament in the current conjuncture?

The prevalent approach to new 
START turns disarmament politics on 
its head, with many disarmament NGO’s 
uncritically supporting the official po-
sition of the administration that leads 
the world’s most heavily armed state. 
This kind of approach can at best obtain 
modest gains, while risking devastating 

double defeats. It does nothing to advance 
understanding of the real obstacles to 
disarmament or to build movements to 
change the political conditions that make 
disarmament progress unlikely.  And if 
the ideological and material concessions 
to the military-industrial complex fail 
to garner Senate support for ratification, 
the damage has been done. This was the 
result in the late 1990’s when the main-
stream arms control and disarmament 
groups acceded to a similar package of 
“safeguards” for the U.S. nuclear arsenal 
offered by the Clinton administration in 
a vain attempt to garner support for the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. Today, 
the U.S. still has not ratified the CTBT, 
but billions of dollars of new nuclear 
weapons research facilities have been 
built with the money extracted by the 
nuclear weapons establishment in the 
bargaining over that failed “deal.”  

This approach, in which both the less 
militarist elements in the U.S. Congress 

weapons “modernization” as essential 
to obtaining Senate consent to ratifica-
tion, and most national disarmament 
NGO’s telling local activists that the 
treaty is an urgent priority.

Building the movements we need 
requires far more than convincing a 
few NGO’s who work on other issues 
to do e-mail blasts to their lists sup-
porting one or another disarmament 
initiative hatched inside the Beltway. 
It will require a redirection of our re-
sources away from centers of corporate, 
political, and military power down to 
where the rest of us live, starting over 
again in the long hard task of building 
movements that can give us power 
and voice. And it requires a vision of a 
better future conjoined with an under-
standing of how cause and effect works 
in society today that demonstrates why 
the disparate problems and injustices 
people are working to eliminate have 
common causes.

I am not arguing for halting action 
until we can develop the perfect analy-
sis of global political economy and 
social change. I am arguing for turning 
disarmament work right side up. The 
criteria for choosing and judging ac-
tions cannot be what is possible in the 
short term in the halls of government 
in corrupt, bellicose, and heavily-armed 
states. We can go there when useful to 
demand what we really want — and 
learn from the response we get who 
has power, and what they really want to 
do with it. We can confront the institu-
tions of the nuclear-military-industrial 
complex where we find them — and 
learn by doing so about the effects of 

a half-century concentrated, unaccount-
able power on our communities and the 
natural world, and about how great power 
is deployed at every level of society. It is 
within this kind of context, and broader 
strategies that we develop from this 
perspective, that particular arms control 
measures like new START and the useful-
ness of campaigning for them should be 
debated and judged.

Andrew Lichterman is a lawyer and 
peace activist living in Pleasant Hill, 
California. He is a board member of the 
Western States Legal Foundation. This 
article was originally written for the 
January 2011 German edition of Wis-
senschaft und Frieden. 
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Space isn’t what it used to be.  Until 
the early 20th century the old legal dictum 
had gone unquestioned; “whoever owns 
the soil, it is theirs up to Heaven and 
down to Hell.”  Then in 1926 Congress 
passed the Air Commerce Act, and the 
skies above 500 feet were declared to 
be “navigable airspace” under federal 
government control. Space hasn’t been 
the same since. 

For the next three decades the outer 
limit of this “airspace” kept being ex-
tended until 1957, when the Russians sent 
Sputnik beyond the earth’s atmosphere; 
the “space race” had begun. Then, ten 
years later the Outer Space Treaty took 
effect, prohibiting weapons of mass 
destruction in space and declaring it the 
“common heritage of mankind”. In spite 
of that noble pronouncement we have 
been fighting an ongoing battle against the 
militarization of space ever since.

But there is another kind of space, and 
another battle over its militarization. It’s 
not the outer reaches of space, but those 
strata of space closest to earth, below 500 
feet. A 1946 Supreme Court Decision 
determined that this air space belongs to 
the surface owner. In that decision Justice 
William Douglas said, “The superadjacent 
airspace at this low altitude is so close to 
the land that continuous invasions of it 
affect the use of the surface of the land 
itself. We think that the landowner, as an 
incident to his ownership, has a claim to 
it, and that invasions of it are in the same 
category as invasions of the surface.” 

In Southeastern Colorado both the 
Army and Air Force are threatening to 
invade the superadjacent airspace, the 
wide-open spaces where ranchers in re-
gion live out their lives. The Army wants 
to add a Combat Aviation Brigade at Fort 
Carson, in Colorado Springs, adding to 
the training burden at the Pinon Canyon 
Maneuver Site. And the Air Force has 
proposed a 95,000 square-mile Low 
Altitude Tactical Training Area, (LATN) 
which would allow their Special Forces 
units to operate as low as 200 feet.

Southeastern Colorado is a land of 
dramatic red-rock canyons and prairies. 
Twisted cedars and jagged rock outcrop-
ping accent the wide, open space of the 
plains. Pronghorn [antelope] race across 
the horizon and red-tailed hawks ride high 

Pentagon’s Growing Appetite for 
Hyperadjacent Space

upon thermal layers, shrieking their pierc-
ing cries. And while the land is open and 
spacious, there is much evidence of the 
humans who’ve lived and died there; cryp-
tic prehistoric symbols are etched into the 
canyon walls, the adobe ruins of Hispanic 
Placitas, the hand carved gravestones of 
Charles Goodnight’s young cowboys who 
died driving herds up from Texas. These 
are simple but poignant statements whis-
pered into the silence of the hyperadjacent 
space. 

T h e 
h i s to ry  o f 
Southeast-
ern Colorado 
boils down 
to the own-
ership of the 
land, and by 
implication 
t h e  s p a c e 
above it. The 
souls who’ve 
lived along 
El  Rio  de 
las Animas 
Perdidas en 
Purgatorio, 
(the Purga-
tory River; Spanish for “The River of 
Lost Souls in Purgatory”) have watched 
it happen over and over again. In the 
19th century it was the Cheyenne and 
Arapahoe people, who believed that the 
earth belonged to the Great Spirit alone; 
an inexhaustible expanse extending to the 
far horizons and beyond.  In the early 20th 
century Hispanic settlers assumed that 
the waters flowing down from Sangre de 
Cristo Mountains to irrigate their modest 
crops were a gift from God, freely given 
and gratefully received. More recently 
surface owners have been surprised to 
learn that they don’t own the resources 
beneath their little five-acre plots and that 
corporations can move in with their heavy 
equipment to construct roads and wells 
and pumping stations to extract the gas.

Back in 1982 ranchers who ran cattle 
on the prairies and in the canyons of the 
Purgatory River Valley discovered that the 
Department of Defense had the power to 
take from them land that had been passed 
down to them from their great great grand-
fathers in order to create the 235,000-acre 

Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site. That acquisi-
tion became the largest exercise of eminent 
domain in U.S. history. 

Over time the inhabitants of the wide-
open spaces adapted to the reality of “the 
black hole” in their midst. The presence 
of the Army became a fact of life. The 
removal of people from their homes and 
lands became a sad, but accepted chapter 
of local history. That is, until 2005 when 
leaked Army documents revealed a plan 

that had been 
taking shape 
deep in the 
bowels of the 
Pentagon to 
expand the 
m a n e u v e r 
site to dimen-
sions which 
would engulf 
t h e  e n t i r e 
sou theas t -
ern corner 
of Colorado, 
all the way 
to the Kansas 
and Oklaho-
ma borders, 
wiping out 

everything and everyone in the region.
As classified documents began to 

surface the master plan came into focus. 
The official papers that came to light 
revealed a 17-year, phased acquisition-
plan, which would ultimately engulf all 
of Southeastern Colorado, including the 
Comanche National Grasslands, wipe out 
the agricultural economy of the region, 
and create 17,000 refugees. The docu-
ments described a 6.9 million acre, live-
fire range designed to serve as a “Joint 
and Combined Department of Defense 
training facility for all U.S. forces and 
allied forces.”

While the Army’s public claim was that 
the proposed expansion was to serve the 
tank-training needs at Fort Carson, located 
a couple of hours north at Colorado Springs, 
both the documents and those who were 
politicking for the expansion suggested 
that there were other reasons. It was obvi-
ous why Congressman John Salazar, who 
represented Southeastern Colorado, or 
why Representative Doug Lamborn who 
represented the district where Fort Carson 

is located, were engaged with the issue. But 
it was less clear why Congressman Mike 
Coffman from Aurora, Colorado, a suburb 
of Denver became intensely interested, 
even to the point of claiming that Colo-
rado Governor Bill Ritter’s support for the 
ranchers amounted to supporting terrorists. 
Coffman’s long-distance interest in the is-
sue seemed strange until it was noticed that 
his home district included corporations like 
Lockheed-Martin, Raytheon, and Boeing. It 
became clear that the Pentagon didn’t want 
Southeastern Colorado for tank maneuvers; 
they had other things in mind. 

One of the reasons mentioned over 
and over again in the leaked documents 
is the availability of the electro-magnetic 
spectrum in the region; radio frequencies.  
It’s true that you can drive for a hundred 
miles across the region and try in vain to 
find a good clear station. And it’s easy to 
understand why the military would want 
nice, clear channels to practice “Net-
centric Warfare.” But there may be more 
sinister reasons why the military may 
want to gain control of the hyperadjacent 
air space of Southeastern Colorado.

In military jargon the control of 
everything from outer space, down to 
the surface of the earth is called “full-
spectrum dominance” a concept whereby 
a joint military structure achieves control 
over all elements of the battlespace. Full 
spectrum dominance includes the physical 
battlespace; air, surface and sub-surface 
as well as the electromagnetic spectrum 
and information space. Hyperadjacent 
space is the missing link in the Pentagon’s 
quest for total control.

The Pentagon is developing whole 
new classes of weapons that are designed 
to operate, not in outer space, but much 
closer to earth, using radio frequencies of 
the electro-magnetic spectrum. They are 
developing a category of weapons called 
high-energy radio frequency weapons 
(HERF), which at various frequencies are 
able to simply immobilize or to fry the 
enemy to a crisp. Project Pandora uses 
low-frequency microwave radiation to 
closely mimic and interact with human 
brain waves having similar low frequen-
cies, inducing auditory input which cre-
ates the effect of hearing voices that are 
not a part of the recipient’s own thought 
processes. 

Full spectrum dominance 
includes the physical 

battlespace: air, surface 
and sub-surface as well 
as the electromagnetic 

spectrum and information 
space. Hyperadjacent space 

is the missing link in the 
Pentagon’s quest for total 

control
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It is also likely that future uses of the 
Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site include the 
testing and training with a wide range 
of Unmanned Arial Vehicles, (UAVs) 
operating within hyper-adjacent space. 
They include drones like the Predators 
and Reapers currently in use, but also new 
classes of robotic weapons; small ones 

like the Wasp and the Gnat. 
Another concept being developed 

as part of the Army’s Future Combat 
Systems program is Micro Air Vehicles, 
(MAVs), tiny, insect-sized drones which 
are able to operate in hyper-adjacent 
space, even infiltrating the interior spaces 
of buildings.

Perhaps the most disturbing new area 

of weapons-development in hyperad-
jacent space is an initiative by Defense 
Advanced Research Projects Agency 
(DARPA), to develop Hybrid Insect 
Micro-Electro-Mechanical Systems (HI-
MEMS), moths and beetles with embed-
ded electronic chips.  Pentagon-funded 
researchers at Harvard and Cornell have 

successfully inserted electronic surveil-
lance devices into the pupa of insects 
which can then be remotely controlled 
once their metamorphosis is complete.

Numerous courts have ruled in con-
formity with the 1946 Supreme Court deci-
sion that the hyperadjacent airspace belongs 
to the land and to the landowner. But the 
Air Force counters that they’re already 

operating below 500 feet, and since they’re 
getting away with it, it must be legal. One 
possible reason why the military is press-
ing the issue in Southeastern Colorado at 
this time is that if they are unable to assert 
their right-of-way now, they may lose the 
opportunity. The region has been identi-
fied as a promis-
ing area for the 
development of 
wind energy and 
the military has 
a problem with 
that.

The military 
has objected to, 
and halted alter-
native energy de-
velopment proj-
ects, especially 
wind farms. It’s 
easy to see how 
military training 
flights at 200 feet 
might be in con-
flict with high-
power electrical 
transmission lines and wind generators 
rising to 495 feet.

It is ironic that the very thing that 
would move the United States in the 

direction of energy independence, and 
away from wars to secure and defend oil 
fields in foreign lands, is being opposed 
by the military.

So while the fight to preserve outer 
space for peaceful purposes goes on, the 
fight to preserve hyperadjacent space 

continues as 
well.  Citizens 
have organized 
across Southern 
Colorado and 
Northern New 
M e x i c o  a n d 
organizations 
have  fough t 
successfully in 
the courts and 
at the state and 
federal levels 
to enact legisla-
tion to protect 
their land and 
their hyperad-
jacent airspace. 
But the military 
continues its 

quest for full spectrum dominance. 

Doug Holdread 
Trinidad, Colorado

Project Pandora uses low-frequency microwave 
radiation to closely mimic and interact with 

human brain waves having similar low 
frequencies, inducing auditory input which 

creates the effect of hearing voices that are not 
a part of the recipient’s own thought processes

It is ironic that the very 
thing that would move 

the United States in 
the direction of energy 

independence, and away 
from wars to secure and 

defend oil fields in foreign 
lands is being opposed by 

the military.
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Aljazeera reported in December that, 
"Technological failures and massive 
financial costs aside, if Barack Obama, 
the U.S. president, is serious about reduc-
ing the possibility of nuclear war, then it 
seems developing new missile systems 
isn’t the best way to inspire international 
trust.”

"The U.S. will always say that missile 
defense is a defensive system," said Tom 
Sauer, a professor of international rela-
tions at the University of Antwerp in Bel-
gium. "The problem is that the Russians 
or Chinese may perceive it as threatening 
or offensive. When it comes to missile 
defense, perspective is everything."

Vladimir Putin, Russia’s prime minis-
ter who is well versed in Cold War history, 
called U.S. plans for a missile shield in 
Eastern Europe "very similar" to the 1962 
Cuban missile crisis, when the world tee-
tered on the brink of nuclear war.

"The Bush administration planned to 
have a radar station in the Czech Republic 
and interceptors in Poland," Dr. Sauer 
said. Obama has not ended the missile 
programme in Eastern Europe; he has just 
amended it slightly.

In a letter to Senate leaders aimed at 
allaying concerns voiced by START treaty 
opponents that the new arms treaty would 
constrain missile defenses, Obama said, 
"as long as I am president and as long 
as the Congress provides the necessary 
funding, the U.S. will continue to develop 
and deploy effective missile defenses to 
protect the U.S., our deployed forces, and 
our allies and partners."

Significantly, Obama stated in the 

missiles on contact. The USS Lake Erie 
guided missile cruiser launched an SM-3 
into the exoatmosphere over the Pacific 
Ocean on February 21, 2008 to destroy an 
American satellite with a kinetic warhead.  
This proved that the system could also be 
used as an anti-satellite weapon.

Russia has threatened to quit the 
START treaty if Obama goes through with 
U.S. missile defense deployments near 
its borders, under a clause that stipulates 
that either side may do so if their national 
security is threatened. 

Moscow fears that the U.S. and 
NATO will also deploy “missile defense” 
systems in other former Warsaw Pact 
nations that border Russia as the ever-
expanding NATO military juggernaut 
continues to head eastward in violation 
of post-Cold War promises by the U.S. 
that the alliance would not move “one 
centimeter” toward Russia.

European and U.S. leaders agreed, at 
the November NATO summit in Lisbon, 
to spend around £170 million on the sys-
tem. But that sum, a NATO background 
document says, will only meet the cost 
of command-and-control networks. 
which will link future national intercep-
tor missile and radar sites to a separate 
Europe-based U.S. system designed to 
protect its troops. The Pentagon's April, 
2010 acquisitions report placed the cost 
of a similar U.S. system at $58.01 billion 
(£36 billion).

Compiled by Bruce Gagnon from 
Military Buildup in Poland, by  Rick 

Rozoff and from Al Jazeera.

letter that the Pentagon is committed 
to all four phases of its European mis-
sile defenses. The Pentagon will begin 
deploying the first phase of Aegis sea-
based missile defenses in the Baltic Sea 
next year, he stated, and will then start 
fielding advanced, ground-based SM-3 

missile defense interceptors in Romania 
and Poland.

On September 17, 2009 Obama and 
Defense Secretary Robert Gates an-
nounced plans to abandon the George 
W. Bush administration project to base 
ten ground-based midcourse interceptor 
missiles of the sort based in Alaska and 
California in silos in Poland in favor of 
a “smarter, stronger and swifter” deploy-
ment of a graduated, layered interceptor 
missile system in Eastern Europe from 
the Baltic Sea to the Black Sea.

The Pentagon already deployed Patri-
ot (PAC-3) anti-ballistic missiles and 100 
troops to Morag, Poland - half an hour's 
drive from the Russian border - in May 
of 2010.  Obama has also announced that 
the Pentagon will forge ahead with basing 
Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) interceptors in 

Poland, part of what the administration 
refers to as the Aegis Ashore program 
to adapt ship-based SM-3s for use on 
land. However, Washington will almost 
certainly add SM-3-equipped Aegis class 
warships to the mix with a continuous 
rotation in the Baltic Sea.

SM-3 and Patriot (PAC-3) anti-
ballistic missiles are what the Pentagon 
and its Missile Defense Agency refer 
to as kinetic – “hit-to-kill” – weapons 
that officially are not equipped with an 
explosive warhead and destroy incoming 

Still Conflict with Russia Over 
Missile Offense 



Winter 2011	 Space Alert	 Page 17 

Near the top of the Global Network 
web page, in the right hand side bar, there 
is an image of a constellation. Look at it 
closely and you will see the form of a fully 
armed U.S. soldier walking in a starry sky. 
Beneath it are the large letters PAROS.

PAROS is the acronym for Prevention 
of an Arms Race in Outer Space, a pro-
posed, but not yet negotiated, UN treaty 
that is supported by 174 UN member 
nations and championed by Russia and 
China. The USA, however, has opposed 
it adamantly since the “capture” of the 
U.S. Congress led by Helms and Gingrich 
in 1993.

Global Network and its affiliates 
support PAROS in principle as well as 
negotiation of other laws that would 
strengthen the 1967 Outer Space treaty. 
That treaty sought to ensure the peaceful 
uses of space for all humankind but lacks 
mechanisms for prevention of wars in, 
from and through space.

Those of us in Global Network seek 
a ban on space weaponization, a ban on 
nuclear power in space, which would 
increase the risks of deadly plutonium 
contamination on earth, and the end of 
missile defense research and develop-
ment. We see the latter as an attempt to 
develop a shield to go with the sword. 
Missile defense is not purely defensive, 
but in the U.S. is designed to protect that 
country (and supposedly its allies) from 
counterattack when initiating military 
action against another country,

Click on “More Details” on the GN 
home page just below the intimidating 
soldier and you will be transported imme-
diately to Reaching Critical Will, a project 
of the Women’s International League for 
Peace and Freedom (WILPF). The page 
you have reached belongs to the PAROS 
Working Group of Global Network and 
WILPF. 

WILPF, which has been an affiliate 
of the Global Network since its inception, 
maintains Reaching Critical Will (RCW) 
teams at the United Nations in New York 
and Geneva.  Their primary focus is on 
abolition of nuclear weapons, but since 
the U.S. space program and nuclear 
weapons programs are closely interwoven 
there is considerable work on PAROS as 
well. Staff observes and reports failed 
attempts to negotiate new space laws in 
the Conference on Disarmament in Ge-
neva. In New York, WILPF/RCW staff 
reports on actions regarding space issues 
in the General Assembly and the Security 

Waging Space Lawfare, Not Warfare
Council. The team facilitates civil society 
dialogue and input with national delega-
tions and United Nations staff. 

Take time to investigate the WILPF/
RCW PAROS Working Group page and 
you will learn a great deal more about 
the efforts to negotiate additional space 
law. Any affiliates of Global Network 
concerned about the development of ef-
fective space law is welcome to join the 
international group. Queries can go to 
carol.disarm@gmail.com.

One of the items you will find on the 
PAROS pages is a link to the new U.S. 
space policy put forward by President 
Obama in July 2010.  The new policy 
celebrates the many positive benefits 
space exploration has already provided 
humankind of every nation, and urges 
cooperation to maintain and expand those 
benefits. It affirms the right of every na-
tion to explore and/or enjoy the benefits 
of space. It also affirms existing space law 
that would preserve space as a commons 
and prevent claims of ownership by any 
nation. However, it does make room for 
the use of nuclear power in space despite 
the grave risks posed by plutonium - espe-
cially on rocket launch. It alludes briefly 
to uses of space for what is defines as 
“legitimate self defense,” but avoids any 
discussion of the dangers of space mili-
tarization for aggressive purposes as in 
pre-emptive wars for Middle Eastern oil 
and water. It also ignores the threats to the 
environment and life on earth if wars in, 
from and through space are ever waged 
by powerful rival nations.

Despite the negative aspects, the 
real differences between this document 
and the 2006 Bush space policies gave 
some members of the PAROS Working 
Group hope that the U.S. might change 
its longstanding opposition and join the 
174-nation majority in the General As-
sembly that has voted their support for 
PAROS during recent years. This was not 
to be. At least this time the U.S. did not 
cast the sole NO vote as in the last years 
of the Bush regime, but the U.S. and Israel 
remained the only two nations to abstain. 
Perhaps that means the new policy, de-
spite its more positive tone, is still the 
same old one in a fancy new dress. A more 
hopeful interpretation is that the positive 
changes since the Bush 2006 space policy 
document are meant to be real, but stiff 
opposition from the Pentagon and arms 
contractors still makes implementation 
difficult or impossible.  Perhaps the Presi-

dent needs a more visible international 
and national constituency to move toward 
sanity in the space program.

WILPF, at least, believes our best 
hope lies in developing and educating 
that global constituency in all nations.  
Otherwise there is increasing danger that 
China and Russia will feel they have no 
alternative but to enter the space arms race 
they have been trying to prevent. That 

scenario, though some in the military-
industrial complex seem to desire it, is 
too great a threat to life on earth to con-
template or allow.

Carol Reilley Urner
Women’s International League for 

Peace and Freedom
Whittier, California
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East Asian Arms Race and 
the Crackdown in Korea

Jeju is a volcanic island in the East 
China Sea where the origins of Korean 
culture are uniquely preserved. For many, 
Shamanic rituals celebrating ancient 
spirits are part of everyday life. Though 
equidistant from Seoul, Shanghai and 
Japan, Jeju’s winds carry little evidence 
of her neighbors’ industrial prowess. Her 
waters sparkle. Her skies are scraped by 
black lava tubes that stream down from 
her peaks. It is a UNESCO World Natural 
Heritage site. But like Japan’s Okinawa, 
it’s out of sight of most of the country’s 
population. For the weapons industry, 
that makes it the perfect place for a new 
Navy base.

A similar dichotomy of interests 
characterizes the atmosphere on the 
Korean mainland, where a defense 
spending boom has run head-on into a 
mature civil society. The country boasts 
major universities and health care facili-
ties, both pro-labor and pro-capital daily 
newspapers, and in recent years, a level 
of public participation in government 
unmatched by any in the region. But after 
the Korean government framed a likely 
marine accident as cause for war prepa-
ration, a crackdown against dissent has 
stymied political opposition and raised 
concerns of a return to its past authoritar-
ian tendencies.

The schism between sustainable eco-
nomic development and military spend-
ing is also being played out on another 
Pacific bastion of blue seas and lumber-
ing battleships, Japan, where campaign 
promises to address the burdensome 
financial and social costs of maintaining 
US military bases near Japan’s major 
cities, to establish a relationship with 
China independent of the US, and to 
work toward an Asian economic union, 
swept the Democratic Party of Japan 
into power in 2009. Though DPJ failed 
to keep its pledge to dislodge a particu-
larly intrusive US Air Force base from 
a highly populated part of Okinawa, 
political pressure in Japan makes Korea 
increasingly attractive to Washington’s 
arms merchants.

The 2008 inauguration of President 
Lee Myung Bak signaled full steam 
ahead for US prospects in Korea, and 
heralded a jarring change of character 
from the policies of his two left-leaning 
predecessors. Shortly after taking power, 

Lee ended bilateral engagement with 
North Korea — President Kim Dae Jung’s 
popular “Sunshine Policy” — and coun-
termanded crucial media reforms of his 
immediate predecessor, Roh Moo-hyun.

Weeks into his presidency, Lee met 
George W. Bush at Camp David, where 
the groundwork was laid for Lee’s lifting 
of a ban on imports of US beef, and a new 
emphasis on Korea’s role in the region 
began to take shape. Hyundai would 

soon launch its prototype of a new Aegis 
warship, fitted with an anti-ballistic mis-

sile (ABM) and radar system made by 
Lockheed-Martin. Regular diplomatic 
provocations of China have character-
ized the public face of Lee’s integration 
into the US block, while Korean ships 
paint a particularly aggressive picture of 
Washington’s reaction to Chinese control 
of the Western Pacific.

Before the first ship was launched, 
the Korean Navy’s mission was limited to 
coastal defense against North Korea. But 

when Lockheed-Hyundai’s construction 
of six new destroyers is completed, Korea 

will become a second focal point for the 
US Pacific Fleet’s dealings with Beijing. 
The new Korean fleet is scheduled for 
deployment alongside US-flagged vessels 
on Jeju Island in 2014.

People’s Liberation Army Air Force 
Lt. Colonel Dai Xu, has often criticized 
US allies’ ABM deployments, which he 
calls “a crescent shaped encirclement” of 
China by Japan and Korea. Hyundai and 
Lockheed announced last year that they 
would build additional ABM destroyers to 
sell to India upon completing their orders 
for the Korean Navy.

The use of Jeju Island for a naval 
base has already been rejected by two 
Jeju communities targeted for its place-
ment. But those rejections came in 2002 
and 2005, when Koreans enjoyed the 
civility of Kim and Roh’s more restrained 
style of law enforcement. Upon Lee’s 
inauguration, construction at the last ac-
ceptable site for the base, the tiny Jeju 
fishing village of Gangjeong, became 
subject to Seoul’s new resolve. Although 
Gangjeong’s mayor said that 94 percent 
of his constituents voted to oppose the 
base, Lee’s Ministry of National Defense 
bulldozed the construction site in early 
2010, tore out trees and cordoned off the 
area. The message was clear, but a ques-
tion remained: was it foreign policy or 
corporate profit that the new administra-
tion would not subject to the will of local 
residents?

Gangjeong villagers filed suit against 
the base on the grounds that it would in-
hibit the island’s economic viability for 
agriculture, fisheries and tourism. They 
argue that a large US naval base would 
bring the same results they have brought 
to Hawaii, Guam, the Philippines and 
Japan — damage to sea life and tourism, 
problems with military personnel and 
permanent hazardous waste sites; in ef-
fect turning Jeju into a Korean version 
of Okinawa.

At first, Jeju islanders were confident 
of their lawsuit’s success. But after the 
warship Cheonan sank near North Korean 
waters, things changed for the worse.

Immediately after the incident, Lee’s 
defense minister and intelligence chief 
said there was no sign of North Korean in-
volvement. Upon reconsideration, however, 
Korean and foreign investigators claimed 
Pyongyang had indeed sunk the ship.

Lee charged Pyongyang with terror-
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ism, threatened retaliation, and was echoed 
by US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton. 
Clinton labeled the revised findings “over-
whelming proof” of Pyongyang’s culpabil-
ity. A few days later, the Pentagon said it 
would send an aircraft carrier group to 
Korea for anti-submarine exercises.

This barrage of force and rhetoric 
came just a week before regional elections 
in Korea. But Koreans quietly repudiated 
it by voting Lee’s party out of control of 
the Seoul regional legislature.

Rather than backing down, Lee’s police 
and intelligence forces raided Korea’s most 
important civic organizations and indicted 
individuals who questioned government 
dubious findings about the Choenan. 

Though it is widely acknowledged 
that ABMs cannot yet be relied upon to 
detonate incoming nuclear weapons in a 
defensive capacity, Beijing’s relatively 
small nuclear deterrent force grows in-
creasingly vulnerable to the threat of 
a preemptive strike. But China’s new 
fleet of submarines fitted with missiles 
that carry nuclear warheads effectively 
replaces China’s old deterrent. In other 
words, the resulting weapons build=up 
on both sides of the East and South China 
Seas, does little more than integrate 
Korean and Japanese high tech industry 
with the Pentagon through missile de-
fense; portend lasting rightward trends 
in Korean and Japanese politics; and 
inhibit Korea and Japan from achieving 
a desperately needed economic union 
with China

Lockheed Martin has a history of cor-
rupt practices tied to foreign aircraft and 
weapons sales to Japan and Korea. The 
government of Japanese Prime Minister 
Kakuei Tanaka fell following revelations 
of his administration’s agreeing to take 
bribes from the company for a large air-
craft purchase in 1974, and lobbyist Linda 
Kim was indicted for offering bribes and 
sexual favors to Korea’s defense minister 
in exchange for buying a radar system 
manufactured by a Lockheed subsidiary 
in 1996.

Hillary Clinton, for example, whose 
bellicose statements following the Choe-
nan reversal heralded Seoul’s crackdown, 
was referred to as “the Senator from 
Lockheed,” by New York Magazine for 
her ties to the company. She was the 
leading recipient of funds from missile 
defense contractors among Republican 
and Democratic candidates for president 
in 2008.

And Lee’s heavy-handed efforts to 
build a new base for destroyers con-
structed by Hyundai — the company he 

served as CEO until 1992 — has also 
raised questions. The chairman of Ko-
rea’s Anti-Corruption Commission said 
that neither his commission, the Korean 
National Assembly, nor the National 
Elections Commission have looked into 
whether the financial holdings of Lee or 
members of his administration were at 
risk of being affected by the Lockheed-
Hyundai contracts. The failure to put to 
rest this appearance of conflict of interest 
renders the country’s democratic facade 
quite thin.

Yet while China builds its navy and 
Washington arms its neighbors and holds 
military exercises just off the Korean 
Peninsula, the hesitancy of ordinary Ko-
reans to show their displeasure with these 
and other reminders of past authoritar-
ian conditions, throughout 2010, slowly 
eroded the likelihood of Jeju Islanders 
prevailing.

Lee used limited force to disperse 
candle-light vigils against himself and his 
beef deal in 2008. He cordoned off Ko-
rea’s traditional demonstration grounds in 
front of Seoul City Hall and later gutted 
the building. Opening a banner there has 
now become grounds for arrest.

Following president Obama’s award-
ing Lee with November’s G20 Summit 
earlier this year, UN Special Rapporteur 
on the Promotion and Protection of the 
Right to Freedom of Opinion and Ex-
pression, Mr. Frank LaRue, investigated 
democratic conditions in Seoul and specu-
lated as to whether such an honor was 
warranted. He reported in May that the 
right to free expression and free assembly 
started deteriorating a few months after 
Lee’s election.

The first signs of the Lee Adminis-
tration’s new style of governance came 

after television news magazine ‘PD 
(producer’s) Notes’ broadcast its inves-
tigation of Lee’s lifting of the ban on US 
beef, and the program’s producers were 
seized from their homes in the middle 
of the night, arrested and prosecuted. 
Though the prosecution failed to win the 
two- and three-year sentences it sought, 
the case cast a notable chill over inde-
pendent media. Said Ho Cheol Shin of 
weekly news magazine Sisain, “I’m afraid 
they’re going to arrest me in the middle 
of the night.” 

During the course of the two-year 
prosecution, Lee fired directors of Ko-
rean public television networks and the 
chair of Korea’s national communica-
tions commission, and replaced them 
with campaign aides. The new commis-
sion chairman lifted restrictions against 
media consolidation by permitting right 
wing dailies to apply for cable television 
licenses.

Throughout this period, independent 
media have been reluctant to criticize Lee, 
and the huge candle-light vigils against 
Lee and his beef deal that followed the 
PD Notes broadcast in Spring 2008, 
have not been repeated in the wake of 
the prosecution of its producers, nor in 
response to the crackdown that followed 
the Cheonan incident.

The Jeju islanders, though, have 
continued to stand their ground. On June 
3, a predawn attempt by the defense 
ministry to position construction cranes 
on the grounds of the proposed base was 
turned back through civil disobedience. 
Emboldened, the islanders vowed to 
“fight to the death” to protect their way 
of life. But in the new atmosphere of 
national security alert, evidence of such 
boldness is in short supply. Yet, they could 

not continue to hold off the base without 
the overt support of National Assembly 
members, significant press coverage and 
public support from Seoul.

Live-fire exercises carried out by 
Washington’s subordinate South Korean 
forces in disputed waters around South 
Korea’s Yeonpyong Island, brought re-
taliation by the North Korean People’s 
Army and renewed the state of emergency 
conditions that the Cheonan brought on at 
the end of last winter. Hence, the combina-
tion of government pressure bending the 
will of Seoul’s once-aggressive television 
and print outlets, the intimidation of civil 
groups with raids and arrests, and martial 
law scares emanating from successive mili-
tary skirmishes with Pyongyang, have laid 
the groundwork for construction of Wash-
ington’s newest foreign military base. 

In the early hours of December 
27, 2010, 66 cement trucks pulled into 
Gangjeong, accompanied by countless 
police vehicles and unidentified govern-
ment officials. Demonstrators stood their 
ground — 34 were arrested —but were 
grossly outweighed  by the authorities, 
and concrete was poured a short distance 
from the waves. Two days later, protests 
moved to the entrance of Jeju Island’s 
regional assembly building, where two 
people were hospitalized, including one 
woman who had three teeth knocked 
out, and her cheek punctured. One of 
the protesters remains in custody as of 
latest notice. Lee’s resurrection of Ko-
rea’s pre-democracy-style governance 
illustrates well the lessons of 1930s 
Europe, where the interests of the labor 
and middle classes fell silent as defense 
expenditures rose steadily toward war and 
authoritarianism.

Asked about the balance between per-
sonal prosperity and maintaining political 
freedom, one student at Yonseii Univer-
sity, whose parents’ generation drove riot 
police off the country’s campuses in the 
late eighties, summed up her generation’s 
most common sentiment: “I’m one of the 
people who is at fault. I only study and 
think about getting a job. I don’t follow 
politics at all.”

Matthew Reiss
New York, New York

Hillary Clinton, for example, whose bellicose 
statements following the Choenan reversal 

heralded Seoul’s crackdown, was referred to 
as “the Senator from Lockheed,” by New York 
Magazine for her ties to the company. She was 

the leading recipient of funds from missile 
defense contractors among Republican and 

Democratic candidates for president in 2008.
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On December 16 an anti-war protest was held at the White House during a snow 
storm in Washington DC by Veterans for Peace and 131 people, mostly veterans, 
were arrested.  GN Coordinator Bruce Gagnon, a Vietnam-era veteran, was among 
those arrested.  On January 4 the government dropped the charges on those who 
were planning to take their arrest to court.  More actions like this by Veterans for 
Peace are being planned for the near future.


