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0 OF- : ANCE 70 AND RETURN OF ASTRONAUT
*PL\CE CRAFI‘ (A/AC 105/21‘ A/AC 105/0 e/w l/Rev_‘Q) (contlnued)‘

«that end every means at 1ts disposal.“ That general pr1n01ple was reflected:1
;the Sov1et draft in +he Unlted States draft and:: 1n the proposal by Australla and
'Canada and it should be poss1ble to approve it Wlthout much dlfflculty. Slnce

would no doubt be de31rable for the Sub-Commlttee to set up a small draftlng group

”iﬁéd*iﬁ;Geherélwﬂsngﬁlyﬁfeséiﬁtio

31962 (XVIII) _ That obgection was &, valld one.7I'
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(Mr. Francoz Rigalt, Mexico)

States in question could agree either to bring their dispute before the Internationg

Court of Justice or to settle it in any otherAway.

Mr. CCCCA (Argentina) said that the discussion at the preceding meeting
on article 1, paragraph 1, of the draft agreement had shcwn that all the |
delegations took a scmewhat similar pésition and indicated that the members of thé
pub-Ccmmittee should be able to agree on a text acceptable to all. As far as the
Soviet draft was concerned, it seemed that the only‘objections to article 1, A
paragraph 1, related to the iast part of that paragraph., His delegation thereforgiﬁ
proposed two changes. The first would be to replaée the words "Each Contracting
State", at the beginning of the paragraph, by the words "Each Contracting Party".
The wording would thus be consistent with that already approved both for the
preamble and for certain articles, The second,change, which differed from the
Lebanese amendment, would be to delete the phrase starting with the words
"including electronic and optical equipment” and replace it- by the following
phrase: "including the most mcdern and efficient means pldced at their disposal
by the progress of technoicgy".

That .change was not merely stylistic; it was motivated by substantive

considerations. The science of the jurist was not very different frcm that of the_

legislator., They both had to drew up instruments of a lasting character. The

instruments should therefore not contain provisions which might be of only

‘transitory relevance. The USSR representative had said that the aim of the

enumeration.in article 1, paragraph 1, of the Soviet draft was to make States
better able to co<operate in the performance bf a humanitarian task. His delegatioﬁ
shared that view but thought that such an enumeration constituted in fact a o
limitation, since the technical means menticned would no doubt be obsolete scme

day. It therefore proposed the‘more flexible and more lcgical wording, which

fitted better into the bcdy of the draft. .

Mr, MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Sceialist Republics) accepted provisionally’
the changes proposed by the representative of Argentina, not becausé he was V
convinced that the means of assistance could not Ye enumerated - the enumeration
could in fact be left in square brackets until the second reading - but because hei

hoped thus to facilitate agreement on article 1, paragraph 1, of the Soviet text,f
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(Mr. Morozcv, UZSR)

cver, as the representatives of Argenting: ard Mexico had pointed cut, the
D?inciple stated in that paragraph ccrre csponded to certain provisions in srticle 2

United States text. There was therefore nothing to prevent the Sub-Committee

of
peen toking an irmmediate decision on that paragraph, witheut prejudice %o
ince cn the second reading, if a NEJO-lL” of its members so desired, of the

werding preposed by the Argentine representative for the enumeratiocn of “he mcans

3TANCE,

The question of the correlation between article 1 and cther articles would
arvise in ccnnexion with virtually every article in the draft ard cculd be setiled
at tne second reldlng Although he stressed the need for the draft tc include
arbicle l, paragraph 2, of the Soviet text, ne weuld agree to the sugpestion of

ican and Argentine representatives that the Zub~-Ccnmittee should octpone
L)

the &
diccussion of the rest of article 1 and £0 cr te consider other articles on

whic: agreement had nct yet been feacl d, provided that s decision was taken

-should be deferred for the time being and
articles should be taken up cculd help teo advance the
1so the Hexican propcual that a drafting greoup
ictory wording for article 1. Thus +he
Conmittee cculd either g0 cn with its work immediately, taking up cther articles ,
Or set up a group td dralt article 1, |
The Australian-Canadian proposal had nct been intended as g new and separate

AR

DUt as & working group paper desizned to Tacilitate agreement. The USSR

ard United States drafts, on the other hand, were Committee dccuments, The

iwtralian and Cinadian delegations weuld net like tnelr text to hamper the

mmittee it contained impeorbant points

P o o o
©1 substance, bub the spirit

submitted shculd be berne in

mird,

fsRa e

o
<Ly ate

ceined in the
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(sir Kenneth Bailey, Australia)

launching State and, on the other hand, to liability for damage which might be
caused. ‘The Declaration was not a formal legal document, but it nevertheless
represented a deliberate and unanimous expression-of the wishes of all Members of
the United Nations, aﬁd the Sub-Committee must be guided by it in preparing its
dréft. Any attempt to establish different regulations for assistance and for
return was therefore contrary to the spirit of the Declaration.

Article 1, pafagraph 1, actually covered the same ground as the new article jﬁ
which had recently been adopted on a provisional basis, and there was no reason '
to have two different provisions on the same subject, In their proposal, Australia.
and Canada had sought to menticn 2ll the principles in general terms, leaving the
details‘to be spelled out later., They did not insis% on their own text, hcwever, -
and ‘they felt sure that agreement could be reached on article 1 taking into accounf

both the Declaration and the provisicnally agreed text of article 3.

Mr., MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said he was afraid that
the representative of Australia had misunderstocd the Soviet delegation's position
His delegation was in no way suggesting that the Sub-Committee should suspend its
consideration of article 1, paragraph 1, Without taking any decision on it. It ha;
merely accepted, in a spirit of comprcmise, the propcsal of Mexico, supported by
Argentina, that the Sub-Ccrmittee should agree immediateiy, on a provisicnal basis,
on certain principles to be included in article 1. These principles had been
clearly stated by the represehtative of Mexico and amended by the Argehtine v
representative, and the Soviet delegation accepted them. Once the inciusion of
those principles in article 1 had been agreed gpon,‘thevdefinitive drafting of
the article could begin, ' ’

The Australian delegation appeafed to think, on the other hand, that the
intention was to take up other articles, deferring the diséussion of article 1
until later, That would be a retﬁrh to ﬁhe position taken the day before by

Australia and the United States, and would mean starting the whole discussion agal

frcm the beginning, If scme delegations thus wished to call in question the
agreement which appeared to have been reached during the private conversations held

before the meeting, they wculd bear responsibility for thus prolonging the debate




oss1ble to reach agreement w1thout agreelng also on paragraph 2 and the whole

_antage of the lelSlon of the work would be lost 'iS_‘“~‘

Slr Kenneth BAILEY (Australla) Sald that

on the questlon of the;

oncerned ,1t seemed thag

nsform 1tself 1nto a plenary worxlng group of the whole, as 1t had done the year

acreements reached 1n a plenary body were fl mer- than

greements whlch mlght be reached by groups tnat were too small"’

As a general rule,

'“5tqﬁ1ay7déﬁhfﬁhe]geheral7ohlié1ti¢ns'Qf"thefeQntraéff”

iwwould refer 1mp11c1tly.w,Itéwaec

in the 1ntroductory”art1cle :
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(Mr. Sajjad, India)

craft and space objects to which the agreement referred were those launcheq
pac J { for

peaceful purposes. That followed logically from General Assembly resolution

in paragraph 1, that the exploration and use of outer space was to be carried op-
for the benefit and in the interests of all menkind. Such an cbjective obviously
presupposed peaceful intentions, and that idea should be expressly stated in '

article 1 of the agreement.

. The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Sub-Committee had decided, at the outget

of its work, that all its members should have an opportunity to participate ini
discussions on substance and on form. He would therefore not wish to take :
responsibility, as requested by the Mexican delegation, for appointing a smalllg
committee to be entrusted with the drafting of paragraph 1. It would be better

for the plenary Sub-Committee to undertake that type of work as in 196k.

Mr. FRANCOZ RIGALT (Mexico) sald that, in his view, the plenary Sub-'.

Committee should concentrate on the basicvprinciples rather than occupy itself °
with drafting. DNevertheless, if necessary, the Mexican delegation could
participate, in the plenary meetings, lile other delegations in the drafting of-

article 1, paragraph 1.

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.nm.




