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) (Mr. Christiani, Austria)

CONSIDERATION OF:

(a) REPCRT OF THE LEGAL SUB-COMMITTEE (A/AC 105/1L7) Tn other words, we should, of course, always make attempts, bgt T think the

i i i i i i . I hope that
this question lies with a few delegations
(b) REPORT OF THE SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL SUB-COMMITTEE (A/AC.105/150) to resolving qQ
\

key . .
| ext year we can find enough willingness for accommodation on these subjects.
n

far as the substance is concerned, my delegation has no strong views on
The CHATIRMAN: Before proceeding with the discussion, I should like As

d and the
i i to the major space Powers on the one han
& letter, dated 10 June 1975, from the Acting Chairman of the Committee on which is acceptable J

: s i tries on the other.
Conferences addressed to the Chairman of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses developing coun

] i very pleased with the progress
meetings of the Legal Sub-Committee, will be considered by the Committee must say that, like other delegations, we are v P

e s now proceed to con the Legal Sub~-Cormittee has made, although T would also sound a note of
. sider g
when we come to item 5, "Other matters”. We shall i ?

e ; caution, as the representative of India did this morning, to the effect that
1tem 4, :
we should not overemphasize or overestimate the progress achieved. What we

i t one text; it is practically
Mr. CHRISTIANT (Austria): Before making a few brief observations have before us, o»f course, is not four texts, bu H

ertain ltem . ] .
in i o e Legal Sub-Committee : four texts in one, or, let us say, at least two or three texts 1n one I
on certa ems on the agenda of the L 15 , T would like to ’ 2 4

think this will be a very important field for the Legal Sub~-Committee next
express the hope that this afternocon, and tomorrow also, we will have another

. . a
i i i gni ot., as far as the substance ig concerned,
succession of statements that, while having perhaps very little relation to year. We find particularly significant,

1 . the quite considerable measure of agreement on the very important issue of
each other, will promote a stimulating and interesting dialogue. Especially

T i i i t, As everybody
. | i i we have had in previous years on prior consen
a dialogue that could also be useful for our Sub-Committees. Therefore, I discussion

.. . . . can see, we still have two alternatives. But the alternatives do not seen
shall limit my remarks today to a few items only and with your permission, ?

i is 1 i tant achievement.
. ‘ i i t ds apart and I think this is a very impor
Mr. Chairman, I will speak on other items as the debate progresses and in © be worlds ap

. - As the representative of India said this morning, if we really want to
the light of statements by other delegations. -

mm wn i idly as possible, then we
' i f date of the General Assembly as rapi
The three issues before the Legal Sub-Committee are really well known. ulfil the manda

q.u

- ; perhaps prior to the commencement of the session of the Legal Sub-Committee
present stage we have, of course, made some progress in the Legal i
. . . . i ni for.
Sub-Committee, although, as we all know, the main issues involved are still “ 1ght Dbe called
open. We feel there is very 1little this Committee can do at the present

stage, because, as we have said in the past, there are a few delegations

which have strong views on a particular subject and I think it is more or
less up to those delegations to see whether they can meet somewhere in the -
middle; then I think that it would be only a matter of days before this issue

could be resolved and the moon treaty could be adopted.
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(Mr. Christisni, Austria)

("Ir. Christiani,

AUS tri a )

Of course, there are quite a number of alternatives which I just want tq .4 of interpretation, what follows seems to be clear: we all agree -- and
mention here. At the present time I do not want to make any specific Proposals kl? is probably a fact which is not disputed -- that there are legal
I might do so later on in the light of our discussion. The alternatives that o ?hls‘lstions in the use of the technology of remote sensing, and the report of
to mind are as follows. First of alll that the Vorking Group presideg over by ]ﬂ@lgéjklng Group on Remote Sensing suggests that there are legal implications
the representative of India could meet some time before the commencement of the  the o vional. regionsl and gloval levels, without specifying —- T swould
session -~ during the Ceneral Assembly, for example, or at the begiming of next | on the na

EstreSS that -~ what those legal implications could be.
year, or informal consultations could be held. Without, of course, trying to

Teking as a starting point that we all agree that there are legal
infringe upon the programme of work of the Legal Sub -Committee we mi ght suggest

| ‘jmplications, we find, of course, that the next step, whether we really need
that the most viable solution would be for the Working Group on Direct Broadecast zlegal regulations, is not so clear and not so undisputed. Do we really need
Satellites to start vorking right sway within the session of the vegal ‘regulations for the use of technology, whether expressed in guidelines or by
Sub--Comnittee, perhaps at the same time as the reneral debate is held, and then

a treaty? I think that is the first point. There is still guite a good
to report to the Sub-Committee itself. But I think we should perhaps have a

measure of agreement on this point. I think the majority of delegations are
debate on whether delegations wish to have that preparation beforehand. convinced some kind of legal framework is needed to prevent misuse., But still
The third subjeet I wish to touch upon is that of remote sensing. It was there are delegations that have so far remained convinced that any legal
pointed out in the Legal Sub-Cormittee -. and most of us who were present in the

framework might restrict the use of technology.
Sub -Committee at the time know this created many difficulties -~ that there was

Coming to the next step which would logically follow -- what kand of legal
not only a question of substance but also a question where we should go and what

framework should be established -- I think this is a point where guite a
our mandate was. And, of course, while we acknowledge that there are different

considerable diversity of opinion exists. The two perhaps basic alternatives
opinions or the mandate, we have, i think, alvays stressed that the Austrian

before us are drafting a treaty, a binding legal international instrument, or
delegation regards the mandate contained in operative paragraph 6 (c) of the

drafting non-binding guidelines. I must say that, while we should not be

resolution as unambiguous and clear. We recognize that is not the case for many misunderstood, my delegation fully recognizes that there are legal
other delemations, but I think studying legal implications does not mean drafting implications; there is potential for misue. But the question we must ask
a treaty. For the moment I am not going into the merits of whether we should do it ourselves is what kind of organizational pattern or configuration we are
or not I shall do that a little later. But , taking the language of the talking about. Are we talking about the regional level, the global level or the
resolution -- "to study legal implications taking into account proposals

national level? In the view of my delegation there are quite substantial
submitted” -~ it seems to be quite clear.

. . . ..

differences between legal approaches regarding those organizational pattern
i e T e Immeaionan ¢ sowse, L recosmize thet T am not attempting to hold up the legal discussion and I do not want to

there might be quite a2 number of different interpretations, but I think one which

be accused of doing so. It should progress in parallel as we agreed last

S P ———

mizht be siven to the notion of lepal implications is this: first of all, the

3 Year. But I do not think it is feasible at the present stage to try to agree
discussion and study of potential lemal problems inherent in a variety of

on a treaty or even on legal guidelines on a specific organizational
confipurations or organizational patterns, be it on the national, regional or global

configuration, because that would straightaway entail an

S —

level and, secondly, the attempt to suggest adequate solutions or .perhans

agreement on such a configuration, snd that we do not yet have.
even lepal remedies in relation to a variety of alternatives. If we take this

I think that is the subject of the debate which is going on in the

i
|
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(¥r. Christiani, Austria)

{(Mp, Christiani, Austria) it is not

i 1 while ago:

is another point which I forgot to meke a short g
e izntional coafiruration rill finally emerge
2 about the snace

NG

| . | | | . the
Scientifie and Technical Sub~Committee. This year it has been a very usefuyl debas, as

At oroEn

: stion of
in which a number of alternatives have been put before the Committee. The Conly 8 que

.
i D hel? re should tal
i hle one: it is also a guestion o ~Taether we si oo 1 -
. ’ 3 very irmmortant Ji fferentlation becau
o novery ir £

the data-

gost
| ent or +he earth se~rent.
g T1el k

.sit] hase and
epations think that both the data~acquisition Ta2
. Other delegations think that, as far

concerned, any regulation

majority probably has found that some%alternatives are more viable than Others,

This
but the faect remains that as yet we do not have any clear understanding about al]
g number of del

gistribution phase

' ~ isition -- phase is
ing --- or the data-acquisil "
= e but they recognize that, as far as the earth segment

the implications of a certain orgenizational pattern. And here I am not even should be regulated.

talking about technical restraints which are, of course, also inherent in thig

W technology. .
: ] would be quite 1ll advised;

While on the one hand , as ny dele~ation has said in the Le-=al e prarenine et importantlya daté

segment

Sub-Committee, v are extremely arateful to a nwiber of delerations wvhieh have ©sion 1+ comoermed. there shosld be some legal ruids and
distr: wes

put forward their views in writing and have undertaken the sreat labour of setig _ .
organizational solutions.

: . ' ' - g e nponment vhether we
down their ideas in the form of legal guidelines or even in the form of a draft one- | I
to rmake an adcitlonal molnt, we ®

| - - | arel Jubnllt-te..l. as i | ! i)t)li 2 1 ™ ! (=] 19} 4 ne ace 3e :"‘E‘Ilt .
| ‘ s l : l’j . " [~ | ) are t l a.l gui delines oYy the s ,!_'u:]. s5e ‘::\.nt ¥ Tor tLiae >
-the ‘tz E, - ' 1 435 on talking & g ' ” . Ny
h | ' = Of t'h-e dlS(' 155 | ‘t i 180 i a 2r i mor aﬂt nOL ,.t T Gl has tO be Clazl-lCC.
1t 1,.110 a Lo Y 7 H
- - - on or L)Ot‘l . I tl—}l i - 1818 t .
‘ e : 0 = { i a1 l >:3 piri n'lft;l"mu exerclse.

thourits forward to stimulate the
Over the years we have had

I do

on the other hand we think that at the present stage it is . .
) ) Arain T am outtine these
premature for this Committee to take a specific decision that, for

debate: I hope we will have an interesting dialogue.

instance, the Legal Sub~Committee should proceed in one way or another, before lone debate about the legal spproach ss ageinst the ron-togal approach.
a lon

: “ . " | | A | no d -- nor does my delegation -~ of not seeing the legal
. . . . t want to be accuse Vi ' e
. tential for misuse. 3But we think the
implications We do see them; we see the po

r 1 - | . . i 3 to
48 2 general rouark in concluding this roint, T would observe that we have o ma oot oo sorron vory vl o
14

agreed on 3 . l . . ] S . v E\- . . . | c

with regard to remote sensing. rerhaps we have agreed on g number of issues, but seering o the Teqal rules which showld finally emerge.

] thoughts my
As T said at the beginning, these have been just a few of the g
With your permission,
n the 1lisht of conments

the important thing is that we all agree that this technology should be used in the

interest of all mankind or in the interest of the international commmity as a

' d at this stage.
‘ delegation wanted to put forwar
whole. I think all solutions we 2dopt or recommend should bake that elegation

i sneak acain i
Hr. Chairman, we reserve our right to Shear
inte account.

made by other delegations.
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(Mr. Lind., Sweden)

Mr. LIND (Sweden): The Swedish delegation addressed itself to a

number of issues connected with this agenda item in its statement in the gene Tt is quite clear, as far as the draft treaty on the moon is concerned, that

debate. It is clear from that statement and from statements made by our

“are a few points remaining to be solwved., We agree with what has just been
&

delegation in the Legal Sub~Committee itself that we consider the work done B

b& the delegation of Austria, that those points seem to be matters of
sreement , particularly between the major space Powers on the one hand and a
ag

that Sub-Committee during its session earlier this year to have been most use

A

and to have brought each of its priority' items forward in a commendable way.

y of developing countries on the other hand. We hope that those parties

This is a point which, if generally agreed on - - as seers o be the case, judpin

sind mutually acceptable solutions and that we can pass that issue on to the

by the statenents we have heard up till now - in our viev., could and should he

ral Assembly and conclude our efforts with regard to the moon treaty.
e

reflected in the report of this Committee to the General Assenbly, Tt is equally clear that, in so far as the item on direct broadcasting is

Passing from the assessment of the work that has been done to the role we are in the middle of the negotiation stage -- the stage of drafting

cerned, o
a1 principles. It is a sensitive stage because of the fact that this is a

that this Committee has to play so far as the future work is concerned, again °

it is the view of the Swedish delegation that there may be few

inuots negotiation. It got off to a good start earlier this year, and we

difficulties for us to solve here. The report of the Sub-Comndttee is basically . ainly hope that this work will proceed in the same way as it has proceeded till

clear on that point- it explicitly states that it was the agreed view in the

or and that we can achieve further progress, specifically in the areas that thus

Legal Sub-Committee that the three priority items that were dealt with earlier

have caused the greatest difficulties and where the differences of view still

this year remain priority items for the work to be conducted in May 1976. We

gﬁ to be the most important.

have not heard any delegation during this session indicate that it has changed As for remote sensing, I do not think that any delegation denies that this

its mind on what it had agreed to at that stage - and, again, this seems to be a

. a space application having very significant legal implications. The

point which could be included in our report to the General Assembly without any

ép0nsibi1ity of the Legal Sub-Committee with regard to remote sensing is a grave

major difficulties. The exact nature of the work to b+ conducted wnder each one

cne; I think we also have recognized menerally that remote sensing technology

of these three priority subjects, is, of course, a mabter that will be

s one that poses legal problems of perhaps a more complicated character than many

determined by the substance of those itenms and -by the maturity -~ 1if I may use

others, and the approach we have to take towards their solution will have to

that expression -- that each cne has reached,

reflect that.
i We share the view expressed in the report of Working Group III of the Legal

It might not be appropriaste for us here in the main Committee to tie the

hands of the Legal Sub-Committee too much. We should, I believe, leave an

éﬁmeOmmittee that commendable work was done earlier this year. We also share

element of flexibility for the Legal Sub-Committee so that it may conduct its fhe view that that work should be continued next year. In-depth consideration

work in a way that will veflect, at the time it meets, the exact status of each
onne of the items.

of the legal aspects of remote sensing is still required, and the start that has

- been made is & good one.

It is quite clear -- and there have been explicit references to this at our
meeting this morning -- that some of the issues might be advanced by informal

consultations between now and the time when the Legal Sub Commitiee convenes next

year. We would thus find it unfortunate if the mandate we were to recommend for

the Legal Sub-Committee were to tie its hands in any very elaborate or detailed

sense.,
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(Mr. Lind, Sweden)

le had & tentative list of subjects as a basis for the work of the
session of the Legal Sub-Committee this year which was presented to us by the
Secretariat. There was general agféement on using that list as the basis for
our work. There vas also a general view that that list might not in all
aspects be an ideal one, that it might not be exhaustive. But it
vill be recalled that our work in the Legal Sub Committee covered only part of
the 1list and that there are important points remaining to be discussed.

If we can continue the useful discussions that ve started last vear, it is the
hope of the Swedish delegation that we shall be able to enlarsge upon the list
of agreed points that was included in the report of Working Group III of the
Legal Sub -Committee. It is also our hope that the report of the Leszal
Sub-Committee next year could be slightly wore explicit on points that
were the subject of discussion but where it was not possible to arrive at
conclusive agreements among all participating delegations. 1le believe that it
would be helpful in future drafting efforts to have a clear presentation of
the concepts involved.

Finally, on the subject of remote sensing, my delegation concurs with what
has been said both by the delegation of India this morning end by the
delegation of Austria this afterncon that it would of course be helpful before
any negotiation efforts of a different character begin, to have an agreed
outline for what the aim of the effort is. Are we aiming for a binding
international instrument right from the beginning, or are the texts that we
are considering to be of another character? These are guestions which, of
course, can appropriately be raised during the session of the Legal Sub -Committee
next year.

There are, of course, other matters that have been suggested for
discussion in the Legal Sub -Committee, and to the extent that the time allocated
to the session is sufficient, it would be useful to penetrate them a little
bit further as well. TFor the time being, we believe that the three priority
subjects do merit their priorities and that they do so owing to the urgency
of finding solutions of a conclusive character for at least some of them.

As soon as that has been accomplished, further work may be done and new issues

may be brought in.

A/AC.105/PV.1L9

g/ cP" 17

ljr. DAYRELL de LIMA (Brazil) (interpretation from French): My

Lagation, through its head of delegation, has made its views known during

le ga ’ - . . -
o neral debate on the fundamental fact that our Committee is the body which
the E€°

really he

itssub‘committ - .
anket endorsement to their reports, but should add to or mdoify them if

> Therefore, I believe that

< to draw up the main policy gulidelines which should guide the work of

ces and that we should not confine ourselves simply to gving

cessary. The task is essentially a political one.
ne .

hould harbour no illusions heve about the fact that there are different stages
we S

.. the decision making in the process of negotiation regarding the subjects dealt
in k

with by t
even thou
months throughout almost the entire year.

T think one of the essential political tasks of any committee is to speed
I would find it very

he Legal Sub--Commititee and the Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee,

sh in practice it is the self--same delegations that meet every two
ol

up the negotiations going on in its sub -committees.
swprising if a committee of the importance of ours were to confine itself simply
to ydbber stamping, if I may use that term, decisions which had been previously

adop*ed by the subordinate sub -committées. Furthermore, we must be fully aware of

the fact that, as the representative of Sweden said, this Committee should not
ve a sort of strait jacket hampering the future work of the two sub-committees.

Here I think my delegation must make some comments about the two statements that

vere made just prior to mine this afterncon.

Under the guise of interpreting the development of the work of the Lepgal
Sub-Committee, at least in the case of one subject, the representative of
Austria, while saying that he did not intend to interpret the terms of the
resolution in question, did in fact make a perfectly unilateral interpretation,
vhich, of course, he is quite entitled to do. What grieves me somewhat is the fact

v that I myself harboured some illusions about the position of that delegation with
respect to the work on the legal framework in the case of remote sensing. Indeed,
the presentation made by that representative of the stage reached in negotiations

on the question of remote sensing up to the present is somewhat tnilateral , as ve

T, p———




BHS/cbm AAC.105/PV.1h0
18--20

(Mr. Dayrell de Lima, Brazil)

see 1t. I do not think that we cen in all honesty use arguments such as that
"studies are necessary’ or that we have to go into more detail concerning +the
application of our work of the implications that it may have on the drafting of
legal documents as a pretext to prolong a debate of this kind, which is
essentially a political debate and which has in fact already received a
considerable scientific, technological and organizational contribution from the
Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee and the Working CGroup on Remote Sensing,
and in other words has a whole legal and technical framework, which is already

well known to representatives.

)7/ cbm A/AC.lOg:/LPV.le

(Mr, Dayrell de Lima, Brazil)

gards the elsboration of a legal framework of any kind, I wish to remind the
mj_t,tee that my delegation saw fit to submit draft articles for a treaty.

gia that because we felt that would be the best way to organize a space
a‘pﬁlication that would have direct impact on the life and economy of nations.

Be: that as 1t may, we have never claimed that our proposal was a sort of Mosaic

able’c. for negotiations.

At present, we have before us three draft legal texts and we have also the

.s of Governments that are reiterated whenever ve discuss those proposals. X

sh.ould 1ike to say that, 1f to date the stage reached in the negotiations or the

e drafts is somewhat ill -defined, that is not the fault of

dmcuss:.on of thes
I think T

delega.tlons which saw fit to put forward specific ideas and projects.
'can even go so far as to say that many difficulties have been engendered precisely
because those proposals were submitted. In all candour, many delegations have,
in“ one way or another, refused to discuss the actual substance of those proposals.
But during the last meeting of the Legal Sub-Committee, fortunately, a start was
fmde on the consideration of the substance of those proposals, and there was even
ah effort to compare the different versions in, I think, a perfectly logical

desire to try to arrive at a framework containing common elements on which a
consensus could be reached.

That is why I must séy quite frankly that the evaluation made by the
representative of Austria of the stage reached in the work of the Legal
Sub-Cormittee at its last session leaves one unconvinced. I find much wiser what
the representative of Sweden just said, that he would avoid trying to make any
value judgements of the kind made on the substance of the mandate given by the
Assembly - after all, it is the Assembly itself that will have to decide about
this. If we find that the expression "legal implications™ is vague we can change
it in the Assembly. I am quite certain that delegatioms which have proposed an
organizational approach would not have wanted a resolution that spoke of ‘possible

selentific implicaticns of the utilization of space technology such as remote

sensing”, for example.
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(Mr. Dayrell de Lima, Brazi])
T me——

Thus at this stage we do observe some progress, which while it may be relati
nevertheless represents the beginning of negotiations, of a dialogue that can be
pursued further on an informal footing. Here, we are quite ready to discuss what
is contained in the report of Wbrking\hroup ITT; we are ready to try any
constructive approach to reconcile apparently divergent viewpoints. We could
continue this work which will obviously not produce results in the short term, byt
which may in the medium term result in a series of points on which consensus coulx
be reached, leading eventually %o the drafting of a text that would be a legal

instrument acceptable to all present.

Mr. KOLOSOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from
Russian): In the statements of a number of delegations we have heard allusions
made to the need to improve the co-ordination of work between our two sub-—committe
on the one hand, and between the sub-committees and our Committee, on the other.
It may appear that at the present time a sort of hiatus exists between our
consideration of the practical problems involved in co-operation among States in
the utilization of outer space and that of the legal aspects of those activities.
Obviously, this might well explain what has been said by certain delegations about
the need to plan the work of our Committee better; and if we understand correctly,
certain representatives have suggested the need to reorganize the Committee's
programme of work.

In this connexion, it appears to our delegation essential that certain comments
be voiced. Specifically, our first comment relates to what has been said to the
effect that while the Legal and Scientific and Technical Sub-Committees have quite
definite work programmes our Committee, on the other hand, it is felt by sonme,
does not in fact have a precise work programme. It has been suggested that the
entire work of the Committee is simply considering and approving the reports
submitted by the sub-committees. Our delegation would beg to differ with that
opinion. We feel that it is this Committee, not the Sub-Committee, that is the

main body, an organ of the General Assembly.

A/AC.105/PV.1k9
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(Mr. Kolosov, USSR)

There can be no doubt in anyone's mind as %o the veracity of this and our

elegation in particular -~ and obviously we are not the only one to hold this

view -~ has in its activities always presumed that the basic decisions and
_the major decisions are taken by the United Nations Committee on the Peaceful

‘yses of Outer Space. This is so and has in fact been borne out by

verything the Committee has done. The activities of the two sub cormittees,

the Legal Sub-Committee and the Seientific and Technical Sub-Committee, we regard
‘ag being activities proper to auxiliary bodies of our own Committee, which
‘work under the guidance of our Committee and whose agenda essentially only exists

_to the extent that the itews on it have been approved and adopted by our Committee.

In other words, the work programme of the sub committees is in fact the same

“thing as the work programme of our Committee. Obviously, anv. work programme

that fells neither to the Lemal Sub Cormittee nor to the Scientific and
Technical Sub-Committee simply cannot exist in practice since it has
not initially been approved as a subject by our Committee.

Therefore, the thesis to the effect that our Committee has no hard and fast
work programme is something we cannot support. It has one. At the sane
time, as our delegation already stressed durins-its statement in the
genersl debate, we do concur with the view that obviously we nust
determine more precisely which part of the work programme of the Outer
Space Committee should be undertaken by the Scientific and Technical
Sub-Committee. It is obviously for that reason precisely that statements here
have been made by certain representatives to the effect that the Scientific
and Technical Sub-Committee, in carrying out the general programme of the
Committee, is, as it were, working in isclation from or is divorcing itself
from, the actual tasks facing the Committee; that there is a sort of
artificial gap between the activities of the Legal Sub-Committee and the

Scientific and Technical Sub-~-Committee.
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(Mr. Kolosov, USSR)

In the preliminary introductory statements of my delegation during the
general debate, we did in fact emphasgfe this point. Obviously, the conclusion
reached by one Sub-Committee, the Scientific and Technical Sub--Committee, for
example, should be closked in political garb, as it were, by the other legal

Sub--Committee. That is precisely the reason why we have two sub-committees

in the first place. That is the point of having two rub-committees attached to o

Committee. And more attention should be paid to ensuring that the Scientific
and Technical Sub-Committee only adopts the soxt of practical recommendations
which are based on norms and principles which have been elaborated and
approved by the Legal Sub-Committee.

This must be seen as the interrelationship -- and the necessary

interrelationship, I would say - that should exist between the two working bodi

namely the sub-committees.

My delegation alreedy has put forward the proposal that the Scientific

and Technical Sub~-Committee might consider #iving help to the Legal Sub-Committe

in arriving at certain definitions, and in fact recommendations along these line

could be made by our Committee by way of giving puidence to the Sub--Committee.
Certain practical recommendations could be made in that respect
precisely.on those issues which appear on the agenda of the [o:-a)
Sub-Committee.

Since we have already referred to some statements made during
the general debate, we would like to make one further cormwent, or,
as it were, reply to somethins which was said on a question
which we regard as important. Tn one of the statements it was said
that the idea of utilizing outer space exelusively for peaceful purposes,
which was put forward in 1957, was very quickly cast into oblivion and remained
unheeded for almost a year, before our Committee started its work.

Now that we are discussing the work programme of the Committee and the
sub-committees, this question perhaps is not quite so urgent. In the debate

1ittle discussion hns been devoted to it, but we felt it necessary to clarify

this concept.
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We believe that this is not exactly so. We believe that all documents
adopted by our Committee, all the initiatives which have been taken by States
which put forward proposals either in the General Assembly or in this
" Committee or in the two sub-committes of the Outer Space Committee, in
..particular all the proposals and initiatives which the Soviet delegation

has put forward in these bodies, were based falr and square on a fundamental
::principle, that is a cornerstone of our work: namely, principle of the
* atilization of outer space exclusively for peaceful purposes. The aim and
purpose of all the proposals which have been put forward by the Soviet
.delegation in all bodies has in particular, and first and foremost, been to
ensure that all achieveménts relating to the exploration of outer space

and the utilization of space technology should serve the cause of
.co—cperation, peace among peocples, and should be used exclusively for

peaceful purposes.

This is one of the most important purposes of the Soviet proposals
regarding the moon treaty and also the draft conventions on principles
governing the use by States of artificial earth satellites for direct
television broadcasting, and the utilization of artificial satellites for

remote sensing of the earth. We think that it is the role of our

Committee to support peeceful and friendly relations among States, which is
what we emphasized basically in our statement. We believe that this role
should be reflected in the report of the Committee on the work of this
session, particularly when we are discussing general guidelines and the
genersl outline of the Committee's work and the usefulness of what it is
doing. TIf the principle of utilizing outer space exclusively for peaceful
purposes is little reflected in our actual work, it obviously cannot be

reflected in the reports of our Committee. On the contrary, we believe that

the opposite should be true.
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But from the entire discussion we have had here and from the statements mage
during the general debate and those on agenda item 4 we can quite clearly see th.
considerably more co-ordination of thel work of the two Sub-Committees could be
realized, and in this connexion we cannot fail to agree with what has been saig

by a number of delegations to the effect that our Committee could play a more

decisive part.

Mr. VELLODI (India)- The points to which I should like to refer in tﬂi
statement include the gquestion of the lepal implications of remote sensing and,
perhaps even more important, the fact that I was , I nust confess, very pleasantiy
surprised and very happy to listen to the last statement of the representative o
the Soviet Union. I shall refer to that first.

We all recall that perhaps eight or ten years ago, when we were trying to
formulate first the guidelines and later the outer space Treaty which was finally®
adopted in 1967, the arpuments went on for quite some considerable time. My own .
Government and delegation at that time tried very hard to get the concept of the
exclusive use of outer space for peaceful purposes embodied in the outer space
Treaty. That is no secret: I think most delegations know this, and in fact it was
not only my own delegation.

that.

Quite a number of delegations tried very hard to do
We were not successful at that time, but perhaps there is reason to hope
that we may still be able o correct that situation. Therefore I am most grateful
to the representative of the Soviet Unicn for his last statement.

As far as the guestion of remote sensing and the legal implications is
concerned, I should first like to express the view of my delegation and my
Government on the question of the legal implications. We have always held the view:
that in an area as sensitive as that of remote sensing, which impinges very
closely on questions of national sovereignty over resources, it is necessary -~ I
say this very clearly -~ it is essential, in our opinicn, that activities in this
field be conducted within an adequate legal framework. On this my delegation has
never wvavered. We continue to feel very strongly that the subject is sufficiently
important particularly to most of the developing countries, for it to be essential -
I repeat, essential .-~ that we try to develop an adeguate legal framework for the

conduct of these activities.

It is not very often that I disagree with him.

slight difference in approach between our two delegations.

"others also have said, there are legal implications to remote sensing.

"I think there is no difference of wiews.
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what I said this morning with regard to the mandate given to the Legal

sub-Committee should not be misunderstood. I was not at any time suggesting

hat there is no need for a legal framework. Far from it. I repeat that we

pelieve there is every need; there is urgency, in fact great urgency, for the

rovision of such a legal framework. My point this morning was that the Legal
sub-Committee and particularly Working Group III were at a disadvantage because

. the different interpretations given to operative paragraph 6 (¢) of the

eneral Assembly resolution, and I think the statement made by the representative

f Austria this afterncon has made that very clear. Obviously there is still no
onsensus, no meeting of minds, among the members of this Committee as to whether
he time has come for taking practical measures to draft such a legal framework.
I listened very carefully to the statement of the representative of Austria.
However, in this context I see a

He said, and I think

On that,
What he suggested was that before

we take any decision regarding the necessity or desirability of having either a

- treaty or even guiding principles it would be useful -~ it would be necessary,

in his opinion ~- to discuss in depth the legal implications, and to discuss them
under various headings, that of the space segment, the earth segment and so on.
Our approach is slightly different. We also believe there is need for discussion
in depth of the legal implications. I repeat, there are legal implications.
We believe that such discussions would tend to be somewhat vagus and in a

bit of a vacuum unless they were based on specific proposals, specific ideas,
specific areas, and it is in this light that we tend to look at the proposals

that have been submitted to us. We believe those proposals would certainly help
Us in conducting the kind of in-depth discussion the representative of Austria
quite correctly stated we would need. The only guestion, in my delegation's

view, is whether the legal framework to be formulated -- and we have no doubis

on the need for it --— should be arrived at, as was the case with the outer space
Treaty, and as is being attempted in the case of direct broadcast satellites, by

& two-step process, namely by formulating guidelines or guiding principles with a
View to concluding an agreement or agreements -- I think that was the gnproach

We took as far as direct broadcast satellites were concerned -~ or whether we should

bypass that step and go straight into the drafting of the treaty itself.
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As T said this morning, among the proposals before us both these approag

appear. There is the one according to which we should start with the

principles, and then perhaps later ga on to the treaty; and there is the other

according to which we should straight away start drafting the treaty. This,
I think is the point that needs consideration. We do believe that a genersl
discussion of legal principles should be based on specific texts or drafts
that are available. Incidentally, I would hope those drafts would cover all
the issues thet need to be discussed. While the list of issues may be
incomplete, in our opinion, the proposals made and the views expressed by .
Member States, both in the course of discussions here and in the replies of
Member States to the gquestionnaire that was specifically addressed to them on
remote sensing, including the legal implications, are specific and concrete,

and should assist us, I believe, in the Legal Sub-Committee. Even if one

were to interpret operative paragraph 6 (c) of the General Assembly resolution i

asking for only a consideration of the legal implications, we believe that
such consideration can best be carried out on the basis of the specific texts
and proposals before us.

Qur delegation sees a need for a legal framework. We do see the need
for an appropriate legal framework. It iz for us to consider whether such
legal framework should in the first dinstance, as has been done in other
cases, be elaborated through the help of guiding principles, or whether it
should be in the form of a treaty. Perhaps this is a matter that could form
the basis of consultetions among the members of the Committee, particularly
among those who have made specific proposals. That was the point of my

statement this morning.

The CHAIRMAN: I think a great many pertinent questions have been

raised which warrant further comment and exchange of opinion among
representatives., Indeed, the Committee suffers no lack of subjects. Quite
to the contrary, I see a wealth of highly interesting and, frankly,
controversial questions which still need quite a bit of debate, so we should

not be afraid to address ourselves to them.

“should always consider the reports of the other Sub-Committee in great detail.

“.elimineted; and as we are now discussing the work of the Legal Sub-Committee, we would
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Mr. LIND (Sweden): I apologize for speasking a second time in this
fternoon's debate.
. The previous statement of my delegation in this debate concerned the report
¢ the Legal Sub-Committee and the points that, in our view, could be included
q our report relating to it.

Now, & point has since been raised in the debate as to the interrelationship

etween the work of the two sub-committees. My delegation agrees with the

delegation of the Soviet Union that there is a clear interrelationship between

he two sub-committees, certainly when they deal with the same item. $So, in

{ﬁddition to the comments, that we made earlier, we should like to add that, in

“our view, it goes without saying that each sub-committee, in considering &

specific item ~~ and in this case, more specifically, the remote sensing item —--

To the extent that there exists any hiatus, we hope that that can be

then like our report to include langnage to the effect that the sub-committee fully
tekes into consideration the relevant parts of the reports of the SBcientific and
Technical Sub-Committee. In doing so, we would be acknowledging an agreed point

in the report of the Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee, which was distributed
only a few weeks before the opening of this session.

My delegation does not agree with the hierarchy of the interrelationship as
expounded to us by the Soviet delegation. We think that each of the sub—committees
has to take into account the work that is being done in the other, and that
neither sub-committee necessarily has to prepare the ground for the other,
but both can certainly assist each other.

On the item of remote sensing, as is well known to all delegations, we share
the view held by a great number of delegations here that the consideration of the
legal aspects, including any efforts to draft international legal instruments,
cannot be undertaken without a knowledge and awareness of a number of
important and certainly rather complicated technical, organizational and financial

factors.
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Mr. CHRISTIANI (Austria): I too apologize for speaking again, butf
with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to make a brief reply to th
comments made by the representative qf India on my previous statement.

He says that he is convinced of %he necessity for a legal framework for ‘thk
use of the technology of remote sensing. I can say, in all frankness, that I
am too, I think my delegation has expressed this. We too are convinced that
legal framework should exist, it should be established mainly to prevent abus
of that technology. And there are, of course, quite a number of instances whep
abuse can take place; there is no question about it.

It may be recalled that my delegation, together with other delegations,
instrumental in drawing up the list of issues, which, I think, imperfect as it:
may have been, was the main starting point for our discussion and also for
the progress we made in the Legal Sub-Committee. In all frankness, I do not
think that without the list we would have got as far as we did, as is
reflected in the report. I think this fact alone attests to our conviction
of the need for a legal framework and our interest in a discussion of the legal
implications.

I have also made it quite clear -~ and this can be found in the record --
that I also believe that the discussion should progress on the basis of the
proposals submitted; I have said this very clearly. Of course it should, becaus
this is part of our mandate, although operative paragraph 6 {c) of the Ceneral
Assembly resclution does not say "on the basis™ but "taking into account”.

But still I would be quite prepared to say: "on the basis of proposals
submitted in written form or in the form of draft treaties, and other

proposals by other Governments".

intelligent

PrOPO sals,
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(Mr. Christiani, Austria)}

I quite agree with the representative of India that a meaningful and
discussion can or should take place only on the basis of concrete
and I think that my delegation has expressed time and again its
appreclatlon to those delegations that submitted the proposals. The only

-hing that we do not went -- and I wish to say this very clearly -- is that by
&1scu551ng the legal implications or by taking those proposals into account, we
hould be committed to a certain outcome of the discussions. I think this

is the main point. I do not feel that the fact that three or four delegations
have submitted draft treaties shculd in itself commit other members of the
Committee on Outer Space to accept the position that the outcome will eventually
ve a draft treaty. I think this is perhaps a conviction which might arise

iater on, but the fact that those propesals have been submitted should not ipso
fecto and from the beginning cormit other delegations to acknowledge beforehand
;;;—;inal outcome. And I say again that those proposals have been most useful in

clarifying the subject.
T should like to make a final point, and this may be a bit repetitive --

'with respect to the legal discussion of remote sensing, we are still in the

process, and in the very important process, of identifying the problem areas.
We cannot help but feel that this should be the first step. T cannot see how
we could meaningfully start drafting the legal framework that I am convinced
should be the outcome before having identified the subjects. I think we are
still in that process. The representative of Sweden has said very clearly
that we have discussed five items on the list of 15, and a number remain to be
discussed. Next year, as we all know, the Scientific and Technical
Sub~Committee will meet before the Legal Sub-Commitiee, and I am sure

that a great many further subjects will be eclarified. I think that we shall
certainly make great progress or even complete the process of identifying the
issues. My delegation would then be more than happy to engage in a meaningful
discussion or even in drafting legal guidelines, but not before that. We

do not want to hold up what is certainly a necessary process, but we do

not think it is meaningful at this stage but would lead nowhere, because

We are not yet at a stage where we have identified all the problem areas 1n
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the various organizational configufations, earth segment, space segment and gg
I say this by way of comment and answer to the representative of India. I d.
feel that there is a great difference or even any difference in our opiniong
rather that it is a matter of approach. \I should be most grateful if furthe

discussion on this issue could clarify the matter.

(Mr. Stowe, United States)

.rnatives, Then the Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee and the Legal
Committee have locked at the numerous possibilities, each of them

4 make recommendstions and this Committee could meke recommendations and
would be for the General Assembly, acting on those recommendations, to decide

we in the United Nations should proceed, what sort of organizational

Mr., STOWE (United States of America): I should like simply to
focus on one point, namely, the guestion of the mandate of the Legal

Sub-Committee. I do not believe that during the course of our extensive

debates on this matter in the Legal Sub-Committee anyone was really arguing

that we could not proceed to some drafting exercise. The essence of the

argument was, in the view of my delegation, whether it was wise to do so.

T think .

We tried to make it clear that we thought it was not wise to do so.

cture we should adopt, what sort of legal parameters we should decide to

jow for those organizational activities.
'Remote sensing was discussed in the Legal Sub-Committee for the first time

p 197h.. We went into & detailed examinaticn of the
gal implications at the session that was held in Geneva, but unfortunately
Hﬁere able to spend only a two-day period on that subject, and I think the

ort of the Legal Sub-Committee reflects that. In 1975 we spent one week on

the subject. The complexities of the legal implications of the various

that the hazard that the Legal Sub-Committee faces now is not one of
discussing legal implications in a vacuum, in the absence of reference to
specific texts, but rather one of discussing legal implications in a vacuum
without reference to a specific kind of international arrangement that the
international community would like to establish, would like to pursue and
would like to become involved with in the area of remote sensing. Until we
have some sort of general idea about how the international community wishes
to develop its own ability and its own participation in remote sensing
activities, whether in the space or ground segments, it does not make a
great deal of sense, in our view, for us to discuss the legal implicabions
of such activities, except in so far as it helps us to understand what

are the legal implications of the various alternatives before us.

I think it is important to proceed in parallel in the Scientific and
Technical Sub-Committee with the identification of the different possibilities,
organizational possibilities, for the international community in international
activities in remote sensing. Part of what the Scientific and Technical
Sub-Committee must bear in is what the legal implications of the
different alternatives are., The Legal Sub-Committee, in our view, must

undertalte a thorough examination of the legal implications of the various

genizational possibilities before us, I think, require a good deal more debate

d & good deal more examination than has been possible so far. My delegation

submitted a working paper in an effort to try and clarify our view of where
he international community should go. There are other papers before us and
afnumber of important opinions have been expressed orally on the approach which

should take.

the Committee and then the United Nations
. Given the time that we have been able to spend oh this subject so far I

think we have made considerable progress. But if we examine even the report of the

Legal Sub-Committee for its 1975 session, we find reflected there only &

series of very complicated and difficult questions which are identified as

-ﬁhe basis for further work. I think it would be a great hazard for us to proceed

to try to draft a particular legal document,first,without a great deal. more

consideration of the implications of a particular course, and secondly, without

k " a great deal more basic agreement among the members of the Committee about the

The mandate that the Legal

direction in which we would like to proceed.

Sub-Committee has had for the past several years, namely, to study the legal

surcly does not bar us from proceeding to drafting.

Implications,
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: Mr. Kevin, Australia

But, on the other hand, I think it would put us exactly in the position

of working in a vacuum if we were now to recommend that we should draft delegation generally associates itself with the viewvpoints that

before we were all satisfied that we had done the requisite amount of sxpressed this afternoon by the delegations of Austria, Sweden and the

preliminary work. Therefore, we would not be in Tfavour of compelling or™ States. T realize that they are not identical viewpoints, but in

specifically requesting the Legal Sub—Co%mittee next year to proceed with - I think it would be fair to say there were points in common
drafting, although we are certainly not trying to prohibit that Sub-Commit ‘ t my own delegation shares those points.
from doing so vhen it is appropriate and when we feel prepared and have _ Oue of the interesting things that happened this year was that the

an idea of the particular direction in which we would like to go and when ve ab-Committee met before the Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee —-

have clarified the very complicabted issues before us. hié is not a usual thing. This year it was rather fortunate in a way.

We have pointed out in our general statement that two of the issues” :;ated in the Legal Sub-Committee the first really substantive debate

obviously the definition of the activities we are talking about -- are ote sensing principles. As the representative of the United States

still unresolved. I really fail to see how we can proceed to drafd Ust pointed out, previously we had only two days in that forum to speak

guidelines, or principles, or a treaty or any other specific text until emote sensing; this year we were given the opportunity of five days,

we have basically reached agreement on what the scope of the activities ‘those five days we managed to have an interesting discussion on

we are discussing should be. And that is just one particular questiong* out’ of 15 principles. Unfortunately, it was not possible to record that

certainly not the only issue before us. _dn in any detail so its value is largely in the memories of those
In the past we have done a lot of detailed work on each of the agree vho participated in it.

that we have produced and, as a result, it is our view that we have pro otie six weeks later, we moved into the Scientific and Technical

a great deal of very responsible, Very constructive and very progressi#e'l' ﬁmittee and, rather surprisingly I would say,given the record of the
in this srea. I think it would be acting with counterproductive haste to |
think that after seven days of debate we must now proceed directly %o a ve a very substantive and useful debate on remote sensing. The results
drafting exercise when, as we all know there is substantial substantive _débate are contained in three rather lengthy paragraphs -- 27. 28
disagreement in the area of remote sensing. Our debate this year - of the report of the Scientific and Technical Sub--Committee

was an excellent one, and I think that there is every prospect when the’

Legal Sub--Committee reconvenes of continuing it on that same ugseful level

ébperitional phrase,indicated that, for the first time, we as an international

Mr. KEVIN {Australia): T would just like to make a few brief ¢en to be coming to grips with the desirability of achieving a truly
comments on the interesting debate which was opened up by the representati ational orgenization of remote sensing. We seem to be at last recognizing
of India and which has carried through this afternocon. , otential for handling this intevesting nrew application of space technology

T had the good fortune to participate in both the Legal and the ‘ . ional lines, taking advantage of the regional economic commissions that
Scientific and Technical Sub-Committees this year - a fortunate accident - 8t and,generally speaking, using this technology as it ought to be used.
brought about by the fact that both meetings took place in New York -~ and :

so I feel I have a locus standi to offer a few comments.
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(Mr. Kevin, Australia)

think there is a need for time in both Sub-Committees. We think there 1s
but it should be a two-

Vhen one looks at the draft instruments now before the Legal Sub~Commy

: Sa’} W i tll all due res E}ec‘t to the Ve h d N N . .
’ I.Y ay WOIk { ha‘t has go e i . o] dlna.tlon in both Sub—COII]IﬂJ.ESteeS s
a n r

| . ] ific and Technical Sub-Commititee can
drafting these instruments -.- that théy appear, to my delegation at least, n process of co-ordination. The Scientific

to take into account the new perspectives that are opened up, if one does 1o e Legal Sub-Committee end the Legal Sub-Committee can
at remote sensing from this international regional point of view. They seem ilize the thinking of the Scientific end Technical Sub- Committee. -

to interpret the situation very much in terms of particular countries sensin Those were just some general ideas, but I think I have said enough to
particular other countries, and then the problem arising of how to deal with bate the thinking of my own delegation.

the transfer of information to particular third countries.

. . . .  on from
f ‘ : ' 1 S t Socialist Republics) (interpretation
iy delegation's view may Le utopian, it may be idealistic, but we would 1 Mr. MAIORSKI (Union of Sovie

: . i i efully to the discussion this
to hope that this is not the only way to look at the matter. We would like to }an): My delegation has listened very car v

. - d i i i elegations, we have found that
hope that we might see a situation where remote sensing receiving stations aré ernoon. Like our colleagues in other d o3 s

| i i i i saying to the effect that truth
handled by groups of countries which come together for a common purpose in cussion extremely interesting. There is a saying

i g i ow well on the way to discovering
a regionwhere these receiving stations are jointly financed, managed and _ s out of disputes., We think that we are n

: ' i ittee and the role of its
staffed by countries of that region.and where they disseminate the information ‘truth about the genuine role of our Committe

to the countries concerned. We see this creating a much more flexible and

i i £ ith those representatives who
less problematical framework in which a great many of the issues with which It is, of course, difficult not to agree wit D

| d i i i logical era, is a
we were grappling in the Legal Sub-Committee earlier this year may not be have said, or hinted, that this century, this technolog s

i i id pace. EZxciting
as formidable as appeared at first sight. _ ard time. Technological advances are being made at a rapid p

i i + ., the way in which society
Having said that, I should like to state that I am very conscious of the rospects are being opened up. To a certain extent, y
fact that this,business is rather like a pokder game: if you do not 111 develop is being determined by technology.

i in of tyruth. But it
put your money on the table you do not get taken very much notice of. We . In all those argumentsJ of course, there is a gra

. : ts wake.
those people who have taken the trouble to submit concrete texts. I am .mﬁter our technology rather than merely following in its

very hopeful that in the course of the forthcoming year the people who have : . Obviously, the correct decision in this respect will lie in finding a proper
these ideas - and I have no doubt that there are a great many around this 'balanCe between the flights of human fancy not specifically connected with any

room who do have them -- may be able to see something on the table that reflects: Perticular event in the field of technology —-— in thig case, space technology --
those ideas. and vhat has already been achieved in mastering & certain branch of technology as

At the same time, T should like to endorse what my Austrian colleague it relates to human activities. We think that we now have an oprortunity to .
said a few moments ago that putting a piece of paper on the table does not strike that proper balance in the work of our two Sub-Committees -- at least in
necessarily mean that one is pressing for a final product within possibly
12 months. Vhat it means is that you are putting forward a basis for discussion
some ideas, and that you want to participate in a process of development of
international consensus. - That would be all my delesation would have in

mind at this stage.
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the case of one item -- that is, the question of remote sensing of the earth, jpilities we have had., We have had working groups on the subject. The

We must say quite frankly that the more we listen to our colleagues here the ftii‘ic and Technical Sub-Committee has discussed the question, Our

more doubts we begin to harbour sbout the correctness of a term that is very .. ﬁtee has discussed it,
often used; indeed it has become a permet‘nent feature of our practice; it is y Why, therefore, could not the Legal Sub-Committee now draw up a document on
in General Assembly resolutions. It is b term that contains elements running asis of the existing drafts? We find it very difficult to agree with those
counter to the very purpose of the work it is supposed to describe. I shall n¢ resentatives who say that these drafts are merely pieces Of paper that have
keep members in suspense any longer about what term I am referring to: it ig ‘1aid before the Sub-Committee. A great deal of work by qualified persons
"legal implications™. ‘5een done on these drafts. They reflect the experience of scientists and
I do not think that the word "legal" causes any difficulties. It is the sp ialists in perhaps all fields of human knowledge. These pieces of paper are
word "implications™ which seems to us not to be quite accurate in this case. ered with the sweat of the scientists who have worked on them. We can do
Obviously, we should not, vhen ve are describing the work of the Legal ns_ffuctive work on the basis of these so-called pieces of paper. We should do
Sub-Committee and the work of our Committee in the legal field, speak about th 3
legal "implications” of a particular event in the development of space That is nct all. If one loocks the facts squarely in the face, one sees
technology. Rather, we should speak about the legal "foundation', the legal “at its last session, in February this year, the Legal Sub-Committee did
"conditions” which have to be applicable in any particular area of space rt to formulate principles. That was an expression of goodwill on the part
technology. those delegations that wished to continue this work on the basis of a
That, I think, would be the correct way to describe the situation. UNo one neral agreement. It is true that the process of the actual formulation of
would then have any doubt aboub whether the chicken came before the egg, or vice rinciples stopped for some time, and there was a general discussion.
versa. Everyone would know exactly which came first, the cart or the horse.

We think that it is beyond question that however earthshaking the
achievements in any particular space activity of man may be, that activity must
be developed on the basis of specific agreements between States; States, as
sovereign States, evidencing goodwill, have to agree on specific guidelines,
specifie directions in which that activity would develop and which would be in
accordance with the interests of all States individually and the world community
as & whole,

We regard as quite invalid the statement that remote sensing is not yet
ripe for the drawing up of a final, completed international document, that it
has not yet materialized enough for the formulation of specific legal rules or
principles on it. That is not true. I hope that no one in this room has any
doubts about that. We have been discussing the question of the technical

aspects of remote sensing for about three years now. We have used all the
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{Mr. daiorshil_g§;m (Mr. Maiorski, USSR)

T do not know how productive this was, but once again I would emphasiz Therefore, for our work to be congtructive and useful, we do not think

that the Soviet delegation generslly commends the work which has been done

we should let our eyes be dazzled by the tremendous pace of development

the Legal Sub-Committee. May I quote ong more example. We all said that pace technology or premises to the effect that law can only follow in the wake

recently the Committee adopted the Convention on the Registration of Objectg “chnology and in no wise should ever overtake it; that law can only formulate

L?un?hed into Outer Space and that that Convention which was a result of ver; mgfhiﬂg in the form of legal consequences, derived from a particular
difficult, arducus work and which helped to bring together completely differ .Eiogical advance. The two can develop pari passu. Somebtimes the law pay
points of wigw, was. a-great achievement for our .Committee. Let us recall hos ‘mp£'techn010gy as to what is the best way of going about things, and it may
the work on the Registration Convention started.. The work on that Conventio d#ertake technology in certain cases.

nrted by one, two or three, or several delegations stating that they were ne 1f our Committee is prepared to recommend that the Legal Sub-Commitiee

prepared to do this work; that is, the work of formulating the specific provist

fnby undertaking the concrete formulation of provisions on remote sensing
They did not feel that this was necessary. '

té next session, on the basis of the existing texts, even though on

Neverthelegs, the work did get under way and delegations which were not : @tters of principle we have not yet reached complete agreement among all ;

dt i it at & inni i :
prepared to go along with at the beginning subsequently changed their tes, the Soviet delegation would be prepared fully to go along

thinking. This is obviously also a rule of the dialectic which rules our liwv 1 such a recommendation. I should like to also point out that we do not

We know that in the case of registration a paradoxical situation arose in ve full agreement either on the guestion of direct television broadcasting,

which The Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee unanimously adopted n & number of major problems connected with that area. Nevertheless, we are

the conclusion that to change the existing system of registration would not be deftaking drafting work on this and, as it appears to all of us, not without

desirable. And then the self-same delegations, from the self-same countries certain degree of success.

in the Sub~Committee, literally a few months after that conclusion had been ado]

by the Sub-Committee and when the inlk had hardly dried on the document, as it

Mr. COCCA (Argentina) (interpretation from Spanish): It had not
were, revised its decision in the Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee and

been my intention to speak at this meeting, but listening to the representative

came to a completely different conclusion. " the Soviet Union, who gave us some very profound thoughts of great interest,

At that time, our Committee did not come to any final conclusion on that I think that I must respond to those ideas and say that I agree with some of

matter., WNevertheless, this did not prevent there being constructive work on -the points which he made

specific texts., There was one text to start with, then two, then nerged texts,. Firstly, I entirely agree that technology is created by people and that at

then joint texts, t + joi - : : :
J s, then ancther one and another one, and another joint text, and 10 time should we be overvhelmed by it. Obviously, in the present state

50 on, leading to th i T i i i i Coe s . : i
s g e achievement of a convention, which at this stage, I think of international law, we believe that man -- that is, the human personality --

Renisties everyhody. ‘has to act in in four dimensions. TFirst there is the personal dimension; that
18, man as an individual. Secondly, there is the national dimension. Thirdly,

- an international dimension; this is man as part of the international
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(Mr. Cocca, Argentin (Mr. Cocca, Argentina)
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community. Fourthly, there is the state, which perhaps most concerns

our Committee, of the universal dimension. It is man as part of humenity, Byt

- . i concerned or worried; quite the contrary,
man 1s always there as the basis. Consequently, it is man who creates the sensing of the earth. We are not

. ‘ i i is i it icht. We believe that these are very valuable
technology and who must dominate technoiogy in various areas. In the very vast yiew this in a positive lig

i ] ontTi i dpoint, since the whole question of
programmes set up by the United Nations there are specific working bodies whic contributions from the legal standp s

. pani i i { law, in this case interpational law. This
are devoting themselves to ensuring that technological progress does not hamper ganization is of interest to the >

so much the case that two extremely delicate phrases are being used 1n

purely human activities, particularly in the United Nations. Unquestionably, 8

these documents of the Seientific and Technical Sub~Committee. 1In the

we are in the process of mastering certain branches of technology, as was stated

i "iod i i " is used, and
] ' : wrovisi ression "joint international venture® 1 .
by the representative of the Soviet Union. These braches of technology affeet P?ov151onal agenda the exp J

- - 1'
in the report we find the expression "international co-operative venture'.

certain specific human activities.

These two expressions are predominently legal and we can analyse their scope

In addition to this preliminary point, with regard to which we wish to expr

on another occasion.

our support, I should also like to add that I fully agree with the assertion tha

the fact that remote sensing of earth's resources from space has not yet

‘ . i i1) (interpretation from French): I had not
achieved full ripeness should not be a motive to postpone legal considerations, Mr. de LIMA (Brazil) ( P

wished to tax the patience of the Committee by speaking again in this

the study of regulations and the elaboration of international instruments, which . . )
) discussion. I do so merely to express total agreement with the views expresse

reflect these concerns, these studies and various considerations.

i i f the Soviet Union and Argentina. In
Furthermore, we have always maintained that international law must proceed s short while ago by the delegations o

i i i { int to the dangers
ahead of events, and we have always seen that it did so in our country. And ‘point of fact, mine was among the first delegations to point g

i 4 the relative
we the members of this Committee should not abandon this tradition. " of the growing gap between the progress of technology an

 stagnation of international law vis-3-vis this new technology.

Thirdly, I should like to state for +he record, very clearly, that for the

In contemporary history we have more than one example of problems that

delegation of Argentina there is no difference whatsoever in this respect between

. i de greater progress than the law, with
the experimental or pre-operational period and the operational period, hoth in The cropped up because technology made g Prog

extremely harmful consequences for the international community. Finally, if

question of the remote sensing of the earth and in that of direct broadcasting.

Wwe are not alert to this problem we might have to declare ourselves powerless

might almost say, if I may venture an example, that the consedquences are identica

in the face of the philosophy of fait accompli, which is contrary to the very

It is as though someone were using a weapon in an experimental period or state, and

Ltud ' inci i i i ization is imbued.
unwitiingly caused the death of a person. That person could not allege that he principles with which this Organizati

: . i 1 Very often when discussing issues of international space law we
was uslng a weapon merely in an experimental stage or period.

are faced with a paradox. Either we are told it is too early to elaborate

I should also like to say that many statements have been made in the Scientifi

. : . inci 1imits of space applications of technology
and Technical Sub-Committee with regard to organizational aspects of remote legal principles because the very 18

have not yet been fully defined or we are told it is too late because there

exists a de facto situation and the law must simply accept it.
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(Mr. de Lima, Brazil)

Our delegation believes this is a false dilemma. As has been stated by
the representatives of the Soviet Union and Argentina, in reality there ig an
orientation of priorities which must guide our desire to establish eithep the
legal or the organizational framework., There is an objective, and that
objective was very clearly sketched out in the words of the representative

of Argentina.

The CHAIRMAN: TLoes any other member wish to speak at this stage?

If not, T shall adjourn the meeting.

The meeting rose at 5.25 p.m.




