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ORGANIZATION OF THE WORK OF THE COMMITTEE IN 1963 (continued) 

The CHAIRMAN: At its last meeting, the Committee reached agreement on 

the date of the next session of the two Sub-Committees, namely the second half 

of May for the ecientific and Technical Sub-Committee and 16 April to 3 May for 

the Legal Sub-CoDllllittee. 

The Committee, on the other hand, could not agree at its last meeting on the 

place for the sessions of the two Sub-Committees and requested the Chair to 

continue its consultation with members of the Committee in this respect. In 

deference to the wishes of the Committee, the Chair has most willingly continued 

these efforts and has again had consultations with all members of the Committee 

on these questions. 

It is with sincere regret that the Chair has to announce that despite 

repeated efforts, agreement between all members could not be reached in the course 

of these consultations. We ther efore have to continue the debate on item 1 of 

the agenda, as agreed at our last meeting. 



AP/ah A/AC.105/PV.18 
3 

Mr. PLIMPTON (United States of America): I should like once again, if I 

may, to make my delegation's position absolutely clear. As I stated at our last 

meeting we very strongly prefer that the Legal Sub-Committee and the Technical 

Sub-Committee meet here at United Nations Headquarters, and we are convinced that 

this is where they should meet. 

First, as was pointed out by the representative of Canada at our last meeting, 

there is the need, if we are to achieve progress in this complex field of outer 

space, to bring together the three types of people on whose collective efforts 

success depends: the diplomatic permanent representatives, the legal experts and 

the scientific or technical experts. Up to now what progress this Committee has 

achieved has resulted solely from the work of its sub-committees. We believe this 

pattern in which substantive work is given to expert sub-committees is proper and 

should prevail and continue. But the final responsibility for carrying forward 

expert recommendations rests right here on us in this full Committee and on us and 

our fellow representatives in our parent body: the General Assembly. 

~te twenty-eight Members represented in this room today must carry forward both 

in this Committee and in the General Assembly the recommendations given to us by our 

expert sub-committees. Oftentimes these recommendations, be they legal or 

technical, will be of such complexity that unless we have the opportunity ourselves 

to observe or to participate in their formulation, we cannot claim to have a 

thorough understanding of them. 

Hhen this Committee met here last September to receive the results of the work 

of our sub-committees, all of whose meetings had been held in Geneva, many of us 

felt handicapped because we had no direct knowledge of what had taken place in 

Geneva. True, we had records, but the fact .is that even these were not available 

here until more than two months after the Geneva meetings; presumably this delay 

was caused by conflicting demands on the Geneva conference facilities. This year 

the demands on those facilities will be greater and our ability to follow and keep 

abreast of the work of our sub-committees would be seriously reduced if they were 

to meet away from our Headquarters. 
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One of the principal tasks given us by the General Assembly many years ago is 

to promote international co-operation in the peaceful uses of outer space and to 

give effect to programmes which could appropriately be undertaken under United 

Nations auspices. We cannot expect to carry out this mandate if we deliberately . 
divorce ourselves from the substantive work of our own sub-ccmmittees. That is the 

first reason why we favour United Nations Headquarters as the location of all 

meetings of both sub-ccmmi ttees. 

Another reason why we favour United Nations Headquarters is one of principle 

and of prior decision. At i ts twelfth session the General Assembly adopted 

resolution 1202 (XII) in which it examined the pattern of conferences and decided 

and I emphasize "decided": 

"••• that, as a general principle, meetings of United Nations bodies shall be 

held at the established headquarters of the bodies concerned ... " 

(General Assembly resolution 1202 (XII), paragraph 2) 

This resolution listed certain exceptions such as ECOSCC, the Economic 

Commission and the International Iaw Ccmni.ssion, but none of these exceptions apply 

to this Ccmmittee or any other body established by the General Assembly. 

The status of our Committee, as a subsidiary organ of the General Assembly, is 

set forth in rule 162 of our rules of procedure and this decision of principle 

applies to us. Although it is true that the Ccmmittee is free to nake en exception 

if a mD.jority of the Committee so desires, any decision to convene either sub­

committee away from United Nations Headquarters would be in violation of a general 

principle which was specifically decided by the General Assembly -- our parent body. 

It would be ironic if we were to consider general principles relating to outer 

space without being able to observe general principles when they apply here in this 

room. 

Closely related to the question of principle is the question of finances. 

Meetings of the sub-committees here at Eeec~~erters would not require any extra 

expenditure of unbudgeted funds. If the Legal Sub-Ccmmittee were to meet in 

Geneva, it would cost the United Nations an additional $38,ooo. If the Technical 

Sub-Committee were to meet in Geneva, it would be an additional $20,700. If both 



AP/ah A/AC.105/PV.18 
5 

(Mr . Plimpton, United States) 

were to .meet in Geneva it would cost an additional $58,700. Surely, with the 

United Nations in its present financial difficulties it is the duty of all of us 

to see to it that those difficulties are not added to by one dollar of unnecessary 

expense. Scme individual countries whose scales of assessment for the regular 

budget are low might feel that from their viewpoint they would save more money on 

transportation expenses to Geneva than they would be required to pay at their 

assessed rate if we added $58,700 to the annual budget. But this may be false 

economy. With regard to the Technical Sub-Committee the fact is that because 

facilities in Geneva in the latter half of May are as crowded as they are, the 

Technical Sub-Ccmnittee would be allowed to meet only once a day, whereas the same 

results could be achieved here at Headquarters in approximately half the time 

through having two meetings a day. Those Members who plan on sending qualified 

experts to this Sub-Committee will find that those experts would strongly prefer 

to meet two and even three times a day in order to reduce the amount of time which 

they spend away from space and space-related programmes, If we wish to conserve 

the valuable time of these experts and the expense of keeping them away from their 

work, United Nations Headquarters is clearly preferable for the work of the 

Technical Sub-Committee. 
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With regard to the Legal Sub-Com:l ttee, the tact is that many it not most of 

the twenty-eight members of this Committee will be represented on the Legal 

Sub-Comm:l ttee by n:embers of their permanent missions it the Legal Sub-Comm:1. ttee 

meets at United Nations Headquarters. It, on the other hand, the Legal Sub-Committee 

were to meet in Geneva, many members would wish to send not only legal but also 

political advisers to attend, and many ot them will be from the Permanent Mlssions 

right here at Headquarters. 

I say this because I believe it is widely recognized that the Legal 

Sub-Committee, when it takes up the tasks assigned to it by the General Assembly's 

resolution, must address itself to problems which are both legal and political in 

nature. There can be no doubt that issues ot great and obvious political 

magnitude will arise under at least one of the four topics which this Sub-Committee 

must address itself to, nan:ely that of general principles. nrta being so, it my well 

be false to ar"1,le that individual members, leaving aside the extra expense to the 

United Nations, will find it IIX)re economical to meet in Geneva than here at 

Headquarters. 

Furthermore, there is the tine factor. If the Legal Sub-Committee n:eets at 

Headquarters, it will be compl.etely free to determine its own pace. There will be 

ti11Es when two n:eetings a day are required and there will be times when only one 

meeting a day will be preferred, and there will be times when time shoul.c!. be 

allowed for consultation without meetings. The nexibility all.owed meetings here 

at Headquarters will permit more work to be done in a shorter time and with more 

flexibility than would be possible in Geneva. 

These are the reasons why W'l strongly prefer to follow the normal. pattern in 

keeping with the principle established by the General Assembly and have both 

Sub-Comm1. ttees n:eet at Headquarters. Any suggestion that the exception tor Geneya 

made last year was intended as a pattern to be followed in subsequent years is 

absolutely and completel.y contrary to fact. Our preference for United Nations 

Headquarters last year was shared by many if not most of the members of this 

Committee. We acceded to the entreaties of' one aember whose participation in the 

work of this Committee, it was alleged, would be threatened it the Sub-Committees 

met at Headquarters. We made clear at that time tbat we were prepared to accede for 

l<;,1? _. and 1962 only, and that thereafter there should be no question but that all 

~eetings would f~llow the norml ~attern and remain at Umted Nations Headquarters. 
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As I made clear at our l ast meeting, the United States was prepared, despite 

its strong preference, for one or more of the Sub-Committees to meet away from 

Headquarters this year if this were the desire of the majority of the members of 

the Committee. I notice, as I think we all did, that we have heard no such 

statement that the Soviet Union would be willing to accept the wish of the majority. 

In recent days it is well known that the United States, despite the strength of its 

preference, is not inflexible. The Soviet Union, however, without once presenting 

a defensible case for departing from the normal pattern, has shown not the 

slightest interest in anything but its own demands. 

Under the circumstances, the United States maintains its strong preference 

that both Sub-Committees meet at United Nations Headquarters. We do not agree that 

either Sub-Committee should go to Geneva. We are prepared to have this Committee 

express its preferences by majority votes. We would vote against any proposal 

favouring Geneva over United Nations Headquarters. In the absence of any formal 

proposal or decision to the contrary, both Sub-Committees should follow the normal 

pattern and meet at Headquarters at the times previously agreed. 

It was agreed at the very outset of this Committee's work that it would be the 

aim of all members to work by agreement without need of voting. We respect this 

aim and we think it should be maintained. But this Committee is a subsidiary 

organ of the General Assembl y and as such is governed by the r~e of procedure of 

the General Assembly. ,ve will not acquiesce in either receiving or, still .less, 

giving the veto power to any State in any Committee of the General Assembly. This 

Committee must today decide whether it will attempt to carry out the mandate given 

it by the General Assembly or whether, in the face of Soviet obstinacy, it will 

cease to function. 

There is no purpose in postponing the issue. We have been confronted by it 

for many weeks and everybody's position is clear and well-known. The issue is 

indeed trivial, but the Soviet Union has made it one of importance. It would be 

indeed ironic if the United Nations effort in the field of outer space were to be 

blocked by such triviality. 
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The CBAIRM\N: I now invite rrember s to irake a ~t.t::1.tP.rr.ent if they Ro 

desire. 

Mr. MENtEZ (Argentina) (interpretation from Spanish): In view of thE 

difficulties wbicb seem to be in our path, I would like very briefly to present the 

point of view of my delegation. As I bad occasion to state in the preliminary 

conversations wbicb were held concerning this problem, we are in favour of holding 

both meetings at New York. The reasons for this preference seem to be very clP.ar. 

In the first place, there is the economic consideration, which was n:ade very 

clear by the representative of the United States. Our delegation R"t-';rihu tP.s great 

importance to this aspect because, on the one hand, there is a relationship to those 

countries having lesser incorre and, on the other hand, there is the situation of the 

United Nations itself. The financial difficulties of our Organization have been 

repeatedly set forth here, and very cl.early . 

For these reasons, I think that we would not be justified in sP.nding 

United Nations staff abroad since it would involve an extraordinary expenditure of 

son:e $50 ·,000, end esfecially when such expenditure could be avoided by holding 

the rreetings of the two Sub-Committees at Headquarters, wbich is the natural 

place for them to be held. And we cannot overlook the fact that this is not simply 

a question of. expense for staff, in which all Member States will ~ertici~ete 

proportionately. In addition, many delegations will have the expense of 

transf~rring their exi:erts and advisers from New York to Geneva. 

To sum up, we believe that up to the present tizte we do not have a clear 

picture of why these neetines should be held in Geneva since they would involve 

a heavy extraordinary expenditure ancl. since sucb additional expense would not e.ren 

result in greater facilities. On the contrary, as was brought out very clearly at 

our last meeting, it might even involve lesser services from the Secretariat. 

We do not believe that because two sessions were held in Geneva this is a sufficient 

precedent; it could give rise to a traditional. practice that would make it 

impossible for the Sub-Committees to meet at Headquarters. 
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Tb.ese then are the reasons why we prefer Ne-w York. But I would also like o 

point out that we do not think that this preference should constitute any 

obstacle to our accepting any other solution which the Committee may feel 

preferable so as to assure the good functioning and success of its activities. 

We believe that the norm which we cc~sider to ce in full ~ractice here, so 

as to achieve decisions in complete harmony without having any votes, that this 

norm should 1:ave pr~ori ty oYer any other consideration. 'Il:erefcre, we would like to 

say that we are ready to accept a compromise proposal that would allow us to 

achieve a satisfactory solution to this question and, at the san:.e tin:e, a decision 

which would represent the desire of the majority here. 
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Mr. ARNAUD (France) (interpretation from French) My delegation does 

not share in every respect the views that have just been expressed. by the United 
States representative, if only because be concluded his statement by recommending 

New York as the choice for the holding of the meetings of ~he Sub-Committees. 

My delegation would prefer that the meetings of the Sub-Committees be held at 

Geneva. Nevertheless, from this intervention there seems to emerge a very 

positive element which should engage the attention of the members of this 

Committee. The United States representative declared himself beforehand that he 

was prepared to accept the decision which emerged from the expression of views of 

the majority of the members at this .meeting. It seems to me that this is an 

element which should guide us to a solution of this problem. 

Indeed, this problem is not one vhich challenges the fundamental interests 

of any delegation or country. It is a relatively minor problem in comparison 

to many others which the Committee will have to consider, or. in comparison to the 

many problems which the sub-Committees will have to consider. Therefore, it seems 

to my delegation that this is a problem on which the majority of this Committee 

could agree and on which the members of the minority should be able to align 

themselves with the views of the majority. I would say, beforehand, that while 

my delegation has a marked preference for Geneva, it would not seek to oppose 

the majority view in this Committee if that majority were to express itself 

clearly in favour of some other meeting place. 

Therefore, Mr, Chairman, I would propose that you appeal to all delegations 

here and now clearly to indicate their preference, so that we might have a clear 

view of the situation. Once all the delegations have indicated their preferences, 

and I know that you have taken much of your time in engaging in consultations 

outside this room, i t seems to me that matters would be facilitated and that a 

solution would -be hastened. In the consultations which have taken place at 

different periods, di~eordant results may have been yielded, and the views of 

delegati ons which were not too clearly stated may possibly have changed. 

Therefore, if the representatives in this Committee were to speak one by one in 

order to indicate their preferences, we might gather unquestionable, unchallengablE 

and incontrovertible information as to the direction in which the majority is 

inclined. 
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Mr. FEDORENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from 

Russian): We have just heard statements on a question which has not yet been 

sufficiently studied and which has therefore not yet been decided. 

First of all, I would refer to the statement made by the United States 

representative. To begin with, we are struck by the petulant tone and the 

peremptory way in which the matter has been presented, as also by the position 

taken by the United States representative. The impression created is that what we 

have heard here, uttered in almost metallic tones, is in the nature of an ultimatum: 

either accept what we have offered you or put an end to the work of the Committee. 

It seems to us that such a tone and such a way of addressing an international forum 

are hardly in consonance with the responsibility of our Committee and the nature of 

its work. I believe that more forebearance and more calm should be employed, 

together with a desire to find a solution which would satisfy all, not only one 

country or one side. 

We shall, therefore, venture to recall again those considerations that were 

put forward by the Soviet delegation at the previous meeting of our Committee. 

He value highly the fact that in this Co:rr.mittee traditions of understanding 

and co-operation are being established, an understanding which does not necessarily 

require voting upon. Everything should be done to find mutually acceptable 

solutions, to achieve a mutual understanding that would be in keeping with the 

interests and the importance of those tasks that stand before us, without trying 

to threaten anyone or any way to affect the nervous systems of any of those 

taking part in the meeting. We wish to recall that this question of the place uf 

the meetings of the Committee and its Sub-Committees was discussed last year, as 

a result of which an appropriate decision was taken. 

As you remember, everyone agreed that the Committee should meet at Headquarters 

in New York, which is what it is doing. Everyone also agreed that the Sub-Cammi ttees 

(Technical and Legal) should hold their sessions at Geneva. Experience has 

demonstrated the correctness of that decision and the fruitfulness of the work done 

by both the Committee and the two Sub-Committees. 

This points first and foremost to one conclusion: we must preserve and 

maintain this co-operation, carry it on and strengthen it in every way. 



RH/rh A/AC.105/FV.18 
12 

(Mr. Fedorenl~o, USSR) 

In embarl.:.ing upon the work of our Committee we assumed that there were no 

problems in conne~~ion ui th the place of meeting of the Sub-CoI!'.mi ttees. 

Nevertheless, we are now confronted with a new problem. That new problem has been 

created by the representative of the United States, who has put it in a rr.ost 

dramatic form. 

First .of all, what grounds are there for creating this new problem'l On the 

previous occasion technical considerations were put forward. Soon, however, those 

technical considerations fell by the uayside because they were far-fetched. Then 

financial considerations were put before us but they too were unable to stand up 

under criticism. Now resolutions are being dragged in, references are being made 

to former decisions. But we are very well acqti.ainted with those decisi::ms. They 

in no way imply that the meetings must be held in New York, as certain speakers 

here have said. 

Thus there is no reason why this new problem should arise. It would have 

been better not to complicate matters, just as it would have been better not to 

put artificial obstacles in the way of the Committee's work. 

We considered and we consider nou that the best place to convene the 

Sub-C'Jmmi ttees is still Geneva. Nor is that only our opinion. He a:ce happy to 

note that it is the opinion of the representatives of many other countries in the 

Committee. This shows that we are correct in our understanding of the situation 

and that our considerations are uell founded. 



BC/ek A/AC.1O5/PV.18 
l;; 

(Mr. Fedorenlto, USSR) 

He are not insisting that the Sub-Committees or the Committee should meet in 

the territory of, let us say, our own country. It need hardly be demonstrated 

that we uould have had certain good reasons for making such a proposal. But no 

one should put his own convenience ahead of all other considerations. What are 

the reasons for the FOSition of those who are so insistently and stubbornly trying 

t') obtain a decision that the Sub-Committees should, at all costs, be convened in 

New York'/ None, e;:cept that it suits their c:mvenience, that for them New York is 

"home". But the interests of the othei· delegations, the interests of mutual 

understanding and international co-operation, cannot be disregarded for the sake 

of the convenience of one delegation. 

F'Jr us this questi:m of the place where the Sub-Committees are to be convened 

is a natter of principle. As we are not insisting that they should be convened in 

the territory of our State or of another socialist country, we are entitled to 

expect reciprocity. Accordingly, we propose as a compromise decision that the 

Sub-Corrmittees should meet at Geneva, as in the past. 

\-le repeat that it is not right to complicate the matter, to create new 

problems and to make the work of the Conuni ttee more difficult. I:t, by complicating 

the question of where the Sub-Committee_, should be convened, the United States 

wishes to make c.')-operation in the Committee more difficult, its representative 

should say so openly. Then responsibility for all the consequences would fall 

squarely on the United States. 

It seems to me that if the atmosphere has not yet matured enough for a 

solution of the question it would be reasonable to prolong the consultations, to 

show some patience, commonsense and a spirit of co-operation, and to refrain from 

making undesirable statements in an intemperate tone. 

The CHAIRMAN: Since no one else appears to wish to speal" nou, I shall 

sum up what has been said so far. 

We have heard the suggestion of the representative of France that the 

Chairman should a:ppeal to every delegation to make clear its views here in the 
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Committee. We have heard the statement of the representative of the United 

States that the United States position is not infleXible. At the end of his 

remarks, the representative or the Soviet Union said: 

"••• if the atmosphere has not as yet matured enough for a solution 

or the question it would be reasonable to prolong the consultations" 

(Supra., page 16) 

I am, of course, prepared to continue my efforts. I must note, however, 

that since the beginning of January I have bP.en trying, through consultations, 

to find a solution agreeable to every member. 

have failed. 

Unfortunately, these efforts 

I therefore now invite the Committee to pronounce itself about what should 

be done to resolve the impasse. I would appeal to members to make suggestions 

on how to overcome the impasse created since our last meeting. As I have said, 

I have not been able to find a solution agreeable to all members. 

Mr. TREMBIAY (Canada): A.sis known, the delegation of Canada is one 

of the delegations which has expressed a definite preference for holding the 

sessions of the two Sub-Committees in New York, for the reasons which have been 

very ably and lucidly outlined by the representative of the United States. 

However, from the various statements that have been made it seems that we have 

now, as the Chairman has Just said, reached an impasse in the work of the 

Cammi ttee. If the two positions are maintaine,i, the only way out of our 

predicament would be to determine the majority opinion. But I suggest that if 

we do that we shall be casting away one of the most precious rules under which 

this Committee has worked so far -- that is, the rule of unanimity in its 

decisions. 

Therefore,- the question in our mind at the moment is whether some compromise 

formula could not be put forward which would rally general support -- in the 

best interests, of course, of the future work of our Committee. In an effort 

to obtain a clearer indication of the consensus of the Committee, in accordance 

with the remarks made a moment ago by the representative of France, my delegation 
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woul.d suggest that the Legal Sub-Committee should meet in New York and the 

Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee in Geneva. If enough delegations take 

a similar position, there will be an obvious consensus in the Committee, which 

would enable the two major space Powers to accommodate themselves to that 

consensus, we would hope, thereby solving the problem without the Committee's 

having to resort to a formal vote. 

Mr. LEWANDOWSKI (Poland): Since this is the second meeting ~hich 

has dealt with the problem ·of where the two Sub-Com:nittees should meet, I think 

that all the members of this Con.mittee have heard quite a number of arguments 

in favour of New York and quite a number of arguments in favour of Geneva. In 

the opinion of the Polish delegation, this is a most unfortunate discussion, and 

it is most unfortunate that such a divergence of opinion has occurred at all. 

I do not want to demonstrate in a ertifioial way the importance or lack of 

importance of the question, but I must say that to many outsiders listening to 

rur discussions this whole thing must sometimes scund very amusing. 
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As for my own delegation, Mr . Chairman, I think on several occasions 

we have informed you that our preference is for meetings of those Sub-Committees 

in Geneva. We could cite a number of arguments to make Geneva the place for 

the meetings of the two Sub-Committees, and as a matter of fact we have . 
expressed such arguments in private talks. As you know, Poland is honoured 

by being the host to the COSPAR meeting. We are rather directly, and perhaps 

formally more than any other delegation, involved in the work of the 

Legal Sub-Committee. The arguments I mentioned could be set forth publicly, 

but I am not going to do that. However, for all those arguments which I 

have heard from t he representatives of the United States, Canada, Argentina 

and those who spoke at the previous meeting, there is a sufficient number --

I would, of course, say more than a sufficient number - of counter-arguments. 

Take the question of political involvement in the work of those two 

Sub-Committees. I could not agree more with that, that of course we vculd 

be involved, and I could not agree more with the representative of the 

United States that the final responsibility rests with the General Assembly, 

that we are only a subsidiary body of the General Assembly. But the argument 

is exactly that direct involvement in the specific work of the Scientific 

and Legal Sub-Committees is not necessary because in the final outcome the 

questions will come here to the meeting of the plenary Committee, as they did 

last year, and then to the General Assembly, which will have to deal with them, 

and that there will then be enough room for direct political involvement in 

those questions. 

Furthermore, you gentlemen around this table are more experienced than I 

in international negotiations and debates and know full well that it sometimes 

is very good -- especially for a problem as difficult as this one and as new 

as this one; for certainly questi ons involving the legal and scientific problems 

of international co-operation in outer space are of such a nature that they are 

new to all of us -- especially where ther e are divergent points of view, 

to divert the proceedings and negotiations from the direct political involvement 

of what my friend, the representative of Canada, referred to as the ministry 

for foreign affairs representatives. 
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Now, I am not one to cut off the branch on which I personally am sitting; 

but in the past we did it and we di~ it with succesA. 

As to the qu~stion of finances, we could of course spend a lot of time 

here making computations. I know that for some of it we could even request 

the aid of some computers -- nowadays that is the fashion in problems of 

outer space -- and prove that for some delegations it would be cheaper and 

for some it would be more expensive. In matters of United Nations 

expenditures, we think, of course, that nobody wishes to act light-handedly. 

But for that matter, there are so many problems involving expenses for the 

United Nations in which savings could be achieved. I am not proposing to take 

thoie matters up now before this Committee; that is not within our terms of 

reference and they will, I hope, by reason of our Permanent Representatives' 

political involvement in them, be thoroughly discussed at the next 

General Assembly session. 

Then there is the final argument about last year's agreement: for how 

long was it valid? I for one did not directly participate in last year's 

private discussions between the outer-space Powers on the question of the 

meetings of the plenary and the Sub-Committees, but if I recall, the discussion& 

started from the presumption that one view was that the meetings of the plenary 

sessions of this Committee and the Sub-Committees' meetings should be taken 

somewhere else, namely Geneva. Then after some debate -- and ·about this I 

heard only second-hand -- we were faced with the consensus and agreement 

that the Sub-Committees last year should meet in Geneva and the plenary 

in New York. I was under the impression -- perhaps mistaken, perhaps not 

that the agreement stood and that we would meet no difficulty this year in 

following that agreed line. I do not know whether the agreement was formalized 

or not for 1962 or for permanency. I for one Qm not familiar with that. But 

suppose the talk was about 1962 only: why then change something that has been 

established and that has already started to work? We know full well how many 

difficulties those Sub-Committees have had to meet and will meet because the 

problems are new. None of us has any ready-made formulas which will solve 

every~hing. The question, therefore, for my delegation at least, is one of 

anxiety and unrest as to why one or two of the delegations have brought up this 
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matter of departing from what already might be considered a sol"'t of radition 

agreeable to everybody, and making of it an issue. 

I am not prepared to take any of those arguments as formal ones -- financial, 

organizational, political involvement -- and to regard them as having any 

decisive validity, because, again, for each of those arguments and for many others, 

perhaps, that have not yet been set forth, there could be a good number of 

counter-arguments -- and that, of course, would not lead us to anything. 

So then the representative of the United States and the others who brought 

up anew the question of the meetings of the Sub-Committees should not be 

surprised that I, for one, am very anxious and worried about this problem which, 

to my mind, has been artificially raised here, nor should they be surprised at 

the intense feelings concerning any change in last year's pattern. 

Of course, I am not a representative of any of the Powers wh.:t ch have 

a lot to say about outer spac~; we are still in the rather theoretical phase, 

if not in the science-fiction stage, of development in that area, and, like 

many of our friends around this table, I suppose, we are watching these problems 

very car eful.ly and watching especially the po~itions taken on problems of 

co-operation in outer space by the great Powers, that is by the Soviet Union 

and United States. If then this artificial problem iE, brought into our debates 

and if what was working last year suddenly cannot work this year any more, 

in the opinion of one of them, what, frankly, can be the prospects of further 

co-operation? I hope that in the speeches here and later on in practice I 

will be shown that I am completely mistaken in my anxiety and that a final 

solution of that problem will be achieved. 

There was some talk about a compromise and the representative of Canada 

suggested something here. Let us be frank around this table: we have been hearine 

about this for a few days and I believe some of us were aware that certain 

delegations might come here with that so~ of proposal, namely to split the 

meeti ngs of the two Sub-Committees. Well, last year I heard that a compromise 

had beeu reached, t hat the meetings of the plenary Committee would be held here 

and that the Sub-Committee meetings would be held in Geneva. Is this now a 

sort of piecemeal tactic, so that now we have to make a compromise between 

last year's compromise and the new stand taken by one of the parties involved? 
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What will happen next yeart Suppose, theoretically, that we take up 

this compromise. Will there again be a new d.ifficulty1 The question in a real 

sense "~11 not be -- at least to my delegation -- of the overpowering importance 

of the solution of that question as it will not solve the question of co-operatien 

in outer space. But the approach to that question might help or might hamper 

progress in co-operation in outer space. Therefore, I would suggest that we 

should ponder that issue. Since the proposed dates for the eetings of 

the Sub-Committees are still not immediately around the corner, perhaps we 

could try -- looking at this problem not from the point of view of the arguments 

advanced on political involvement, finances or organization but from the point 

of view of the political importance of co-operat·on in this Committee to 

find a solution. With this in mind perhaps we could find a solution. 

Mr. MATSUI (Japan): My delegation's own preference on the site 

of the meetings of the two Sub-Committees was and still is New York Headquarters 

for both of the Sub-Committees. We believe that this is the best arrangement 

for most of the delegations and for the Secretariat tecause of all the 

conveniences it offers. I am not here repeating all the arguments that would 

justify our pc ·nt of view because they are well known to everybody and because 

this would save our time. It is very regrettable that, despite your strenuous 

efforts, Mr. Chairman, and those of other delegati ons, no agreement has so far 

been reachedon such a technical question as the one facing us and that we 

sti ll find ourselves in a deadlock. Under such circumstances, my delegation 

is ready to modify its position and to go along with the suggestion of the 

r epresentative of Canada who presented a compromise solution, to hold meetings 

of the Legal Sub-Committee in New York and those of the Scientific and Technical 

Sub-Committee in Geneva, if other members of this Committee would be willing 

to show a spirit of compromise as well. If they are not ready to do so, the 

only alternative left to this Committee would be to resort to the normal 

_procedure by which any subsidiary organ of the General Assembly, like our 

own Co~mittee, is expected to conduct its business under the rules of procedure 

since such procedure is not in any way precluded by the understanding reached 

at the outset of •ur Committee's work. 
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This, however, would not be necessary if all the members of the Committee 

would proceed in the same spirit which led to the understanding that was reached 

when we started our work last year, the understanding that I mentioned. I would 

therefore support the compromise suggestion made by the representative of Canada, 

and I would appeal to the other members to go along with this compromise so tnat 

the Committee can conclude its organizational consideration and l ook f orward to 

successful and subs t antive progress at the meetings of the two Sub-Committees. 

Mr. CCOK (Australia): The Australian delegation has one rea~Jn of 

principle and several of efficiency and convenience for preferring both 

Sub-Committees to meet in New York. 

The reason of principle has been mentioned several times and is specifically 

set out in resolution 1202. It has been argued against that general principle 

laid down in the General Assembly resolution that the Co1LII1ittee itself last year 

took a decision of principle: that t he two Sub-Committees should meet in Geneva 

and the full Committee in New York. This has been furt her represented as a 

compromise decision. 

As far as Australi a is concerned, it was no part of our understanding, when 

we agreed against our preference to go to Geneva for both Sub-Committees, that 

this was a compromise, nor indeed that a general rule had been set up. Furthermore 

I do not see how we could have agreed to this sort of understanding ·because the 

sequence of events last year was that a proposal was made that the two 

Sub-Committees should meet in Geneva; there were consultations to and fro on this 

particular point; and it was eventually agreed by virtually everybody that the 

two Sub-Committees should go to Geneva. The request was only then raised, for 

t he first time, that the full Committee should also meet in Geneva. This was 

rejected with some indignation by a number of countries, includi ng Australia, and 

there the matter rested. Now the point of that history is that there could not 

have been a compromise because it was agreed first that the Sub-Committees should 

go to Geneva, and that waR a single, separate issue. The reasons Australia has 
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of efficiency and convenience for preferring New Yorl~ are three. First of all, 

I think that what all of us here should have first regard to is the efficiency of 

the work of the Sub-Committees. This is what we are talking about at the moment; 

this is where a lot of the important work of the Committee is a.t least im. tiated. 

It was quite clear from our experience last year in Geneva that the work of the 

Sub-Committees did suffer fr~m the lack of conference services and facilities in 

Geneva. This was beyond the control of the Secretariat in Geneva. There were 

just too many meetines going on. Last year's records came extremely late, and 

they did not come in all languages. Special interpreters had to be hired who were 

not as good at their job as the interpreters here in ~he United Nations in New York. 

Furthermore, it was also a fact that the work of some experts on the Sub-Committees 

suffered because many delegations, or at least some delegations, have no office in 

Geneva; they have no ready means of ge cting secretarial help, of having somewhere 

to work, of communicating with their own capitals. For all these reasons, the 

work of the Sub-Co~.mittees did suffer last year and it would suffer again in the 

same way this year when, if anything, the schedule of meetings in Geneva is even 

more cr'.)wded. 
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A second consideration, it seems to me, is the work of the Committee as a 

whole, and here again I thinlt the advantages lie with New York. When we met here 

last September it was very clear that a number of delegations that had nobody who 

had been at Geneva were at a disadvantage of sorts in not having an intimate 

knowledge of the.background, the atmosphere, the cross-currents which had gone on 

in the Sub-Committee meetings in Geneva. The Australian delegation feels that, if 

possible, this sol't of situation should be avoided. It does not help the Committee 

in its w.Jrk, when it is trying to come to decisions on Sub-Committee reports, if 

it does not really have an intimate knowledge of how those reports were arrived at 

and the cross-currents which went on behind them. Similarly, it is a fact that 

most delegations here are r epresented on the First Co~mittee when the report of 

the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space comes up there, and again it is 

useful for them to have a knowledge of what has taken place. 

The third reason is one mentioned by the representative of the Soviet Union, 

that is the convenience of the experts involved, perhaps the national convenience. 

This seems to me the last of the considerations to which we should pay regard. 

Quite obviously they are selfish reasons - whether it is easier for countries in 

Europe, for example, to go to Geneva, or whether it is easier for countries in 

North America, or for Australia, to attend a meeting in New York. Nevertheless 

they are valid reasons and it is clearly open to everybody to put them forward and 

to press them. But they are the least of the reasons. Members ought to be 

prepared in the interests of furthering the work of this Committee, which is of 

far greater importance than the convenience of experts, to come to some 

modus vivendi, if that is required, to advance the work of the CoILinittee. 

In the same way as the delegation of Poland is closely associated with the 

Legal Sub-Committee, the Australian delegation is closely associated with the 

Scientific and .Technical Sub-Committee. As I have stated, we would prefer New York. 

But we would be perfectly prepared, if the majority of the Committee were to decide 

otherwise, to go to Geneva. It seems to me that there is a lot to be said in the 

present state of feeling in this Committee for the suggestion put foward by the 

representative of Canada. Members should pay close attention to that suggestion to 

see whether it would not be possible to come to some agreement on those terms. 
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It has been suggested that perhaps there is still room for reaching full 

agreement on some other suggestion, or on some different compromise. I have heard 

this argument in the past few days, and I have also asked what sort of fresh 

compromise might be evolved in the next few days or weeks, given the history of 

consultations to date. I have met nobody who has been able to suggest any possible 

compromise other than the one suggested by the delegation Jf Canada. The Australian 

delegation would be perfectly happy to agree to a delay of a few days or weeks if 

it were requested because some delegations were at present unable to agree to the 

Canadian suggestiJn and needed a little more time to recommend to their Governments 

that this was a reasonable way out, and to receive a reply. But it does not seem 

to me that any purpose would be served in agreeing to a delay if those delegations 

opposed to the compronise have no intention of trying to come to some agreement. 

In those circumstances, we should think very seriously of how we next proceed. 

Mr. CAMPBELL (United Kingdom): He do not propose to argue further about 

the comparative merits of New York and Geneva as a place of meeting. We think 

that those merits have been sufficiently argued by other delegations, and we 

ourselves put forward certain considerations the other day. Hhat we would like 

to address ourselves to is rather how this Committee should no\r proceed in order 

to get ourselves out of the present difficulty. 

It seems to us that all delegations have now had time to decide upon their 

own preference in this matter. Some of us have already stated our preference and 

others have not. At the same time, it has been argued by a number of delegations 

that it would be better to work in such a way as we have in the past, that we do 

not as a Committee have to vote. But now in these circumstances, since as I say 

we already have the elements upon which we could take a decision, if we do not in 

fact proceed to a vote, how then can we ever reach a decision? It seems to our 

delegation that it would be most unsatisfactory simply to leave the matter 

undecided. The representatives of various countries on the Sub-Committees are 

entitled to lmow now, or at least within the next day or two, where it is that they 

are expected to meet. We have already decided the time. It seems to us that we 

really ought to take a decision about the place, and we are not at all attracted 

by the idea of further delay in reaching this decision. 
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Therefore, we are attracted by the idea which was put forward earlier by 

the representative of France. This suggestion, as I understood it, was that the 

Chairman might invite each delegation in the Comnittee to state, if it is in a 

position to do so, its preference. In that way, it seems to us, the majority 

view of the Colilmittee would emerge quite clearly. The view with respect to one 

Sub-Committee might be different from the view with respect to the other. That 

remains to be seen. But it seems to us that a useful first step might be to 

ascertain from each delegation that is willing to give its view what in fact 

its preference is for each Sub-Committee. 

I want to add only one thing: for our part we should be perfectly ready to 

fall in with the compromise suggestion made by the representative of Canada, but 

I remark in passing that our own preference, if the Chairman asks it, again is 

to confirm New York in the case of both Sub-Con:mittees. 
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Mr. COLLI.m (Sierra Leone): My delegation considers it rather 

unfortunate that we have had these difficulties in decidine; the matter of where 

the Sub-Coumittees should meet. We think it unfortunate because, if we have 

difficulties on a procedural detail such as this, it augurs rather badly for the 

more important substantive matters which will have to be debated later on. 

I do not wish to go into detail here on the arguments which have been 

expressed at great length in support of a preference for meeting in New York or 

a preference for meeting in Geneva. As the representative of Foland has said, 

arguments cc1.:lj be found for either puint of view, depending on i". CT one intends 

to argue. In fact, for a country like mine, with a small delegation and limited 

resources, there are difficulties either way, particularly on the financial level. 

There are also difficulties of personnel. As I have said, arguments could be 

advanced to support either claim. 

However, what I think is important is the atti tt'de to the question, whether 

delegations are prepared to continue in the spirit with which we started out last 

year, when there was a readiness to give and take on important matters. I 

remember the congratulatory remarks, when the general political meeting was held, 

about how well we had been able to proceed, even though there had been some 

difficulties in the Legal Sub-Committee, because there was this willingness to 

co-operate. 

What I should like to say here with some force is that I wish we could show 

this spirit ~f compromise in this matter. It is a matter for satisfaction that 

some delegations have already indicated their willingness to go along with the 

majority view, whatever that may be. That is exactly the position of my delegation, 

and I think this ought tc be of some significance, because we have something to 

lose either way, and yet we are prepared to go al~ng with the majority view -­

whatever that may be -- in the interests of having the work of this Committee 

proceed in the best spirit. We think that, if delegations are willing to say 

that they will accept the consensus, whatever that may be, there need not be much 

trouble. It is quite natural and inevitable that there should be initial 

disagreements as to where a particular meeting should be held; it is natural that 

there should be different points of view. But what I think is a bit regrettable 

is that people should feel too strongly about their own preferences, because that 

leads to a chaotic situation. 
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Some delegations, notably the delegation of Canada, have suggested that some 

compromise could be reached if certain delegations continue t~ feel str•ngly 

that their preferences should be adhered to. I think there is a lot to be said 

~or that, and my delegation is quite willing to go along with any compromise 

proposal which might lead to l')aving one Sub-Committee meet in New York and the 

other in Geneva. Perhaps, if we canvass this idea with vigour, we will be able 

to find a way out of this impasse. 

One last point: I think it may yet be possible to get a consensus on the 

matt ~r of accepting this compromise if we do not force it to a vote now. Perhaps 

we might take an adJourc.ment on this matter and discuss next time the question 

of a compromise solution, whatever the details of that compromise might be. 

I am not going into the details of where each Sub-Coc:::ittee should meet, but I 

see no reason why we should not agree wn the desirability of a compromise, 

since we olready know quite clearly that we cannot get all delegations to agree 

on one place for both Sub-Committees to meet. 

The CHAIRMAN: If no other representative wishes to speak now, I should 

like to sum up the discussion held this afternoon. 

There are three main elements. One is the proposal of the French delegation 

that the Chair should make an appeal to each delegation to make its preference 

clear on the question of the site of the meetings. Secondly, we have heard from 

two delegations that the atreosphere does not seem ripe for a solution and therefore 

that efforts should be made to reach a compromise. In that connexion, the last 

speaker, the representative of Sierra Leone, thought that an adjourcment~ight 

be helpful. The thirn proposal was made by the representative of Canada, who 

said that perhaps it should be decided as a compromise that the Legal Sub-Committee 

should meet in New York and the Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee should 

meet in Geneva, and that this might be decided upon in order to avoid a vote, 

which was the intent of the agreement reached last y~ar and repeated at the 

beginning of our meeting at this session. 
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These three proposals are now under discussion, and I would appreciate it 

if the members of the Committee were to consider the following solution: if the 

Committee agrees, the Chair would make an appeal to all delegations, as suggested 

by the French delegation, to state their views now and also to take a poRition on 

the so-called compromise proposal put forth by the delegation of Canada. I would 

like to hear some views, because only a few representatives have so far expressed 

themselves. I should also like to hear whether it ·s felt that a short 

adjournment might be helpful from the point of view of reaching agreement. 

Another procedure that could be envisaged is to invite each delegation, in 

order to shorten what might otherwise be a lengthy debate, to state its 

preference in a letter addressed to the Bureau of the Committee. In this way, 

we would have a collection of views as to whether Geneva should be the site,or 

New York, or whether the Canadian proposal would be acceptable. 

I would request members to pronounce themselves on what further guiding 

lines should be observed in this impasse. We have already .heard with satisfaction, 

as the representative of Sierra Leone has said, that some members have indicated 

a willingness to change their position, that they do not have a rigid position. 

If the discussion is continued, we may hear further statements of this sort, 

which would be very helpful from the point of view of reaching an agreed s~lution. 

I therefore appeal to the members of the Conmittee to pronounce themselves 

on the situation as defined just now by the CLair. 

Mr. CHAKRAVARTY (India): vur position has already been expressed at the 

previous meeting, and I do not want to reiterate it. We have heard very good 

arguments as to why the Sub-Conmi ttees shoul,i meet in New York or why they should 

meet in Geneva. But I should like to point out that, before we accept the 

valuable suggestions made by the representative of France or the representative of 

Canada or any other representative, one point has to be borne in mind: that this 

Committee is one of the few whose working depends completely on the co-operation 

of the two space Powers. If twenty-six of us agreed and the two space Powers did 

not agree, we would not have advanced at all. That is an unfortunate fact, but 

we must face the reality of the situation. 
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I would therefore request that there should b~ a further effort made for 

consultation and discussion between the two great Powers themselves, with your 

assistance. We hope that they will ccme to acme agreement between themselves as 

they have done in the past en equally contentious issues or perhaps more contenti ous 

issues. They have not disappointed us when we have left the matter to them. I 

suggest that before we go into this question of voting or ascertaining the wishes 

or preferences of other members, you should make another effort. That is my 

proposal. 

Mr. C~~VAS-CANCINO {Mexico ) (int erpretation frcm Spanish): If my memory 

serves me cor r ec tly, our Ccmmittee was established in 1958. At that time t here was 

s 01r.e difficult y concerning the membership of the Ccmmittee. In 1959 neither t he 

Soviet Union or certain other Xerr~ers participated. I believe I am right when I 

say tha t those meetings were held academically. We ~ere meeting alm0st hehind cln~ed 

doors and what we might decide we knew in advance would have only relative value. 

That was the situation t hen. We believe that this is the reason why we do not wish 

to proceed t o a vote in this Committee. This procedure of voicing a majority 

opinion here does not have t he same value i n this Ccmmittee as it does in other 

Committees. Therefore I would j oin and support the reasons advanced by the 

representative of India. 

I woulrr also recall that in the work of the Legal Sub-Committee in 1959 my 

delegation submitted a worl:ing paper in which a series of questions were made 

concerning t he future of this science as we saw it as a result of the development 

of science at that time. I went over this document a few days ago and I realize the 

very great development that has taken place since then. Many of the question marks 

which were suggested at that time, and which we felt would take decades to find 

answers for, have now been an~wered. Unfortunately, this is not the case with the 

agreement of the great Powers here in our Committee. 

I view with great regret -- and I say sometimes it is difficult to maintain 

fai t h in the United Nations -- the sort of impasse which we find facing us. Allow 

me to speak for a mcment about the very nature of our Ccranittee. This is not a 

question of the great problems of space or great legal problems which must govern 
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development in space. This is simply a questi ;.;n of where .:.,ur sub-commi ttees shall 

meet t:::i discuss - not t :::i take deci s i:::ins - but just t 8 discuss these matters. 

These sub-committees are simply c .:iing to h:::ild di scus sions. In space matters one 

spealcs of great spaces, distances and veloe; :i. ties that almos t esca~e :iur hwnan 

intellect. :Coes, it not seem ol 1wst lauc:hable tha t we are s i tti ng h r e ar gu ing 

whethe:t we are going t ") meet on tll .i s 8r the :Jther s ide 0 1' tile J\tl~mti ? 

'Iherefore, m;y deleg3.tion i:., a c;ainst the · i dea A -.)Ul' pr.Jceeding t o a vote. He 

cannot proceed t'.) tate votes. It .i s not 1)ossible in th.i s Cc!TlJ11i tt~e an we will 

say so t i ll the very last m:::iment, ,111ether it i s a clear vote ty s h;.; H of l1ands or 

by one of these neu meth0ds which a1·e proposed, a'1d which ne::ve:.:theless ·.1:::iuld be 

votinc . I uould emphas ize the pr~Jpocal advanced by the representative ,,f I ndia t o 

the ef .1.·ect that the neg.::>tiati :..1 n ::; must c.'.)ntinue. \·le cannot s impl:r ccme here and vote 

uhen \le lrnow that the t,~:::i great P~.l\1ers have n::>t reached any agreement. 0ur task i s 

t :> make them realize that they must reach agreen:ent.. That is why an a1 pea l is made 

fo r neg::, tiations t o be re sumed ancl that befor e ue [!,O at1ead in the w r l~ of the full 

C:Jnm1i ttee some aGreernent must be reac11ed by the two parties. 

Mr. VAKIL (Iran) (interpretation from French): In the vieu ~1 f my 

delegation the principles that slKJuld cuide us in the choice ;.)f a site for the 

meeting of the tuo sub-committees are ~1rinciples that have been enuncia ted in two 

resolutions ::> f the General Assembly, one of which has been mentioned O few moments 

ago and the other one having been adopted last year. These are cons iderations of a 

practical nature that must Guide us in t11e choice of the s ite or of the si tes for 

these two sub- committees rather tllan c '.)ns iderations ~..1 f a r oJ i tica l natur e. 'Ihese 

principles have been recalled in a report uhich the Secretary-Gene ra l st,.hni tted to 

the General Assembly on 1 De1.:ember 1562 in which he refers to certain principles 

that were established: 

11 ••• to gover n the planning and financing of meC:!t:i.ngs of the Uni tea Nations 

... in order that the most rational and economical use might be mllde of the 

resources of the Organization a~d the effective parti cipat.L.m of I1·!embers 

facilitated." (/\/5317, paragraph 1) 

In that report the Secretary-General makes an (.r.o.l;o:{sis of t11e way in which the 

plan pr::>posed by the General Asser,1bly has operated; On page 3 ht:: provides a list 

of conferences that have been held durinc; that time; it i s o_ suff icientl~r h "'ng list, 
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the majority of the conferences having aeen held in Geneva. He added that as would 

be seen from the table given on pages 3 and 4 of document A/5317, this table 

indicates that the majority of these conferences have been convened at the Geneva 

office or elsewhere in Europe. 'Ille primary servicing responsibility, accordingly, . 
has fallen on the Geneva Office. He goes on to say in substance that the volume 

of work for conferences should be distributed between the Headquarters of the 

United Nations and the European Office in such a fashion that the permanent staff, 

located here at Headquarters and in Geneva, might be able to cope with the work of 

the conferences concerned. 

Then there is another consideration. On the proposal of the Secretary-General 

the Assembly has extended for a period of one year this plan for meetings and 

conferences because the Secretary-General had deemed that the year 1964 would have 

to be an exceptional year for meetings at Headquarters and that therefore it was 

preferable to have transmitted to the next Secretary-General the adoption of any 

plan of conferences for a longer period. 

The last paragraph of the resolution which was adopted reads as 

follcvs: 

"Invites the Secretary-General to bring to the attention of the 

competent organs the importance and urgency of the measures outlined in 

paragraph 11 of his report, as well as the need for moderation on their part 

in fixing their programmes of meetings in New York for 1964, in view of the 

major reconstruction work to be carried out at Headquarters." 

(A/RES/1851 (XVII)) 
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This is an indication that, if this Committee or its Sub-Committees are to 

meet next year, it will probably be very difficult for them t o meet here in view 

of the construction work that 'Will be takins place. Therefore, I am under tbe 

impression that for these considerations of a teehnical and practical natur e, we 

might perhaps agree on some compromise plan as proposed, I believe, by the 

representative of Canad.a. This seems to meet the wishes of all with regard to 

the Scientific Sub-Committee since r.o O!:.e seems t hcxc opposed ":11~ j dea. 'There 

is also the exis tence of another very valid r eas::: n, e.::; ·,_:oi nt ed ::mt 1: ::,- r:·,any 

re:presenta t i ves, t o the effect t hat t i.1i s Sul: -Coir.mi ttee meeting 1,ill t e he ld 

bef or e a l arge- s ca le scientif ic confe r e nce i n Europe whi ~h t he t e chni ~i a:1s and 

1,cientists 1:ho are r::.e-:nbers of t he Su:'.) -Corrrai ttee, micht a ttenc"i be f e, r~ r c t urni r.g 

hoIC.-- . 

The srune reasoning does not apply, we believe, to the meeting of the legal 

experts, because th~re are countries here which nre not necessari ly members of 

the International Law Commission, ~nd also because the members of the International 

Law Commission do not represent their Governments; they are there as individual 

experts. So that I do not think the situation is simil~r in the case of the 

two Sub-Committees. 

To sum up, I think that these are considerations of a practical nature, and 

partieularly the principles enunciated in the resolution of the General Assembly. 

It is these principles that should guide us in the choice of the s i te, and 

particularly for the re,sons given in t he last paragraph of the General Assembly 

reso;J..ution, which states that it will be difficult to bold these meetings here in 

1964. We might therefore agree upon a solution or compromise. 

The CHAIRMAN: It does not appear that any other member would like to 

spe~k now. Therefore, I shall take up the request of the Indian 

representative, supported by the Mexican representative, that further 

efforts should be made between the two majorFovers, with the assistance of 

the Chairman, to try once more to reach agreement. I am now going to put this 

request before the ColUllittee. Is there any opposition to the request made by 

the representative of India and supported by the representative of Mexico? 
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Mr. PLIMPTON (United States of America): The United States has 

indicated fle;~ibility; the United States has indicated its prep~redness to go 

along with the consensus of this Committee. If the Soviet Union accepts those 

tuo positions, I see no reason why we could nt.)t settle this matter now. If the 

Soviet Union is not willing to accept either of those conditions, I am at a loss 

t.:, see what goocl further c ' scussions would have. 

The United States believes in international co-operation, in worl"-ing together. 

It believes that that involves fle:~ibili ty and that it involves willingness t o 

go along with a consensus. That is our concept of international co-operation. 

If that concept is not shared by others, any lack of international co-operation 

from there on will be the fault of that country. 

Mr. FEtORENKO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (Interpretation fr.om 

Russian): First of all, we must note the more moderate tone of our United States 

colleague. We must realize that we have a common interest in seelcing acceptable 

s.:,lutions. Accordingly, it seems to me that we have no basis for rejecting 

those considerations uhich have been advanced by the representative of India 

and supported by the representative of Me;:ico. 

Once again I should like to point to the need for displaying ma::imum patience 

in searching for constructive solutions, and f ;:>r the maximum need of co-operation 

in achieving a solution of this question. I do not understand thi s excessive 

haste on the part of the representative of the United States who is calling for 

an immediate solution of this matter. It seems to me that everything lies on the 

side of reason. He should once again weigh the situation, once again ponder, 

once again attempt to find a common language and understanding. 

Hhy do you, Mr. Plimpton, turn a deaf ear to the voice of reason? We support 

the proposal of the representative of India with which the representative of 

Mexico has associated himself. 

Mr . PLIMPTON (United States of America): Mr. Chairman, I wonder if you 

would permit me to ask iey colleague from the Soviet Union whether he is willing 

to accept the principle of flexibility and the principle of co-operation with 

the consensus of this Committee. 
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M~. FF.tCFE1'KO (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from 

Russian) : First of all, let me thanl~ the Chairman for having stated accurately 

the position ~f my delegation, thus answering the question raised by the 

United States representative, although I am of course very disappointed that 

this deprives me of the pleasure of answering Mr. Plimpton directly. I hope, 

however, that I will be able to have a direct exchange of remarks and courtesies 

with him on some future occasion. 

We are also grateful to our Polish colleague for having correctly understood 

and supported our position. 

Now let me mal~e a few remarks in conne;:ion with the statement of the 

United States representative. His behaviour reminds me of the conversations 

in detective stories between police officers and persons charged with a criminal 

offence. The tone of a police interrogator is out of place, to say the least, 

in an international conference such as this. The United States representative 

should refrain in future from resorting to that dangerous method. It does him 

no honour and it does not become the rep esentative of a great Power, particularly 

in the presence of representatives of many different States. Let him not forget . 
himself. In this international gathering he has been entrusted with the task of 

addressing representatives of Powers which are no less independent and no less 

great than his own. Let him weigh his words and behave with restraint. 

As regards the notion held by the United States representative that New York 

is the most suitable place for the sessions of the Committee·and the 

Sub-Committees, this is clearly an exaggeration. Everyone knows that in addition 

to the considerations set forth above, New York is far from meeting the most 

elementary conditions which are required if foreign representatives are to be 

able to live and carry on their business under normal conditions. Cur diplomats 

here, including those of the highest rank, are not always, by any means, 

protected against discrimination and the violation of their immunity . . On quite 

a few occasions New York has failed to ensure the security of even the official 

residences of ambassadors, including the representative of the USSR, 
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(Mr. Fedorenko, USSR) 

That being the case, what kind of working condition does New York have to 

offer other delegates and specialists1 

He share the views expressed by th~ representative of India with the support 

of Mexico, the Polish People's Republic and, I believe, many others, that a 

greater effort should be ma.de to reach an understanding, to find com1non ground 

and come to an agreement on the question of the place of meeting of the 

Sub-Committees. He hope that Mr. Plimpton too will show the spirit of 

co-operation and understanding that has been displayed by many of the 

representatives in our Committee. 

Mr. PLIMFTON (United States of America): Mr. Chairman, I uonder if you 

would permit me to ask my colleague from the Soviet Union whether he is willing 

to accept the principle of flexibility and the principle of co-operation with 

the consensus of this Committee. 
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The CHAIRfl.AN: May I add to this that if I hsve correctly understood 

the representative of the VSSR, be bas just indicated that be is prepared to seek 

constructive solutions. Therefore, be bas already indicated bis willingness to 

make a new effort. He bas also supported the Indian request that the two major 

Powers should make another effort, with the assistance of the Chainnan. 

May I add that to me it seems that the main thing is that the scientists and 

the l~gal advisers already know the time they should be available for their 

assistance in the two Sub-Committees. The question as to where they have to go, 

either to Geneva or New York, is not of a decisive character, and does not have 

to be decided today,or tomorrow, or in two weeks. 
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(The Chairman) •· 

Therefore, I think it is the consensus of the Committee that a new effort 

should be made between the two main countries, and that if this effort fails, then 

the Committee will be convened again and we will have to face the situation as it 

is then presented. 

I should like now to hear whether other members favour the Indian request. 
\ 

Mr. LEWANDOWSIC[ (Poland): We congratulate you, Mr. Chairimn, in that, 

basing yourself on the agreement made last year, you did not apply the rules of 

procedure of the General Assembly. That is another proof of the correctness of 

your position and proof that the representatives of India and Mexico were right 

that voting here would not solve anything if there were not agreen:ent and no 

ireeting of minds. If it were otherwise, tr..ey would be acting completely illegally, 

according to rules 119 and 117 of the rules of procedure, which state that there 

should be no debate when a proposal for adjournir.ent is mde. Of course, I think 

that you were perfectly correct, and that is why the pressure for a vote on this 

or the other issue was contrary to the previous consensus and was politically 

unjust. 

Therefore, I support your presentation that anybody who wishes to n:ay take the 

floor in order to oppose the proposal Ir.a.de by the representative of India and 

supported by the representatives of V~xico and the Soviet Union. I believe that 

neither the United States representative nor .azy"self are opposing it, and we should 

vait until all the representatives who wish to have spoken on the proposal. The 

situation would then be solved correctly, as you have dcne it, by not applying 

rules ll9 and 117. 

The CHAIR.t-'.AN: In reply to the Polish representative, the Chair would 

state that none of the reembers has asked for an adjournn:ent ~nder rule 119, and 

the request made by the Indian representative was that further efforts should be 

made by the two i:rajor Powers. If the Chair does not hear any opposition, he will 

take it that this request is acceptable to the Committee. 
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Mr. PLIK>'l'ON (United StAtes ,-,f ~rics): Mr. Cbairman, I appreciate, 

as I am sure our Soviet colleague does, your interpretation of his remarks, but 

unless he does say himself that the position of the Soviet Union in this matter 

1s flexible and tbat it is willing to abide by the consensus of tbe wishes of this 

Committee on this mtter, I do oppose an adjoumn:ent. 

Mr. FEDORENKO (Union of Soviet Sociallst Republics) (interpretation from 

Russian): First of all, rray I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for having accurately 

stated the position of my delegation and thereby ansvered the question put by the 

representative of the United States, although, of course, I am quite grieved tbat 

you have deprived me of the opportunity of answering him directly. However, I am 

sure that I will have the opportunity of exchanging mutual pleasantries and 

courtesies with him. I am also grateful to my Polish colleague for having 

correctly understood and for baving supported our position. 

Now, Mr. Plittpton, your nanner of speaking reminds me of a detective novel in 

which there is a dialogue between a policeman and a man accused of soe criminal 

act. I do not recommend you to resort to tbat n:etbod in the future. It is not 

becoming to the representative of a great country, particularly in tte presence of 

so many worthy representatives of so many countries. You shoul~ not speak in the 

language you have used to the representative of a no less independent and no less 

great Power than yours. 

Since you have touched upon this criminal n:etbod, I must say tbat tor some 

reason you have refrained from answering in other instances in which you have been 

involved personally. I regret it very much, but when we speak of the convenience 

or the advantages to be derived by holding meetings in your own country, you force 

us to say that New York is far from always having the necessary facilities for . 

our W'"rk. 

I repeat what I have said before. We share the considerations put forward by 

the representative of India and supported by the representatives of Mexico and of 

the Polish People's Republic, as well as, we believe, by many other representa~ives, 

that more energy should be displayed and irore effort should be exerted to try to 

find a common langu~ge in coming to agreement on this question. I appeal to you, 

Mr. Plimpton, to show the same spirit of co-operation and understanding that is 

being displayed by certain other representatives here. 
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Does the Committee agree to the proposal of the 

representative of India that a last effort should be made to reach agreement? 

Mr. PLIMPTON (United States of America): I simply wish to point out 

that we regard 'this matter as one for the twenty-eight members of this Committee 

and not merely for two members of the Committee. If it is the wish of the 

majority of th~ Committee that there should be an adjournment, I would point out 

that this is not a problem between the Soviet Union and the United States: it is 

a problem for all of us. ;. Je do not subscribe to the idea that this is a 

"duopoly". We regard this Committee as the master of its own affairs. If there 

is to be an adjournment, we ask that it should be on the assUILpti~n that it is 

the concern of every member of this Committee to resolve the Committee's problems. 

I repeat that this is not a problem for two countries: it is a problem for all 

of us. 

The CHAIR?-1'.AN: In reply to what has just been said by the United States 

representative I would say this: During the past weeks I have, I think, proved 

that I consult all the members. But with regard to matters of outer space it 

appears that a precondition is that the two main Powers in that field should come 

to an agreement. I personally undertake to inform all the other members of the 

Committee, as I have done in the past, and to try to obtain their views and their 

agreement. It has been my experience that in many instances small countries 

have very valuable suggestions to make. As I have said, l shall continue to keep 

in contact with all twenty-eight members of this Committee. 

The representative of the United States has, I believe, ~ade no reservation 

except that other members of the Committee should also be requested to co-operate 

in the efforts to reach agreement. 

Mr. PLIMPTON (United States of America): Would the Chairman be willing 

to tell us whether the results of his consultations so far shed any light on the 

preferences of the Committee? 
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Does the representative of the United States have in 

mind the results of my previous consultations -- that is, the consultations that 

I have held up to today? 

Mr. PLIMPTON (United States of America): Yes. 

The CHAIRII.AN: Since our last meeting, I have made renewed efforts, 

in accordance with the wishes of the Committee, to find a solution that would be 

accepted unanimously. I have consulted with all members to that end. On the 

basis of the preferences expressed by the members of the Committee during those 

consultations, I have the impression that a large majority of the Committee would 

favour a session of the Technical and Scientific Sub-Committee in Geneva and a 

session of the Legal Sub-Committee in New York. Tbis afternoon, some 

representatives who have been in favour of another solution have gone along with 

the proposal on those lines made by the representative of Canada. Perhaps we 

can reach some agreement on the basis of the Canadian proposal. However, it is 

necessary to continue the efforts because the representative of Canada has 

officially put forward the proposal only this afternoon. 

Mr. PLIMPTON (United States of America): In what~ hope will be 

regarded as a genuine spirit of compromise, I may say that the United States will 

accept the Canadian proposal as a compromise decision. 

The CHAIRMAN: I thank the United States representative, but I think 

that the efforts must still be continued. In that conneXion the United States 

representative has expressed no reservation except that this is a matter not for 

only two members but for all the members of the Committee. 

~Jr. PLIMPTON (United States of America): Would you wish, Mr. Chairman, 

to ask the Committee now whether there is any objection to such a compromise? 

If there is no objection, your problem is solved. 
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Mr. CUEVAS-CANCINO (Mexico)(interpretation from Spanish): I Yenture 

to appeal to that flexibility to which the United States representative has 

referred. I do not think that a decision should be taken at the present meeting. 

I think that the purpose of the proposal made by the representative of India and 

supported by me would be somewhat distorted if we were to follow the procedure 

suggested by the United States representative. Since this is a question of 

extraordinary importance, I would appeal to the United States representative to 

take into account the proposal we have made. We have requested the Chairman 0f 

the Committee to intervene wi 1h the two great Powers. I hope that it is evident 

that our interest in the matter is very great indeed. 

The CHAIRMAN: The United States representative has suggested that 

the Cou:mittee should be consulted now on whether it would accept the proposal 

made by the representative of Canada. I think that such a consultation should 

be deferred, since the proposal was made only this afternoon and ~any delegations 

have no instructions on it. Thus, if I were to ask the Committee to pronounce 

itself on the Canadian proposal, many members would not be able to respond because 

this is a new proposal to them. 

I have now stated the impression I have as a result of my consultations. 

I would therefore prefer it if the United States representative would not press 

for putting this question to the Committee now. I think that it would be better 

to await the outcome of the new effort to be made hetwP.P.n the two main Powers. 

These efforts should start immediately, so that by next week at the l.atest the 

Committee may be convened again to hear the results of those effo1·ts. If the new 

efforts do not succeed and if no agreement is reached, we shal l be at a total 

impasse. 
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Also, it seems that the Ccmmittee would like to avoid any voting. However, 

if after all the consultations end all the efforts have failed there still is 

n~ agreement, the only alternative is to res0rt to another procedure. Therefore 

I think the two major Powers will do their ut.most to reach agreement, and I 

believe that this afternoon's meeting has been very useful, fer we have already 

heard many delegations changing their rigid positions and trying to get along 

with a compromise solution. 'rhe Chair is therefore not absolutely convinced 

that no solution can be found. The fact that some delegations have already 

announced their preference for a compromise solution along the lines of the 

Canadian proposal is a hopeful sign and I do trust that the two major Powers 

can arrive at an agreement. 

Having said this, I hope that the representative of the United States 

will not press for consultation of the Camnittee thi~ afternoon for pronouncement 

on the proposal made by the representative of Canada. 

Mr. PLIMPTON (United States of America): I would remind the Comn:fttee 

that this problem has been under discussion since sometime in January. It 

simply must be decided; something has got to be done about it. The United States 

is perfectly willing to agree to an adjournment of twenty-four hours so es 

to make possible a final effort to reach some sort of agreem~nt; but we have 

been at this so long that the United States really sees no chance of reaching 

a solution unless this is done promptly. We ere, of course, thoroughly 

prepared to engage in further consultations immediately, and I would suggest 

an adjournment for a very short time, for otherWise we ere just never going to 

get this problem decided. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee is now in agreement that the two major 

Powers, With the assistance of the Chair, will continue their efforts. As to 

the time of the next meeting to be convened to hear the result thereof, 

tomorrow is Friday, and I hope that if the two Powers can start their 

consultations immediatelY, by sometime during the next week at the latest the 

Committee can be convened again. 
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(The Chairman 

Before adjourning this meeting, I would ask the Camnittee if this is 

agreeable, and if' I he.ar no objection I will take it that it is. 

It was so decided. 

The CHAIRMAN: Also before adjourning, I would ask the representative 

of' the United Arab Republic, ·who had indicated that he wished to speak on 

another subject, whether he is prepared and would like to speak this afternoon. 

Mr. RIAD (United Arab Republic): I would prefer, Mr. Chairman, to 

speak later, not today. 

Mr. COOK (Australia): Just a point of clarification, Mr. Chairman. 

You mentioned in your statement a short while ago that the reason for the 

adjour:cment was that the Canadian proposal had Just been introduced this 

afternoon and that the various deleg~tions needed more time to determine their 

positions on this. Do I take it, therefore, that this is the purpose of' the 

adjourmnent, that we all here are to determine our positions on this proposal 

and see whether our Governments have any objections to the Canadian proposal? 

The CHAIRMAN: It is up to every delegation to ask for instructions 

on this new proposal. But the main reason for our adjourning now is to agree 

to the request of the representative of India that the two main Powers continue 

their efforts to reach agreement. Such agreement can also be in another sense 

not involving only the proposal of Canada. The Canadian proposal is a very 

valuable effort to break the impasse, but perhaps there are other solutions 

also. We have even heard some interesting suggestions by the representative of 

Iran to the effect that in 1964 our Committee, and the Sub-Committees probably, 

will be unable to meet here in New York because of extensive repair work 

envisaged in this bu.tlding next year, This is another new aspect that came out 

this afternoon, and I think that this meeting has produced some new aspects 

which may lead to real agreement. 

If no other member now wishes to take the floor, the Chair will adjourn 

the meeting. 

The meeting rose at 5.40 p.m. 
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