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1. In accordance with operative paragraph 5 of resolution 72/250, adopted by the General 

Assembly on 24 December 2017, the Chair of the Group of Governmental Experts on further 

practical measures for the prevention of an arms race in outer space (GGE) convened a two-day 

open-ended intersessional informal consultative meeting, from 31 January to 1 February 2019, so 

that all Member States could engage in interactive discussions and share their views on the basis 

of a report on the work of the Group provided by the Chair in his own capacity. This factual 

summary of the meeting is presented by the Chair of the GGE on his own authority reflecting his 

understanding of the views expressed. 

2. Member States reaffirmed that outer space must remain free of nuclear weapons or any 

other kinds of weapons of mass destruction. They also reaffirmed that exploration and use of 

outer space shall be carried out for the benefit and in the interests of all countries and shall be the 

common province of all humankind. Many Member States affirmed that outer space must 

continue to be regarded and safeguarded as the “common heritage of humankind” and must be 

used, explored and utilized for the benefit and interest of all humankind. 

3. Many Member States expressed concern regarding the prospects of an arms race in outer 

space. In this connection, a number of Member States expressed concern over the declared 

intention of some States to deploy weapons in outer space as well as over the pursuit of policies 

based on military dominance in outer space. Concern was also expressed over the possible 

development by some States of anti-satellite capabilities. 

4.  Many Member States stressed the need for a legally binding instrument on the 

prevention of an arms race in outer space. It was considered that such an instrument was 

necessary to prevent the weaponization of outer space, to maintain international peace and 

security and to preserve conditions for international cooperation in the peaceful exploration and 

use of outer space. A number of Member States regarded the draft “Treaty on the Prevention of 

Placement of Weapons in Outer Space, the Threat or Use of Force Against Outer Space Objects” 

as a good basis for negotiations. A number of other Member States expressed the view that the 

best way forward is a non-binding agreement on voluntary measures, without ruling out the 

possibility of a legally binding instrument in the future.  

5. Member States generally affirmed the practical value of transparency and confidence-

building measures in outer space activities (TCBMs), which could both contribute directly to the 

prevention of an arms race in outer space and to the development of verification of obligations in 

a legally binding instrument. A number of Member States considered that TCBMs could 

complement the existing regime applicable to outer space activities and serve as interim 
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measures pending the conclusion of legally binding instrument. A number of Member States also 

considered that voluntary TCBMs should not take the place of a legally binding instrument.   

6. Member States affirmed the applicability of the existing legal framework to the 

prevention of an arms race in outer space. Many Member States considered, however, that the 

existing legal framework was insufficient or left loopholes that do not necessarily prevent the 

weaponization of outer space or the use of force against outer space objects. 

7. Member States affirmed in particular the application of the United Nations Charter in 

outer space, as reflected in the Outer Space Treaty. This includes the provisions on the 

prohibition of the threat or use of force and the right to individual or collective self defense. 

Members States placed emphasis on the international treaties on outer space, and in particular the 

1967 Outer Space Treaty, the 1968 Rescue Agreement, the 1972 Liability Convention and the 

1976 Registration Convention. Member States expressed various views on the application of 

international humanitarian law in outer space.  

8. With respect to principles and objectives, it was variously considered that a legally 

binding instrument should: affirm the primacy and applicability of the United Nations Charter in 

outer space; preserve the moon and other celestial bodies exclusively for peaceful purposes; 

ensure the freedom of access to outer space, including without discrimination and on a basis of 

equality; preserve the freedom of action in outer space; avoid restricting the right to self-defence; 

provide for the pacific settlement of disputes; preserve the right to develop technology for 

peaceful purposes, including by not interfering with legitimate civilian activities; provide for 

international cooperation and assistance; and advance the objective of general and complete 

disarmament. It was suggested that references to relevant principles contained in existing outer 

space law could be included in the preamble of a legally binding instrument.   

9. Member States considered that a legally binding instrument on the prevention of an arm 

race in outer space should address three scenarios: threats to outer space objects emanating from 

outer space (i.e. space-to-space); threats to outer space objects emanating from terrestrial sources 

(i.e. earth-to-space); and the use of outer space objects to attack terrestrial targets (i.e. space-to-

earth).  

10. Member States expressed various views on the scope of a legally binding instrument and 

on whether it should include provisions addressing capabilities, behaviour or both. In their 

statements, Member States tended to regard a capabilities-based approach as addressing matters 

such as weaponization, including the definition of space weapons, the placement of weapons in 

orbit and the regulation of dual-use technologies. Member States tended to regard a behaviour-

based approach as regulating conduct in outer space, addressing matters such as the use of force 

or armed attacks, proximity operations, close approaches and intentional acts of harmful 

interference. 

11. A number of Member States proposed that a legally binding instrument should include 

various prohibitions relating to the use of force, armed attacks and intentional acts of harmful 

interference involving outer space objects. These included: (a) a prohibition on the threat or use 

of force against any outer space object as well as on the use of force by outer space objects. It 

was argued that such an approach would address all three scenarios, space-to-space, earth-to-
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space and space-to-earth; (b) a more specific obligation not to attack any outer space object, 

including through various means such as kinetic force or by robotic spacecraft; (c) an obligation 

not to use any outer space object to attack or to cause harmful interference to another outer space 

object or to any terrestrial object; and (d) a prohibition on any intentional harmful interference 

that would interrupt or affect the normal functioning of a satellite. Some Member States argued 

for a focus on acts that could generate space debris. Other Member States considered that any 

use of force or armed attack should be prohibited without regard to whether it was likely to 

produce space debris. It was suggested that determining what types of threats should be included 

in a legally binding instrument would be a major task for the GGE. 

12. A number of Member States proposed that a legally binding instrument should prohibit 

the placement of weapons in outer space. It was further proposed that such a prohibition should 

cover weapons that could be intended for either offensive or defensive purposes. Other Member 

States considered that attempting to comprehensively list certain technologies or capabilities 

would be difficult. 

13. It was also proposed that a legally binding instrument should prohibit the development, 

testing, stockpiling and deployment of weapons that are designed for the sole purpose of 

conducting armed attacks against satellites or other outer space objects. 

14. Various views were expressed on the matter of definitions. Member States pointed to 

various arms control treaties which either had or did not have definitions. It was suggested that 

definitions to be included in a legally binding instrument would be determined by its scope. With 

respect to definitions, the draft treaty on the prevention of the placement of weapons in outer 

space was mentioned as a point of reference.  

15. Many Member States emphasized the importance of verification in a legally binding 

instrument. It was noted that verification enhances the credibility of arms control agreements. A 

number of Member States considered that mechanisms for the peaceful settlement of disputes, 

including consultations, would be an important component of verification. It was stressed that 

issues relating to verification could be resolved at a later date, and included in an additional 

protocol, and that the matter should not inhibit the commencement of negotiations on a legally 

binding instrument. The view was expressed that verifying behaviour could be easy, but it would 

be difficult or impossible to inspect the nature of a satellite located in orbit, particularly at a 

geostationary orbit. 

16. A number of Member States suggested that transparency and confidence-building 

measures (TCBMs) could be a useful component of a verification mechanism in a legally 

binding instrument. It was noted that TCBMs in a legally binding instrument could be either 

binding or voluntary. The view was also expressed that TCBMs are voluntary by nature and 

could only complement a legally binding instrument. Member States gave examples of TCBMs 

that could be included in a legally binding instrument, including information exchanges, 

declarations, notification of certain activities performed by space objects and enhanced 

registration of space objects. The view was expressed that TCBMs would be important for a 

behaviour-based approach. 
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17. A number of Member States emphasized the importance of provisions for international 

cooperation in a legally binding instrument. Such provisions could promote the peaceful uses of 

outer space, promote cooperation on the implementation of a legally binding instrument and 

provide for cooperation on verification. It was suggested that provisions for international 

cooperation could be drawn from existing arms control instruments, such as the Biological 

Weapons Convention or the Chemical Weapons Convention. The view was expressed that an 

independent multilateral body would be required for the implementation of a legally binding 

instrument. 

18. Member States expressed various views on provisions for the entry into force of a legally 

binding instrument. In the context of learning the lessons of the experience of the 

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty, it was noted that its example is not necessarily 

negative, especially considering the strength of the norm it established and its verification 

regime. The Treaty of Tlatelolco was referred to as a possible model for a more flexible 

progressive approach to entry into force. It was noted that the draft PPWT’s provision for entry 

into force requires ratification by 20 States, including the permanent members of the Security 

Council. The view was expressed that ratification by major space-faring nations should be 

required. The view was expressed that a requirement for participation by the permanent members 

of the Security Council would be unacceptable. 

19. On 1 February, the Chair organized a series of panels in order to facilitate engagement 

and interaction between Member States and the broader outer space community, including 

representatives of national space agencies, the commercial sector and civil society. The exchange 

with representatives of national space agencies was moderated by the Director of the Office for 

Outer Space Affairs and included panellists from the Canadian Space Agency, the Mexican 

Space Agency and the German Space Agency. The exchange with commercial space actors was 

moderated by the Outer Space Programme Lead of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament 

Research and included panellists from Viasat, Eutelsat, Astrome Technologies and Nanoracks. 

The exchange with representatives from civil society was moderated by the Director and Deputy 

to the High Representative for Disarmament Affairs and included panellists from the Center for 

International Security Studies at the University of Maryland, the Secure World Foundation, the 

International Science Council and the Institute of Space Law and Strategy at Beihang University. 

 


