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The purpose of this research is to provide a comprehensive international legal analysis of the con-
cept of common heritage of mankind as it exists in international space law. In this article scientific
methodological approach was used which facilitate determination the whole canvas of the research,
identify the main aspects and concepts of the study. The author also widely investigated the concept of
common heritage of mankind in the practice of States and international organizations and bodies.

Since mankind succeeded to access outer space and opened the window of this infinite realm, the
effort was made to systematize spatial activities by codification and adoption numerous international
treaties and declarations. One of the significant result of these efforts was the Agreement Governing the
Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies that adopted by the United Nations Com-
mittee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space by consensus on 5 December 1979, declares the Moon and
other celestial bodies to be the common heritage of mankind. This Agreement has never been ratified by
any State that engaged in self-launched manned space exploration or has plans to do so and thus has an
insignificant effect on spatial activities.

This article analysis the concept of common heritage of mankind that consists of five elements:
non-appropriation, international management of resources, sharing of financial and technological bene-
fits, reservation for peaceful purposes and reservation for further generations. It is shown that the Moon
Agreement applying the concept of common heritage of mankind to outer space, Moon and other celes-
tial bodies which has been presented by developing countries to preserve essential resources, always
been associated with some problems.

Also, on the one hand, there is an attempt to scrutinize these obstacles that prevent applying this
concept by paying attention to its challenges. On the other hand, author presents some solutions to
strengthen this concept in outer space legal system and motivate space powers to join the Agreement
Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies.

Key words: Moon Agreement; Outer Space Treaty; common heritage of mankind; space law;
sharing of benefits; developing countries; celestial body

I. INTRODUCTION

The second half of the twentieth century evidenced the realization of a
longstanding dream, i.e. the entry into the outer space. On 4 October 1957, Soviet
Union's Sputnik I surpassed the earth's gravitational force and entered the outer space
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opening up a new era of scientific and technological civilization popularly called as
“space age” [1. P. 92]. After this historical event, the need for a legal regime to gov-
ern the space gained importance. The striking feature of the regime to govern the
space is the concept of common heritage of mankind, which had its origin in the law
of the sea. The concept of common heritage of mankind displays a deep gap between
developed and developing countries, when it is surveyed in the outer space frame-
work. Developing countries hold a pivotal position in the creation of this concept,
looks at the common heritage of mankind concept as a protecting instrument for vital
resources belonging to all human being. Developing countries in the process of im-
plementation of The Moon Agreement' and UNCLOS* have attempted to use the
common heritage of mankind concept in order to generate a legal framework for the
exploitation of moon and seabed. This principle ensures developing countries partici-
pation in exploitation and management of space and seabed resources and prevent de-
veloped countries to monopoly on these areas. Therefore, if the concept of common
heritage of mankind turn into a binding principle, applying its elements will challenge
all of current spatial activities and make conditions harder for space powers. The aim
of this article is to look into the meaning of the concept, and its application to solve
the outer space challenges.

I1I. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
2.1. International Space Law

The success of the space programs of the United States and the Soviet Union
have demonstrated the feasibility of space use and has spurred the development of
economically practical space activity. While space activity has increased, the world
community had increasing difficulty agreeing on specific rules of conduct to govern
space use. Existing space law is based on broad theoretical principles contained in the
first international agreement governing space use sponsored by the United Nations [2.
P. 14]. These broad principles were sufficient to guide space use during the formative
years of the space age, but as space activity has flourished, space law has lagged be-
hind. Specifically, states attempting to formulate rules to govern specific space activi-
ties have not agreed on the meaning of space law principles [3. P. 403].

One of the earliest declaration concerning the legal status of outer space was that
all states are free to explore and use space.’ This broad declaration, however, has not
proved workable for space activities functionally related to earth. For example, while

" The Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, 1363 UNTS 21;
18 ILM 1434 (1979); 18 UST 2410.

% The United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, 1833 UNTS 3 / (1994) ATS 31 /21 ILM 1261
(1982).

* General Assembly. Res. 1721, 16 U.N. GAOR Supp. (No. 17), U.N. Doc. A/5100 (1961).
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all states may operate satellites, the world community has not accepted unrestricted
satellite use for remote sensing of the earth surface or direct broadcasting of television
programs. Another early declaration of space law was that the exploration and use of
outer space is the province of mankind®. This idea is repeated and expanded in the
proposed Moon Agreement, which states that the moon and other space resources are
the common heritage of mankind. From each of these declarations flows the proposi-
tion that benefits from space shall accrue to all mankind.

2.2. Definition of Common Heritage of Mankind

The doctrine of common heritage of mankind can be seen from the words of the
great sixteenth/seventeenth century legal scholar Grotius who first defined the doctrine as
“God himself says 'speaking through the voice of nature' inasmuch as it is not His will to
have Nature supply every place with all the necessaries of life; He ordains that some na-
tions excel in one art and others in another. So, by the decree of divine justice it was
brought about that one people should supply the needs of another” [4. P. 309].

Under the common heritage of mankind principle, no one legally owns interna-
tional areas designated as part of the «common heritage of mankind», though theoret-
ically everyone manages the areas. National sovereignty does not exist, nor its at-
tendant legal attributes and consequences. Under a common heritage of mankind re-
gime, no state or group of states could legally own any part of an international area.
The international community, through appropriate treaties or norms of international
law, would administer the area [5. P. 228].

There are five elements of the common heritage of mankind concept.

First, the common heritage of mankind could not be appropriated; it was open to
use by the international community but was not owned by the international communi-
ty. Second, it required a system of management in which all users have a right to
share. Third, it implied an active sharing of benefits, not only financial but also bene-
fits derived from shared management and transfer of technology, thus radically trans-
forming the conventional relationships between states and traditional concepts of de-
velopment aid. Fourth, the concept of common heritage implied reservation for peace-
ful purposes, insofar as politically achievable, and, fifth, it implied reservation for fur-
ther generations, and thus had environmental implications [6. P. 87].

2.3. Challenges of Common Heritage of Mankind in Quter Space

Applying the concept of common heritage of mankind to outer space, moon and
other celestial bodies always been associated with some problems. Ambiguous of the

* Outer Space Treaty. 18 UST 2410, 610 UNTS 205, 6 ILM 386 (1967).
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precise meaning of this concept, developed countries' opposition, imperfection and
ineffectiveness of Moon Agreement and absence of an international entity to adminis-
ter this infinite aria are the most important challenges.

2.3.1. Ambiguous of the Concept

The concept of common heritage of mankind is not susceptible to a precise defi-
nition. It has been subjected to different interpretations by the developed and develop-
ing countries. While the developing states gave wider interpretation to the concept,
the developed states interpreted it narrowly. Some of the developed states have even
expressed the view that the concept is neither realistic nor practical [1. P. 172]. Many
jurists have criticized any possible suggestion that the phrase expresses a legal con-
cept [7. P.153].

One jurist has stated that:

“One caution lawyers, diplomats and statesmen should observe is to avoid trying
to treat layman's language as if it were formulated in terms of technical legal con-
cepts... On the other hand, the phrase, common heritage of mankind, a layman's for-
mula if ever there was one should be given the greatest respect While it should not,
indeed cannot be viewed as a prescription, it can be accepted as an important hortato-
ry message, a kind of policy directive...” [8. P. 819]

It may be observed that the development and growth of the law is, in many cas-
es, a slow process. Terms and phrases which carry only very vague or general conno-
tations may, with the passage of time, ripen into legal concepts and principles. Un-
doubtedly, the concept of common heritage of mankind will need clarification with
particular emphasis on its juridical ramifications. Otherwise, how can we expect the
international community to honor the requirements pertaining to mankind which have
been incorporated in significant international agreements or to live up to the spirit of
United Nations resolutions if there is no clear understanding of at least the basic legal
implications? [9. P. 402]

2.3.2. Developed Countries' Opposition

Development in the concept of common heritage of mankind always been asso-
ciated with opposition of developed countries, especially major space powers. This
opposition is rooted in political, economic and military reasons.

Regarding political reasons, Daniel Goedhuis, Chairman of the Space Law
Committees of both the International Law Association and the World Peace through
Law Organization, rejects the view that outer space is now recognized as the common
heritage of mankind. He argues that an interpretation of this kind would oblige every
state to share with every other state the advantages and benefits flowing from their
space activities. In Goedhuis view this would mean states have “surrendered vital
sovereign powers... and have agreed to a fundamental change in the political structure
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of international society” [3. P. 424]. In like manner, Arvid Pardo, one of the founders
of the common heritage of mankind concept has claimed that it challenges the struc-
tural relationship between rich and poor countries and amounts to a revolution not
merely in the law of the sea, but also in international relations [10. P. 559].

Economic reasons of developed countries’ opposition have reflected on the issue
of equitable benefit sharing as one of the most important elements of the concept of
common heritage of mankind. Unfortunately, there exists some misinformation about
the concept of equitable benefit sharing, even in some official circles. For example,
the United States Army Space Reference Text on Space Policy and Law mentions
that the Moon Agreement “was signed by five countries but not the United States or
the Soviet Union. It states that the Moon is a common heritage for all mankind which
implies that all nations would share equally in any benefits derived from Moon explo-
ration. If the United States signed this Agreement, it would be hard to get private
firms to invest in future Moon projects if they had to divide the profits” [11. P. 104].
Also developed countries have their own interpretation on the concept of benefit shar-
ing. For example, Germany and France presented a paper in 1995 which had two cen-
tral points: first, that nations act freely in determining their international co-operation;
and second that they should choose the most efficient means of resource allocation.
The Franco-German proposal made it clear that the developed nations continued to
demand free choice as to what projects their funds would be directed, and to which
nations [12. P. 64].

Peaceful uses and demilitarization of outer space is another reason for disagree-
ment of developed countries concerning common heritage of mankind concept. Ac-
ceptance of this concept implies prohibition of all activities in this area with the aim
of militarization. Spatial activities of developed countries in the past and now indicate
that their exploitation and exploration in the outer space is related to military purpos-
es and they prefer this aspect of activity more than other aspects. Firing a ballistic
missile by China on one of its meteorological satellite in 2007 and destroying a re-
connaissance satellite by United States in 2008 testify to this fact that their initial goal
is militarization of outer space.

2.3.3. The Ineffectiveness of Moon Agreement

Moon Agreement is the last international Agreement in the field of Space Law.
The importance of the Agreement on the grounds that there are many consideration to
the framework of the concept of common heritage of mankind compared to other
documents. The Moon Agreement is contentious because it amends the legal status of
the Moon, from the ‘province of all mankind’ under the Outer Space Treaty, to the
‘common heritage of mankind’ [13. P. 7]. Although it was adopted by the United Na-
tions General Assembly, but it has not welcomed by the international communities.
The most important reasons for ineffectiveness of Moon Agreement are failure to
comply with realities and containing the concept of common heritage of mankind.
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Earlier space treaties were based on contemporary problems and drew on factual
testimony from experts. In the Moon Agreement drafters attempted to develop bind-
ing rules decades ahead of the necessary technology. If history is a guide, then the in-
ternational community must wait for natural resource exploitation to become a con-
temporary problem on which experts can offer informed expertise before regulation
can proceed [14]. In the time of drafting of Moon Agreement, the necessity of com-
plying the provisions with realities were supported by the Soviet Union. The Soviet
Union took the position that since exploitation of the moon would not be economical-
ly feasible for some time, provisions for such exploitation were premature. The Unit-
ed States favored the inclusion of such provisions because it believed that future con-
flicts could be avoided by present action [3. P. 419]. Therefore, it seems that some of
provisions of the Agreement neither in the time of adoption nor in the present time
have not much compliance with realities. Some countries, including Russia, think the-
se provisions are inadequate because they do not address all possible situations. Ac-
cordingly, they have suggested that a new, comprehensive Agreement should be ne-
gotiated [15. P. 232].

The most important reason for ineffectiveness of Moon Agreement is related to in-
cluding the concept of common heritage of mankind (Article 11, Paragraph 1) against
countries with advanced space technology. In order to fulfill this principle, the Agreement
states that an international regime should be founded with the aim of the development of
the natural resources of the moon, the rational management of those resources, the expan-
sion of opportunities in the use of those resources and an equitable sharing by all States
Parties in the benefits derived from those resources, whereby the interests and needs of
the developing countries (Article 11, Paragraph 7). It has been one of the main reasons for
disapproval of space powers and it has led to the failure of the Agreement. The developed
nations fear that adoption of the common heritage principle in space exploration would
tantamount to transfer of wealth, political power, and technology from the space-faring
nations to the Third World countries [16. P. 213]. This approach made dissatisfied those
private firms that they have undertaken spatial researches. For example, the L5 Society,
as a private firm succeed to convince the Senate Foreign Relations Committee of the
United States to oppose signing of the Moon Agreement [17]. In addition to the afore-
mentioned subject, there are more reasons for developed countries disapproval regarding
Moon Agreement as following: First, Principles enshrined in the Moon Agreement are a
departure from traditional property rights. Second, the Agreement would establish guid-
ing principles for the international regime inimical to the interests of private enterprise.
Third, the Agreement gives to other countries political control over commercial exploita-
tion of the moon [3. P. 421].

2.3.4. Lack of an International Entity to Administer Outer Space

Given that common heritage of mankind resources belongs to the international
community as a whole, the second common heritage of mankind element is an inter-
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national management regime incorporating “representatives from all nations”. Be-
cause developed states often have greater access to common heritage of mankind re-
sources, international management is intended to provide developing states with a
measure of control over exploitation [18. P. 231]. At the present time, there is no in-
ternational entity to administer the legal status of outer space strongly or dispute set-
tlements among States. Disagreement of developed countries' and inefficiency of cur-
rent entities are the main reasons for this shortage in outer space.

2.4. Solutions to Realizing of the Common Heritage
of Mankind in Outer Space

As we have discussed before, the concept of common heritage of mankind
doesn’t have a strong position in the international legal system and application of this
concept has associated with some challenges. It seems that by considering some items
such as founding the Authority of Outer Space, amendment in Moon Agreement and
explanation of the common heritage of mankind’s elements, we can strengthen this
concept in outer space legal system.

2.4.1. Amendment in Moon Agreement

Moon Agreement has addressed issues related to the concept of common herit-
age of mankind more than other documents but it has not welcomed by space powers.
This Agreement required some amendment (According to the provisions of 17 and 18
of the Agreement) in order to encourage countries to join it. These amendments
would be effective if consider some items such as: regulate the system of property,
changing in the concept of equitable sharing of benefits and consideration of the ben-
efits of private enterprises.

Regulate the system of property has been considered by developed countries. In
January 2004, the US President George W. Bush announced his vision for the future
of space exploration and the development of space resources and infrastructure and
created the Commission on Implementation of United States Exploration Policy
which recommends that Congress increase the potential for commercial opportunities
related to the national space exploration vision by: 1. providing incentives for entre-
preneurial investment in space; 2. creating significant monetary prizes for the accom-
plishment of space missions and/or technology developments; and 3. assuring appro-
priate property rights for those who seek to develop space resources and infrastruc-
ture. The report also recommends protecting and securing the property rights of pri-
vate industry in space and recognizes that the issue of private property rights in space
is a complex one involving national and international issues. A general view in this
regard is that the implementation of this vision requires an overhaul of the current
treaties and laws that govern property rights in space in order to develop better and
more workable models that will stimulate commercial enterprise on the moon, aster-
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oids, and Mars [16. P. 214]. It seems that ratifying an additional agreement similar to
1994 Agreement Relating to the Implementation of Part XI of the UNCLOS (that
moderated the extreme approaches of UNCLOS against the concept of common herit-
age of mankind) regarding Moon Agreement can integrate classical concepts of
common property with limited property legal regimes.

Wording of equitable sharing of benefits in the Moon Agreement implies a man-
datory sharing of benefits and transferring of technology to developed countries.
Technology transfer to developing countries should not be obligatory. Modern tech-
nologies represent valuable assets that must be equally protected by existing laws
governing intellectual property rights. The entities, having worked, risked, and spent
money on research and development, should be allowed to maintain their technolo-
gies and retain any profits from them. Developing countries should obtain technology
at market price, but the price should be fair and reasonable. Other ways can be formu-
lated to promote the transfer of technology to developing countries, such as estab-
lishment of joint ventures with developing countries [19. P. 289].

Although some researchers argue that the financial exploitation and commercial-
ization of space by private entities are not in conformity with benefit of mankind, but
international procedure accepted their presence at the time of concluding the Outer
Space Treaty. Despite the importance of commercialization and privatization of spa-
tial activities and increasing private enterprises participation in the field of satellite
communications, remote sensing and launching of objects, international space treaties
are mainly state-centric. Private enterprises have little place in these treaties and their
benefits are not considered adequately. The Moon Agreement in articles 11 and 14
takes into account the private enterprises briefly and put some restrictions on their
property rights and licensing procedure without paying attention to their rights. Given
the efforts and success of private enterprises in space fields, it is vital to consider their
benefits in the amendments of Moon Agreement.

2.4.2. Founding the Authority of Outer Space

Founding an international authority to administer outer space affairs is an inevi-
table necessity. Accordingly, it deserves consideration that establishing this authority
should be based on those criteria that cover needs of developing and developed countries
equally. The most important necessities that justify the creation of an international author-
ity are demilitarization of outer space and monitoring economic activities.

At the United Nations, the initial inspiration behind the proposal to create a
World Space Organization in 1985 was a campaign against the militarization of outer
space. This inspiration remains valid today and forms the basis of any concept of in-
ternational cooperation in managing outer space as a global resource. The essential
concepts for a meaningful management regime for outer space namely, disarmament
and development overlaid by the common heritage of mankind philosophy and the
concept of «comprehensive security» are already in place and the concrete proposal
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for the creation of a World Space Organization has already been tabled at the United
Nations General Assembly [20].

Realizing the commercial potential of outer space is an issue in need of urgent reso-
lution. It is important to devise a regime for the exploitation of outer space by reaching a
balance between protecting the profits of relevant exploiting entities and serving the in-
terests of humankind. Existence of a stable governance regime can, as in the case of the
deep seabed, enhance the confidence of space investors and promote further development
of commercial space activities [19. P. 287]. A practical solution is having an authority in
the lines of the International Seabed Authority, which would create economic incentive
for nations and firms to simultaneously invest in outer space. The primary purpose of the
organization, would be to regulate the use and exploration of outer space and therefore,
all the space-faring nations should be part of the treaty. Alternatively stated, one may
state that in order for a State or its citizens to carry on commercial activities in space, the
State should be a member of the treaty. The proposed, International Space Resource
Management Organization maybe formed under the aegis of the General Assembly and
later when feasible may be made as a specialized organ of the United Nations. In order
for the International Space Resource Management Organization to truly fulfil its goals, it
must be able to effectively monitor the activities by commercial entities in space. This
Organization should be empowered to visit the outer space sites of commercial enterpris-
es to ensure that the rules and procedures with regard to Outer Space Activities are strictly
complied with [16. P. 217].

2.4.3. Explanation of the Common Heritage of Mankind’s Elements

The common heritage of mankind’s elements has always been associated with
ambiguities. There are two processes to resolve these ambiguities: explanation in do-
mestic law and international law.

Without a doubt, the entry of a concept of international law into domestic legal
system and practice it can contribute to the confirmation of this concept. The United
States National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958’ (NASA) provides an example of
this process. A provision of that act states: “The Congress declares that it is the policy
of the United States that activities in outer space should be devoted to peaceful pur-
poses for the benefit of all mankind.” Another section of that act declares that one ob-
jective of the United States space program is “cooperation by the United States with
other nations ... in work pursuant to this act and the peaceful application thereof.”
These provisions reflect a convergence of national legislation with international space
law principles [6. P. 425].

3 National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958. Pub. L. No. 85-568, 72 Stat. 426-438 (Jul. 29, 1958).
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The common heritage of mankind’s elements and related categories that hold
close relationship with this concept, can be defined by those documents that issued by
those international institutes that are engaged in space law affairs. Due to the lacking
capacity of the United Nations General Assembly to enact its own distinct legislation,
such resolutions lack legally binding force. However, they are still important for a
certain opinio juris of a significant number of States, even more so if these resolu-
tions are adopted by consensus. Therefore, space activities like the use of nuclear
power sources, the use of telecommunications satellites, or of remote sensing satel-
lites, as well as other possible commercial uses, are not confronted with a complete
legal vacuum. Rather, the constant conduct and respect for such resolutions may build
up to eventually become customary international law. In this regard, a short word
must be said about some earlier observations of the space law age. Here, the famous
legal scholar Bin Cheng had observed that after the adoption of a United Nations
General Assembly resolution for activities in outer space, this resolution would in-
stantly become customary international law. There is a correct part of this observa-
tion, namely, that for such resolutions, even more so if adopted by consensus to be
significant for a respective opinio juris of States, one still needs the time element, that
is a certain period of time over which such resolutions are observed by States in order
to speak of the development of a respective custom [21. P. 5].

I1I. CONCLUSION

The Moon Agreement was the first attempt to expand the scope of outer space
law by declaring that the natural resources of outer space are the common heritage of
mankind. This principle, however, has not been unanimously accepted by space pow-
ers. Developed countries have been reluctant to accept what they see as an attempt by
developing states to force a division of benefits extracting from space exploitation.
Ambiguity of the meaning of common heritage has caused space powers to defer rati-
fication of the Moon Treaty, thereby effectively preventing the treaty from entering
into force. In addition, among five elements of common heritage of mankind, only
non-appropriation element has been accepted by the world community and the rest of
the elements have been neglected through political, economic and military reasons.
Lack of an authority to realize cooperative management of area is another challenge
of the concept. The author suggests three solutions that they ensure the space law
would remain a viable branch of international law. These solutions are as follows:
amendment in moon agreement, founding the authority of outer space, explanation of
the common heritage of mankind’s elements. There is support for these suggestions in
the literature on space law and in the language of the Outer Space Treaty and the
Moon Agreement.

In the conclusion I would like to quote prof. P. Taylor, he refers to the realiza-
tion of the concept of the common heritage of mankind in international environmental
law. It’s quite similar to international space law. He said, that the concept of the
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common heritage of mankind “is far from reality if we expect the realization of these
solutions in near future and common heritage of mankind may be a concept whose
time is yet to come” [22. P. 328].
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KOCMUYECKOE NPOCTPAHCTBO
N OBLUEE HACJNEAUE YENNOBEYECTBA:
Bbl30OBbl U PELLEHUA

CuaBam Mup3au

Poccutickuii yHUBEpCUTET IpY>KOBI HAPOIOB
IOpunnveckuii HHCTUTYT
yr. Muxnyxo-Maxnas, 6, Mockea, Poccus, 117198

Llenb cTaThy 3aKiIIOYACTCS B MCCIIENOBAHUY KOHIEIIMU OOIIEro HAcIequs 4eI0BEUYECTBa B PaM-
KaX MEXKIYHapOIHOr0 KOCMHYECKOro TpaBa. B 3Toif cTaThe HCHOb3yeTCs HayqHO-METOANY ECKUH O/
XOJI, KOTOPBIH IO3BOJISICT BBIIBUTH OCHOBHBIC aCHCKTHI U MOHATHSA B PaMKax aHAIM3HPYeMO# mpobie-
MaTHKH. VMcronb3oBaHHAas METOHONOTHS MO3BOIMIIA LIMPOKO HCCIENOBATh PEATN3ALMI0 KOHIENINH
001II1ero HacjaeIys YeI0BEYECTBA B IIPAKTHKE FOCYIAPCTB M MEXIYHAPOIHBIX OpraHU3aLUH.

C Tex Iop KaK YeJIOBEYECTBO CTAIO MOKOPSATH KOCMOC M «OTKPBIIIO OKHO» IS 9TOH OECKOHEYHON
001aCTH MCCIIEZIOBAaHNUsI, HAYAJICS HMPOLIECC MEXIYHAPOIHO-IIPABOBOTO PETYJIHPOBAHUS IEATCIBHOCTH
TI0 MCIIOJIb30BAHHUIO KOCMHYECKOro MpocTpaHcTBa. OJHUM M3 BaXKHBIX PE3YJIBTATOB 3THX YCUIIHH CTao
npussitue B pamkax OOH CornameHus o IeSTeIbHOCTH TOCyAapcTB Ha JIyHe U ApYrux HeOeCHBIX Te-
nax ot 5 gexadps 1979 r., B cOOTBETCTBUHU ¢ KOTOphIM JIyHa U Apyrue HeOGecHble Tesla CTaau NpU3Ha-
BaThCsl OOMIMM HacienueM uenosedecTBa. OnHako CornameHue o JlyHe He ObUIO paTH(UIMPOBAHO
rocyIapcTBaMH, 3aHUMAIOIIMMHUCS MHJIOTUPYEMOH KOCMOHABTUKOM, €ro paTH(HIMPOBAIN HECKOIBKO
roCyJapcTB, OKAa3hIBAIONINX HE3HAYUTEIIFHOE BIMSHUC HA KOCMHYECKYIO IEATEIBHOCTS.
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B cratbe noapoOHO aHATM3UPYETCsI KOHLIEMLIUS OOLIEro HAacaeIus YeI0BEUYECTBA, KOTOpast BKIIIO-
YaeT B ce0s ITh SJIEMEHTOB: HEIPUCBOEHHUE, MEXJYHAPOAHOE YIIPABIECHUE PECYPCAMU, PACIpeleIIeHue
()MHAHCOBBIX U TEXHOJOTMYECKHX MPEUMYIIECTB, UCIOIB30BAHUE B MUPHBIX LENISX U B HHTEPECcax HbI-
HEIIHEero ¥ OyAymux nokoneHuid. IlokaspiBaercs, 4To MPUMEHEHNE KOHIICTIIMK OOILEro Haclieaus ye-
noBevecTBa K JIyHe u ApyruM HEOECHBIM TellaM, YTO TaK BaYKHO JUIS Pa3BUBAIOLIUXCS CTPaH C LEIbIO
COXPAHEHHUS PECYPCOB, BCETIa ObLIO CBSI3aHO C HEKOTOPBIMU NPOOIeMaMH.

Kpome Toro, ¢ ofHOH CTOPOHBI, PEIIPUHUMAETCS MOMBITKA TIIATEIBHOTO U3y4eHHUs TOA0OHBIX
MIPENSTCTBUI, KOTOpPBIE MEIIAIOT TPUMEHEHHIO ATOi KoHuenuuu. C Apyroil CTOpOHBI, aBTOp IMpezsiara-
€T HEeKOTOpbIE PELICHHUS Ui YKPEIUICHUS peai3alii STOH KOHIENIIMY B KOCMUYE€CKOM IPOCTPAHCTBE
Y MOTHBAlLlMM KOCMHYECKHX JIepxKaB K paTudukanuu 3toro CoriameHus.

Karouesnie ciioBa: Cornamenue o Jlyne; JloroBop 1o kocMocy; o0liiee Hacleaue 4eoBeuecTBa,
MEXAYHApOJHOE KOCMHUYECKOE IIPAaBO; COBMECTHOE UCIIOIb30BAHUE BBITOJ; pa3BUBAIOIIMECS IOCYIap-
ctBa; JIyHa
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