
Australian Statement - Exchange of views on the outcome of the second session and outlook 

towards the third session  

Chair  

My delegation wishes to thank you and the Secretariat for organising a rich and comprehensive 

agenda and range of expert panellist this week. I would also like to thank the interpreters for their 

outstanding service.  Australia acknowledges the importance of inclusivity and diversity in these 

space security discussions and was pleased to host a side event in this regard.   

Chair   

I would like to offer some observations from the week as we look forward to the third session on 

behaviours in January.   

This week, we have discussed from where threats can emanate: Earth to Space, Space to Space, 

Space to Earth, and Earth to Earth.  In all of this, capabilities continue to evolve. We had an engaging 

discussion from the murder mystery of the icicle as a murder weapon. This illustrated the 

conundrum of dual-use and the challenges around definitions. This is why we maintain that we 

should adopt a capability-neutral approach.  Just as we would not wish to restrict states from 

possessing icicles, as we heard from our panellists, there are many peaceful and beneficial 

capabilities that could otherwise be inadvertently constrained.   

Australia articulated a framework that contained the potential elements of what may constitute a 

threat or a hazard in outer space. We proposed that a threat may include the following elements: 

behaviour, by an actor, with intent, causing, or having the potential to cause, detriment to persons 

or things.  On the other hand, we view a hazard as lacking an actor or intent. We also noted that the 

context of the behaviour and the granting of consent may also be relevant factors.   

Of these elements, intent is key to differentiating between the use of space capabilities in a peaceful 

manner, or a threatening manner. As we have heard from panellists and states, intent is difficult to 

ascertain. Transparency and confidence building measures can be helpful in this regard, and should 

be considered a key element of norms, rules, and principles of responsible behaviour.     

Chair   

We heard some States’ view that issues such as debris should be discussed in other fora. However, 

we consider that if large amounts of debris are created as an outcome of an act that could be viewed 

as threatening, ie a security concern such as a destructive direct-ascent ASAT test, it is incumbent for 

this forum to deeply consider this issue.   

Likewise, as outlined in the first session, we do not accept the proposition that discussions on 

international humanitarian law in this forum legitimise warfare in space.   On the contrary – we think 

that building a shared understanding of how existing international law, including IHL, applies to 

outer space contributes to a more predictable and stable world order, and enhances security in the 

space domain.   

In this regard, on IHL, Australia considers it likely that certain customary international law obligations 

related to the protection of civilians and civilian objects, which do not have any territorial 

limitations, apply to conflict conducted in outer space.   

 



These rules include the principle of distinction, proportionality, necessity, requirement of 

precautionary measures, prohibition of indiscriminate attacks, and prohibition of using means and 

methods of warfare that cause superfluous injury.  

Chair  

We look forward to developing voluntary, non-binding norms of responsible behaviours. Norms, 

rules, and principles complement existing international law, and may pave the way for the 

development of additional legally binding instruments in the future. As seen in the creation of the 

Outer Space Treaty, the development of a legally-binding instrument is an iterative process, founded 

on open and inclusive discussions.  

Clinton Clark’s presentation on day one underscored that we can monitor behaviours. We recall his 

demonstrations of some satellites acting predictably, and others acting unpredictably. As we 

continue to develop our collective space situational awareness capabilities, we can better track and 

understand such behaviours. And as we continue discussions such as these, we can develop our 

thinking on what patterns of behaviour may be irresponsible, and develop approaches to address 

them.  

We are heartened to see growing support for the US initiative to develop such a norm, with its 

commitment not to conduct destructive direct-ascent anti-satellite missile tests. This is perhaps our 

first outcome from these discussions. As we now prepare for the January session on behaviours, we 

urge States to consider other such initiatives. What are the behaviours in space States wish to see? 

What are the behaviours in space States do not wish to see? We have an opportunity in the next 

session to consider these issues and to propose novel solutions. Australia will work to develop its 

own ideas on potential norms, rules, and principles of responsible behaviour for discussion at the 

next session and calls on other States to do the same.  

Thank you Chair.  

 

 


