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The meeting was called to order at 3.10 p.m. 

AGENDA ITEM 140 (continued) 

QUESTION OF ANTARCTICA (A/C.l/38/L.SOJ A/38/193 and Corr.l, A/38/439 and Rev.!, 

A/38/495) 

Mr. DORJI (Bhutan): My delegation has listened carefully to the many 

preceding speakers who have spoken in great detail regarding the history and 

various aspects of the Antarctic Treaty. As this is the first time the item is 

being discussed in the United Nations my delegation would like briefly to express 

some preliminary views on the matter. 

As a member of the Non-Aligned Movement, the delegation of Bhutan supports the 

position adopted by the Seventh Conference of Heads of State or Government of the 

Non-Aligned Countries, which is that 

"the United Nations, at the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly, 

should undertake a comprehensive study on Antarctica, taking into account all 

relevant factors, including the Antarctic Treaty, with a view to widening 

international co-operation in the area" CA/38/132 and Corr.l and 2, p. 98). 

The proponents of the Antarctic Treaty have taken great pains to prove to us 

that the Treaty is comprehensive and that it is a workable approach to dealing with 

issues related to the cootinent of Antarctica. My delegation recognizes the high 

ideals and the fundamental objectives of the Treaty. We do not doubt the efficacy 

of the Treaty in preventing cooflict in the area. We, however, cannot but 

. recognize also that there are no substantial references to the resources of the 

continent in the Treaty. The fragility of the environment of Antarctica is widely 

known and it is in the interest of all mankind that it should be administered 

wisely, as it could have a lasting impact on the world as a whole. we are also 

concerned by the fact that there are claims to territorial sovereignty in 

Antarctica. And, although the Treaty has frozen these claims, the fact remains 

that they exist. 

The non-aligned have taken the position that the exploration and exploitation 

of the area and its resources shall be carried out for the benefit of all mankind -
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I repeat: for the benefit of all mankind. In this connection, we have listened 

carefully to the views of the States signatories of the Antarctic Treaty that the 

Consultative Parties will not prejudice the interest of all mankind with regard to 

mineral-resources exploitation in Antarctica. We are aware that such phraseology 

as "in the interest of mankind" is not the same thing as the phrase "for the 

benefit of all mankind." This matter should be given consideration in a future 

debate on the subject. 

The Treaty has its good points as indicated by the proponents of the Treaty as 

well as its flaws as pointed out by other speakers during this debate. One of the 

major deficiencies surrounding the Treaty is the lack of information which is 

provided to the non-Antarctic-Treaty States. It would be well for all of us to 

know more about the many issues surrounding the question of Antarctica - for 

example, matters pertaining to the environment of Antarctica and its resources. 

There is at least one major objective that we have in common, and that is the 

prevention of conflict in the area and the peaceful uses of Antarctica. 

In view of the need for detailed information so that a more fruitful debate on 

the subject can take place, it is our belief that the objectives of peace would be 

best served by a comprehensive study on the question of Antarctica. 

May I conclude by expressing our appreciation to Antigua and Barbuda and 

Malaysia for having proposed the inclusion of this important item in our agenda. 

Mr. VERMA (India): We have listened with great interest to the several 

delegations that have spoken on this item on Antarctica. Since Antarctica is being 

discussed in the United Nations for the first time, it is but natural that the 

subject should generate great interest, and that different delegations should 

express their respective viewpoints on the basis of their own perceptions of this 

relatively uninhabited, frozen and unknown continent. 

In many ways, the continent of Antarctica was discovered in 1959, when the 

Antarctic Treaty was signed. The Treaty represented the common desire of the 

~ties to preserve and protect the fragile environment of Antarctica and to 

establish a regime which would encourage international co-operation in scientific 

research under conditions of peace and tranquillity. This Treaty recognizes that 

it is in the interests of mankind that Antarctica should continue for ever to be 

used exclusively for peaceful purposes. It provides for the peaceful exploration 
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of the continent by all nations. It also prohibits any measures of a military 

nature, such as the establishment of military bases, the carrying out of military 

manoeuvres or the testing of any types of weapons, including nuclear weapons. It 

freezes all territorial claims on Antarctica. A notable feature of the Treaty is 

that it is open to all countries of the world. The Treaty ensures that Antarctica 

shall not become the scene or object of international discord1 in doing so, it 

promotes the principles and purposes embodied in the Charter of the United Nations. 

India became a Consultative Party to the Antarctic Treaty in September 1983. 

Our interest in scientific activity, combining deep-sea exploration and the study 

of living and non-living resources in the Indian Ocean as well as in the Antarctic 

region, is not new. Many Indian scientists participated in the International 

Indian Ocean expedition in the early 1960s. Indian scientists have also developed 

the necessary expertise and experience in various branches of geology, geophysics, 

oceanography, meteorology, astrophysics, space science and communications science 

to enable them to take up a detailed scientific study of the land mass of 

Antarctica, and oceanography studies in the surrounding seas. such studies, we 

feel, would add to our knowledge of factors relating to the Indian Ocean and the 

monsoon phenomena on which the economy of our country is critically dependent. In 

addition, there may also be other advantages in the evaluation of several aspects 

of life in the ice-bound regions which are akin to the areas of our own northern 

frontiers, including concrete steps to be taken by us for environmental protection 

in our surrounding ocean areas. 

Keeping that in view, India organized two scientific expeditions to the South 

Indian Ocean and Antarctica during 1981-1982 and 1982-1983. These expeditions 

carried out major scientific work in the field of geological studies, snow and ice 

studies, meteorological research, radio-wave propagation, area sea interaction, 

microbiological studies, and geophysical and geomagnetic studies. The scientific 

programmes of the expeditions will continue and extend studies already initiated. 

The third Indian expedition will reach Antarctica in December 1983, and we propose 

to establish a permanently manned scientific station in the course of the 1983-1984 

Antarctica season to be named "Dakshin Gangotri". Our modest research in these 

fields is naturally open and available to our friends in the developing world who 

wish to share in it. 
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The Economic Declaration of the Seventh Conference of Heads of State or 

Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held in New Delhi in March 1983, noted that 

the continent of Antarctica has considerable environmental, climatic, scientific 

and potential economic significance to the world. The Heads of State or Government 

expressed their conviction that, in the interest of all mankind, Antarctica should 

continue for ever to be used exclusively for peaceful purposes. They agreed that 

the exploration of the area and the exploitation of its resources shall be carried 

out for the benefit of all mankind, and in a manner consistent with the protection 

of the environment of Antarctica. While noting the relevant provisions of the 

Antarctic Treaty of 1959, they 

"considered that in view of increasing international interest in Antarctica, 

the United Nations, at the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly, 

should undertake a comprehensive study on Antarctica, taking into account all 

relevant factors, including the Antarctic Treaty, with a view to widening 

international co-operation in the area" (ibid., p. 98). 

We are aware of the intensive efforts that have been made with a view to 

arriving at a consensus resolution which would call for a comprehensive, factual 

and objective study to be undertaken by the Secretary-General on international 

co-operation in Antarctica. My delegation stands ready to extend its full 

co-operation to the Secretary-General in carrying out the study. 

Mr. MORENQ-SALCEDO (Philippines)t My delegation is pleased to address a 

subject of great interest and importance to the international communityt 

Antarctica. 

That continent, ice-bound for ages and inhospitable to the inquiring presence 

of man, has so far unveiled little of its secrets. Yet what little is known about 

it - of all its 14 million square miles of land mass, its ice sheath and its 

surrounding waters - readily underscores its strategic, political, economic, 

~nvironmental and scientific importance to mankind. 

Indeed, the present and future development of Antarctica could affect us all -

be it for better or for worse. That fact certainly has not gone unnoticed. In 

December 1959, largely as a result of efforts initiated by the international 

scientific community in the context of the International Geophysical Year, the 

Antarctic Treaty was signed. Its 12 original members were subsequently joined by 
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four other States. Twelve other States later acceded to the Treaty. In 1980 the 

Convention on Antarctic Marine Living Resources was also signed. 

The Antarctic Treaty recognizes 

"that it is in the interest of all mankind that Antarctica shall continue for 

ever to be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and shall not become the 

scene or object of international discord.• 

The Treaty prohibits 

"any measures of a military nature, such as the establishment of military 

bases and fortifications, the carrying out of military manoeuvres, as well as 

the testing of any type of weapons." 

It similarly provides that no acts or activities taking place while it is still in 

force 

"shall catstitute a basis for asserting, supporting or denying a claim to 

territorial sovereignty in Antarctica, or creating any rights of sovereignty 

in Antarctica." 

In addition 

"no new claim or enlargement of an existing claim to territorial sovereignty 

in Antarctica shall be asserted while the present Treaty is in force." 

In the light of these provisions, the Treaty, in effect, imposes a 30-year 

moratorium on all territorial claims on Antarctica. 

We are all aware of these positive features of the Antarctic Treaty. 

Nevertheless, we strongly share the view that the present and future development of 

Antarctica cannot be the sole responsibility of a small group of States. Indeed, 

we believe that there is need to increase the awareness of the international 

community with respect to all aspects relating to the continent's development in 

order to promote wider international co-operation and harmony and to ensure that 

the fruits of development are equitably shared by all mankind. 

In this context, my delegation wholeheartedly supports the relevant provisions 

of the Declaration adopted by the Heads of State or Government of the Non-Aligned 

Countries in New Delhi last March 1983 in which they agreed, inter alia, that 

"the exploration of the area and the exploitation of its resources shall be 

carried out for the benefit of all mankind, and in a manner consistent with 

the protection of the environment of Antarctica" (ibid.). 
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Indeed, both reason and justice would be well served if the "connnon heritage" 

and "common benefit" principles enunciated in the 1967 OUter Space Treaty and the 

1982 Convention on the Law of the Sea were to find application in the case of 

Antarctica. 

Therefore my delegation is pleased to co-sponsor draft resolution 

A/C.l/38/L.SO, which would request the United Nations Secretary-General to prepare 

a comprehensive, factual and objective study on all aspects of Antarctica, taking 

into account the Antarctic Treaty system as well as other relevant factors. 

My delegation shares the hope that those States currently conducting 

scientific research in Antarctica, as well as the relevant specialized organs and 

bodies within the United Nations system and the international organizations having 

scientific or technical information on Antarctica, will assist the 

Secretary-General in the preparation of such a study. 

Mr. BHURGARI (Pakistan): It is the intention of my delegation to offer a 

few comments on the new agenda item 140, on Antarctica, which is now being 

considered by our Committee. Before doing so, I should like to state that Pakistan 

welcomes the inclusion of this item in the list of subjects for the deliberation of 

the current session of the General Assembly, since the future of Antarctica, that 

vast and virgin continent of the southern hemisphere, should be, in our view, a 

matter of common concern for the entire international community. It is 

appropriate, therefore, that the United Nations General Assembly should focus its 

attention and interest on Antarctica's future development and use. 

Antarctica covers some 13.5 million square kilometres, or roughly 9 per cent 

of the earth's land surface. About 98 per cent of the continent is covered by ice, 

with an average depth of 2,300 metres, enough to raise world-wide sea levels by 

60 metres if all the ice melted. It is considered to be the coldest, the windiest 

and the driest of the continents, and supports no native land mammals, only four 

species of seals, and 43 species of birds. Plant life consists mainly, where it 

exists at all, of lichens and mosses. The continent has no indigenous human 

population. 

As early as 1975, the United States Geological Survey estimated that there 

could be as much as 45 billion barrels of recoverable oil and 115 billion cubic 

feet of natural gas in the West Antarctic continental shelf, an estimate which was 

supported in part by a drilling expedition: Glomar Challenger's discovery of 
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natural gas during a 1973 reconnaissance programme. The USSR hydrometric service 

has estimated that Antarctica's oil reserves will exceed those of Alaska. Japanese 

estimates, made before its 1980-82 exploration programme, were also as high as 

45 billion barrels of oil and 3.3 trillion cubic metres of gas in the Antarctic 

continental shelf. 

A report prepared by the West German Federal Institute for Geo-sciences and 

Natural Resources for the Eleventh World Energy Conference in 1980 estimated 

Antarctica's recoverable oil reserves at 4 billion tons, or about 30 billion 

barrels, and gas reserves at 4 trillion cubic metres. The source of this oil is 

apparently vegetation which grew in the South Pole region about 25 million years 

ago when the climate there was much milder than in the recent past. 

While the estimates of Antarctica's hidden mineral wealth are still to be 

proved in actual exploratory efforts on the ground, the prospect of the existence 

of abundant natural resources in the vast continent has already begun to stimulate 

the commercial interest of multinational hydro-carbon companies and corporations, 

as well as that of some inadequately endowed developed countries seeking new 

sources of supplies of fossil resources. At the same time various environmental 

protection groups and individuals, concerned about the ecological stability of the 

virgin continent, have voiced the fear that unbridled commercial exploitation of 

the continent's mineral resources would cause ecological damage to its environment 

in much the same way as in the older continents. The absence of any human 

population native to the continent gives rise to the possibility of potential 

conflict and discord on this account among the nations of the world. 

Access to Antarctica is currently controlled by the countries constituting the 

Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties. The Antarctic Treaty regime dates from 

discussions during the International Geophysical Year 1957-58, when the 12 nations 

then active in Antarctic research, including the seven States which had by that 

date made territorial claims, worked out an ad hoc arrangement to permit scientific 

research to be conducted. These interim arrangements were formalized in the 

Antarctic Treaty, which was negotiated in 1959 and came into force in 1961. The 

Treaty covers the entire area south of 60 degrees south latitude, including ice 

shelves and vast areas of ocean. It opened the continent to scientific research 

and banned all military activity, nuclear tests and the disposal of radioactive 

waste in Antarctica. The Treaty established, as I have noted, a policy of 
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non-secret scientific research, requiring that research stations be open to 

inspection by Treaty Powers and that results of research be published. 

With respect to territorial claims, the Treaty adopted a strategy of 

deliberate ambiguity. The Treaty stated that it was being adopted without 

prejudice to existing territorial claims, although it did ban the assertion of new 

claims or the enlargement of existing ones. This last provision raised a number of 

questions. For example, could a claimant State which did not in 1959 assert a 

200-mile exclusive economic zone for exploitation of offshore resources now, 

following the negotiation of the Law of the Sea Treaty, argue that its Antarctic 

claim also includes such a zone? 

Institutionally, the Antarctic Treaty system is controlled by the major Powers 

active in Antarctic research. There is no permanent Treaty secretariat, and 

decisions are made through regular meetings of the Consultative Parties of the 

12 original Treaty Powers, plus those countries which may from time to time meet 

the Treaty's requirements of carrying on substantial Antarctic research. Since the 

Treaty was negotiated, only two additional countries, Poland and West Germany, have 

been recognized as Consultative Parties, although India announced in mid-1983 that 

it would be seeking to join the Treaty group, in view of its recent research 

programme and its plans to establish a permanent station. While other nations may 

accede to the Treaty, only those with ongoing research programmes or those which 

took part in the 1959 negotiations can become Consultative Parties. It should be 

noted that some of the original 12 countries - Belgium, for example - have 

virtually ceased all Antarctic activity, but none the less retain their 

consultative status under the Treaty. 

In view of the new interest in Antarctica's mineral wealth, as well as its 

ecological and environmental protection, the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties 

reportedly held, without apparent success, a series of meetings - the latest in 

July 1983 - to agree on the terms for a legal regime governing the exploration, 

development and production of Antarctic minerals. Representatives of the Treaty 

countries are apparently scheduled to meet again in early 1984, but the outlook for 

early agreement on a mineral regime is not very promising. It appears that 

conflicts between those which have self-proclaimed territorial claims to portions 

of Antarctica and the remaining non-claimant Treaty countries have proved difficult 

to resolve. 
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The likelihood of failure on the part of the Antarctic Treaty Contracting 

Parties to formulate a satisfactory regime governing the exploration and 

exploitation of Antarctica's mineral and fossil resources would give rise to the 

possibility of conflict and discord amongst the member countries of the Antarctic 

Treaty. On the other hand, even if the Antarctic Treaty Contracting Parties 

succeeded in agreeing on a definitive regime of this kind, the international 

communty would consider it unfair and unjust that access to the vast uninhabited 

continent of Antarctica should be controlled exclusively by only 14 countries in 

the world. For those reasons, it is not only appropriate but also quite necessary 

that the United Nations should now devote its full and serious attention to the 

future of Antarctica. 

It is the considered view of my Government that the lack of a native 

population in Antarctica, the special factors of the continent's ecological 

vulnerability, and its promising mineral and fossil resources strongly justify the 

establishment of a global regime for Antarctica based on the important principle of 

the common heritage of mankind. Such a regime, born of a collective mandate of the 

world community and effectively enforced by all the countries and peoples of our 

planet, would ensure not ony Antarctica's proper economic and industrial 

development but also provide the entire world community with the wealth and 

resources of the virgin continent. 

I should like to point out here that the principle of common heritage of 

mankind has now been firmly established in United Nations consideration of a number 

of subjects of this kind. In 1967 the international community agreed by the outer 

space Treaty that the exploration and use of outer space shall be conducted for the 

benefit and in the interest of all countries, irrespective of their level of 

scientific development. Similarly, the world community agreed in the moon Treaty 

of 1979 to make the moon and its natural resources the common heritage of mankind. 

The recently adopted Convention on the Law of the Sea also acknowledges this 

principle. It is our hope that this trend will be confirmed further by the 

establishment of a global regime based on the same principle of the common heritage 

of mankind, as has been the case in the aforementioned regimes and treaties. 

As a first step in that direction, the proposal that the Secretary-General 

should be requested to prepare a comprehensive factual study on all aspects of 

Antarctica is full of merit and deserves our support and approval. Once such a 
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study is available to the United Nations it will be possible for the world 

community to arrive at appropriate decisions and adopt necessary measures for 

establishing a beneficial regime for the proper development and use of the 

continent of Antarctica. 

Mr. KURODA (Japan): Japan regards the Antarctic Treaty as an excellent 

international agreement. It prohibits any measures of a military nature, it 

stipulates that the Antarctic region be used only for peaceful purposes, and it 

forbids nuclear explosions and the disposal of radioactive wastes in the region. 

Moreover, it guarantees the freedom of scientific research throughout Antarctica 

and removes the potential for sovereignty disputes among the Treaty Parties. My 

country highly appreciates the functions fulfilled by the Treaty since its very 

beginning, and I believe that Japan has made importrant contributions as one of the 

12 original signatories of the Treaty. 

Over the years various international co-operative organizations have been 

established to gather information on the geophysical phenomena of the region. The 

International Geophysical Year was held for that purpose from July 1957 to 

December 1958, with the participation of 64 countries. During the International 

Geophysical Year unprecedented international scientific research was conducted in 

Antarctica through the co-operative efforts of 12 countries. In the light of the 

outstanding success of the International Geophysical Year, those countries have 

sought to make their co-operative regime permanent, and as a result of their 

patient negotiations the epoch-making Antarctic Treaty, the most important features 

of which I mentioned at the outset of my statement, was signed in December 1959. 

Since then each of the 12 original Consultative Parties has continued to engage in 

scientific research activities in an ever-growing spirit of co-operation. As part 

of the efforts based on the Antarctic Treaty, agreements have been reached on such 

areas as exchange of scientific information and personnel, co-operative research 

·and co-operation with the international agencies concerned. Moreover, the 

Antarctic Treaty offers to any country, whether or not it is a member of the 

Treaty, free access to and free use of the fruits of research conducted under the 

Treaty. 

Each of the Consultative Parties, including Japan, has been making intensive 

efforts to obtain valuable information. Such scientific research activities are 

rendered extremely difficult and dangerous by the harsh geophysical conditions 
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prevailing on Antarctica. In fact, with more than 95 per cent of its surface area 

covered with ice that has an average thickness of 2,000 metres, Antarctica is the 

coldest and most windy continent on the globe. 

The Consultative Parties are striving to preserve the fragile environment of 

Antarctica and have been taking various practical measures to protect the flora and 

fauna indigenous to the region. 

As I mentioned earlier, it must not be forgotten that Antarctica has been 

maintained as the world's most effective zone of peace. I am sure that members of 

the First Committee are aware of just how difficult it is effectively to prohibit 

military activities in any given area. For those reasons, we should exercise the 

utmost care not to undermine the Antarctic Treaty system which has been making 

significant contributions to mankind. Japan believes that the maintenance and 

future development of the existing Antarctic Treaty are of primary importance. 

I wish to point out that the Antarctic Treaty is open to any Member State of 

tl1e United Nations and that Japan, for its part, would welcome any country 

interested in becomi-ng a contracting party to the Treaty. Thus we are sincerely 

gratified that the People's Republic of China and India have recently become 

parties to the Treaty. We earnestly hope that the participation of these two great 

countries will encourage many more countries to join the Treaty. 

In this connection I am concerned that there might be some mistaken notion 

among the States which have not joined the Treaty that the consultative parties 

regard Antarctica as a kind of "treasure island". It should be stressed that there 

has not yet been sufficient investigation to determine whether the region is in 

fact endowed with abundant natural resources, and until further investigation is 

undertaken the presence of such resources is only a matter of speculation. Even if 

natural resources are present, it would be technically and economically very 

difficult to develop them since they would be buried under 2,000 metres of ice. 

Any claim that the Antarctic Treaty is the exclusive club of the consultative 

parties could be made only from a lack of awareness of the difficulties of 

maintaining scientific research activities under such severe geophysical 

conditions. Japan, for example, has just dispatched its twenty-fifth observation 

expedition to Antarctica whose findings will be shared with researchers from other 

countries. The scientists who will be wintering there have had to leave their 

families behind and for the next year will be conducting scientific activities in 



A/C.l/38/PV.44 
13 

(Mr. Kuroda, Japan) 

an extremely harsh environment. Japan is convinced that the co-operative efforts 

of all of the consultative parties are in the interests of the entire international 

community. Moreover, we believe that no other treaty promotes the purposes and 

principles of the United Nations Charter to the extent that the Antarctic Treaty 

does. 

In conclusion I simply wish to reiterate that it is of the utmost importance 

to the future of Antarctica that all interested countries join the present Treaty 

regime and contribute actively to the fulfilment of its objectives. 

Mr. JAYAKODDY (Sri Lanka): The delegation of Sri Lanka welcomes the 

constructive initiative taken by Antigua and Barbuda and Malaysia to place the 

question of Antarctica before the General Assembly. It will be recalled that the 

Heads of State or Government of the Non-Aligned Countries at their Seventh Summit 

Conference at New Delhi this year declared that the continent of Antarctica had 

considerable environmental, climatic, scientific and potential economic 

significance for the world. They expressed the conviction that in the interest of 

all mankind Antarctica should continue for ever to be used exclusively for peaceful 

purposes, should not become the scene or object of international discord and should 

be accessible to all nations. They agreed that the exploration of the area and 

exploitation of its resources should be carried out for the benefit of all mankind 

and in a manner consistent with the protection of the environment of Antarctica. 

Our deliberations on the question of Antarctica therefore meet with the wishes of a 

large body of Member States and can contribute to the strengthening of 

international co-operation in regard to Antarctica. 

Antarctica is no longer the far-distant, mysterious continent. Thanks to the 

indomitable will of men to discover and explore every corner of this planet we have 

a better knowledge, understanding and awareness of .Antarctica and its importance 

and significance not just for those who inhabit areas close to it but for all of 

us. We have also learned to understand that the protection of Antarctica and its 

unique characteristics is essential to human existence even in areas far distant 

from it. It is this awareness of the continent of Antarctica, its importance and 

significance that prompts my country to support the initiatives that are taken to 

strengthen international co-operation on the broadest possible basis to ensure that 

the continent will remain for ever a zone of peace and that it will be explored and 

used exclusively for peaceful purposes. It is our view that the Antarctic Treaty 

of 1959 was a limited initiative taken at a time when competing claims to areas in 
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Antarctica raised the possibility of tension and crisis in the region. The 

Antarctic Treaty was a response to a set of prevailing conditions, although it did 

try to take a long-term view of developments. Something of value has been achieved 

under the Treaty. Most commendable is the fact that the continent is a zone of 

peace, kept demilitarized and free of nuclear weapons. Unique is the fact that a 

system of verification is in force. We in Sri Lanka are gratified at the fact that 

such a zone of peace does exist south of the Indian Ocean and we hope that similar 

zones in other regions of this planet can be established. 

The Antarctic Treaty has also facilitated the creation of a limited framework 

in which co-operation varied in scope and modalities is exercised. Meanwhile, 

territorial claims have been frozen, overcoming, at least for the time being, 

issues relating to sovereignty. 

The Antarctic Treaty in its present form, however, is inadequate in the light 

of existing conditions for the management of the continent in the best interests of 

mankind. Can we all agree that the fate of Antarctica and its resources and the 

benefit of such resources should be regarded as the exclusive responsibility of a 

few States whose discoverers and explorers, scientists and researchers got there 

first? Can we agree that geographic proximity to Antarctica or the capacity to 

participate in scientific or technical activities alone should determine what voice 

States would have on matters relating to the continent? 

In the past two decades we have witnessed revolutionary changes in the 

scientific and technological fields. Equally so, we have witnessed the emergence 

of new perceptions and concepts relating to the basis of political relations, of 

international decision making on matters that affect all States. We have a new 

understanding and appreciation of the fact that interdependence is inescapable and 

that, if we are all to survive, the interests of mankind are to be served as a 

whole, and this can be done best by taking our decisions on the broadest possible 

basis, and taking into account the interests of all. Such an approach has been 

adopted in the Law of the Sea Convention, the Moon Treaty and the Outer Space 

Treaty. 

The emergence and acceptance of the concept of the "common heritage of 

mankind" has opened the way for the recognition and protection of the rights and 

interests of all States. Such an approach, in our view, should be examined and 

applied in relation to Antarctica too. 
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It is not the view of my delegation that we should adopt an approach that 

would nullify the worthwhile collective gains that have been secured under the 

Antarctic Treaty. our view is that these collective gains, consolidated and 

reinforced, will last permanently. 

we submit that the time is opportune - indeed, the need has arisen - for the 

international community to conduct a comprehensive study on all aspects of 

Antarctica that can facilitate and help to ensure that the exploration or 

exploitation of Antarctica shall be carried out for the benefit of all mankind on 

the basis of equity and justice and in a manner consistent with the protection of 

the environment of Antarctica. 

The representative of Malaysia described a proposal to commission a 

comprehensive study on all aspects of Antarctica, taking fully into account that 

the Antarctic Treaty system is truly a modest one. 

My delegation shares this view; we believe that this modest first step can 

start us on a course that will serve the interests of all States, be they parties 

or not to the Antarctic Treaty. My delegation hopes, therefore, that draft 

resolution A/C.l/38/L.SO will be adopted by a consensus in this COmmittee. 

Mr. SHEIKH (Li~an Arab Jamahiriya) (interpretation from Arabic): May I, 

at the outset, express the thanks of my delegation to the friendly delegations of 

Antigua and Barbuda and Malaysia for their initiatives in including this important 

item. 

Because all regions of the world are interrelated; because events in one 

region can have repercussions on other areas7 because of international co-operation 

on issues falling outside national sovereignty; because the United Nations, which 

comprises nearly all States of the world, is dedicated to the we11-being of 

mankind, the maintenance of international peace and security and the establishment 

of a new international economic order; because Antarctica, which constitutes 

approximately 9 per cent of our globe, is of strategic, economic, scientific, 

meteorological and enviromental importance - containing, as it does, vast 

quantities of fresh water and, very likely, rich mineral deposits - we believe that 

the management and exploitation of that territory is important to all of mankind, 

and must not be restricted to a limited number of States. I am referring to those 

Consultative States which are parties to the Antarctic Treaty, concluded in 1959 by 

12 States, and later acceded to by a number of other States. 

Although that Treaty envisaged fruitful co-operation and understanding between 

differing political systems, notwithstanding its intent to exclude the arms race 
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from the region by prohibiting the installment of military bases, the undertaking 

of military manoeuvres or the testing of any types of weapons, nuclear as well as 

conventional; despite the fact that the Treaty encourages the exchange of 

scientific information, the Treaty was concluded at a time when many States had 

insufficient knowledge or information about the territory. Furthermore, the Treaty 

gives some States a decision-making monopoly by imposing conditions on States 

wishing to accede to the Treaty or to participate in deliberations within its ambit. 

Moreover, South Africa's accession to the Treaty has aroused great misgivings; 

suspicion runs high over the racist regime's possible participation in any peaceful 

international activities in Antarctica, given its racist nature and flagrant 

disregard of internatonal law and norms. For this reason, any United Nations study 

on Antarctica must consider excluding the racist regime of South Africa from any 

international activities in the region. 

My delegation shares the view that Antarctica must be placed under United 

Nations administration and that its exploitation must serve all mankind, on the 

basis that everything beyond national jurisdiction is to be considered the common 

heritage of mankind, exempt from the arms race. 

My delegation further supports the contents of the Final Declaration of the 

Seventh Conference of States or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held at New 

Delhi. 

Mr. HEAP (United Kingdom): The United Kingdom has been active in 

Antarctica since 1775. Captain Cook was the first to circumnavigate the southern 

Ocean in high southern latitudes. He did not sight the continent but what he saw 

in the way of vast icebergs, frozen sea and the worst weather anywhere in the world 

led him to put right the first misconception about the Antarctic. If there is a 

leitmotif to my statement, it is that misconceptions abound. 

Before Captain Cook's voyage, geographers believed that there was a continent 

at the southern end of the world and that it was a temperate land, populated and 

capable of economic development. Captain Cook was instructed to contact the people 

and deal in a friendly fashion with them. After his circumnavigation he saw the 

geographers belief to be misconceived. Although he confirmed the view that there 

was, in all probability, a continent somewhere to the south of his track, he 

described it as "a continent doomed by nature to lie buried under everlasting ice 

and snow". He went on to doubt if man would ever find a use for it. 
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More than two centuries have passed since then and Captain Cook's view has not 

yet been proved wrong. The only use man has found for the continent is as a 

scientific laboratory. 

But captain Cook did not have the same view about the ocean surrounding the 

continent. He reported plentiful whales and vast numbers of seals on the beaches 

of Antarctic islands. 

The seals were the first to be exploited. In one short period of 10 years 

after 1819 the fur seal population was decimated. Even if there had been any 

desire to regulate this slaughter there was no legal basis for doing so. This had 

its repercussions almost a century later when the next wave of exploitation hit the 

Antarctic. 

By the early years of this century the populations of whales in the northern 

hemisphere had been overexploited. The attention of the whalers was drawn to the 

Antarctic. would the same happen again as happened with the seals? Britain was of 

the view that it should not. In those days whalers depended upon having sheltered 

waters in which to cut up and process the whales. If such sheltered waters lay 

within the control of a Government there would be a means of regulating the 

whalers. It was this thought that led the British GOvernment to be the first to 

assert sovereignty in Antarctica. 

I will not trouble the Committee with a description of my Government's view as 

to the legal basis of its assertion of sovereignty: it is all on public record. I 

want only to emphasize the purpose of the assertion, which was to regulate an 

activity, namely whaling, which clearly needed to be regulated and which could not 

otherwise be regulated. That this basis on which to manage Antarctic affairs 

turned out in the longer run not to be universally acceptable is an impo~tant 

political fact which led to the instability that the Antarctic Treaty set out to 

put right. 

For 20 years the regulations imposed by the British Government controlled 

whaling effectively, but then the whalers found a means of processing whales on the 

high seas and thus to escape the effects of British regulation. There was an 

explosion in whaling activity resulting in a vast over-production of whale oil. 

This so upset the economic calculations on which huge investments had been made 

that the whalers agreed to a degree of international regulation. But it was too 

late. The investment that had been made required for its servicing more whales 

than a sustainable yield would bear. The international agreement was little more 

than a market-s~~hi1;7.~tinn arrana~ment-
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By acting too late the Governments concerned managed only to slow down the 

decimation of the whales that followed. The only bright point in this otherwise 

sad story is that all of the money received by my Government from licensing fees 

and revenues on whale oil was ploughed back into research. This research went a 

long way towards providing the data which did most to sustain the call to reduce 

whaling to reasonable levels. 

Thus began in 1925 a continuous British research activity in Antarctica, 

except for four war years, which now covers all the major branches of Antarctic 

science. The results of the successive Discovery Investigations, the Falkland 

Islands Dependencies Survey and the British Antarctic Survey have all been made 

freely available to the world community. 

My reason for describing these early events is to enable me to do two things: 

first, to contrast the sad story of man's rapacious activity in the Antarctic in 

the early days with what has happened since the Antarctic Treaty was negotiated as 

a result of a far-seeing United States initiative in 1959. I believe that the 

contrast will be illuminating. 

Secondly, I should like to try to put right what appear to my delegation to be 

some misconceptions. I began my statement by referring to the geographical 

misconceptions put right by Captain Cook. The misconceptions which I have in mind 

at this stage are more political in nature. I refer to the beliefs, frequently 

heard, that the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties are a rapacious lot and that 

they are out to carve up the Antarctic between them. Nothing, I submit, could be 

further from the truth. 

In what follows I should like to develop three themes, of which any 

comprehensive factual and objective study of Antarctica must take account. These 

themes are, first, that the Antarctic Treaty itself and the system that has been 

developed under it constitute a remarkable exercise in prudent forethought; 

secondly, that the system has shown itself capable of dynamic development and, 

thirdly, that the essential - and I mean essential - requirement for the 

development of the system has been, and will be in the future, a willingness on the 

part of the States involved in Antarctica not to push their legal positions to the 

limit - in a word, ·the need for political forebearance and accommodation. 

I said that the first of my themes was that the Antarctic Treaty system was an 

exercise in prudent forethought. I should like to list a number of notable 

"firsts" that have been achieved by agreement between States within the Treaty 
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system. The Antarctic Treaty was the first international agreement to demilitarize 

a whole continent, to provide for on-site inspection of all activities on a 

continent, to outlaw nuclear explosions or the dumping of radioactive waste, to 

ensure freedom of scientific investigation and require that the results be freely 

available and to set aside, in favour of co-operation, conflicting views about the 

legal basis which should underlie the management of affairs over a whole continent. 

In view of the critical state of affairs that existed in Antarctica in 1958 I 

believe these firsts can only be seen as remarkable and prudent 

measures -measures, moreover, which are totally consistent with the Charter of the 

United Nations. 

Since the Antarctic Treaty came into force in 1961 the development of a large 

number of agreements through its consultative mechanism has given rise to a number 

of other "firsts", among which are: the Agreed Measures for the Conservation of 

Antarctic Fauna and Flora, the first international agreement to prohibit the 

killing of any native mammal or native bird in Antarctica without a permit and to 

arrange for details on the permits issued to be internationally exchanged; the 

Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Seals, the first and, I believe, so 

far the only international agreement to regulate the utilization of a living 

resource before any industry has developed to exploit it; the Convention for the 

Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources, the first international 

agreement to require that regulation of the utilization of target species shall 

have regard to the effect that utilization has on the ecosystem as a whole. More 

generally, certain pioneering recommendations of the Treaty's consultative 

procedures require that the first consideration to be applied to a new activity in 

Antarctica is not whether it is profitable or in the interests of one or more 

Governments. Instead, prior consideration has to be given to whether or not it 

will have adverse effects on the Antarctic environment. This test, itself a 

notable first, is unparalleled anywhere else in the world. 

I suggest that what I have called this exercise in prudent forethought is 

unique and is something of which the world at large should take note. I submit 

that all these "firsts", and more especially those measures taken to protect 

Antarctic marine living resources, are in marked contrast to what happened before 
, 

the Treaty system came into being. There are precedents in the achievements of the 

Consultative Parties which could with great benefit be applied elsewhere in the 

~rM. 
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None of these "firsts" give substantive rights to the parties to the 

agreements. They all circumscribe the freedom of action of all parties. 

Overwhelmingly, they consist of obligations and not of rights. This record of 

achievement should go far to put right the misconception that the Antarctic Treaty 

Consultative Parties are carving up Antarctica for their own benefit. 

This brings me to the second of my themes - that the system has shown itself 

capable of dynamic development. We may be told that it has been easy for the 

Consultative Parties to the Treaty to achieve these "firsts" in such a milieu as 

the Antarctic, where activities do not develop all that quickly. I would answer by 

pointing to the fact that lack of urgency is most frequently in international 

affairs the excuse for inactivity. The record elsewhere shows few examples of 

prudent international action to pre-empt the undesirable effects of what can be 

foreseen. I believe that the record shows that that is not the case in 

Antarctica. There is, however, a positive reason why the Consultative Parties have 

acted before the need to do so has become acute. It is a political reason. It 

concerns the irreconcilable nature of their opposing views as to the legal basis on 

which Antarctic activities can be regulated. If the search for these agreements 

had been left until strong national interests were engaged on the part of States 

asserting sovereignty and States not recognizing such assertions, there would have 

been no agreements. It must be one of the choicer international ironies that so 

much good should have come out of an inability to agree about the basis on which 

that good should be done. 

And so I come to the last of the themes I wish to explore - that the essential 

requirement for maintaining the peace and stability of the Antarctic is that the 

States involved must act with forbearance; none of them must push its view about 

the legal basis for Antarctic management to the limit. 

Perhaps I can best elaborate this by reference to the potential for the 

Antarctic to contribute to the supply of minerals. It is this possibility which 

has done much to awaken the interests of other States, States outside the Treaty 

system, in the future of the Antarctic. It is widely known that the Consultative 

Parties to the Antarctic Treaty are engaged in an attempt to hammer out between 

them a regime for the regulation of mineral activity in the Antarctic. 

Let us first recall that no one has yet discovered any minerals, including 

oil, in Antarctica of a quality or in quantities which would be economically 

exploitable if they were situated elsewhere in the world. The probability of 
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finding such deposits is remote. Moreover, it is very probable that even if such 

deposits are found, they will never be economically exploitable. 

Let us now look at the opening positions of the two sides in these 

negotiations. On the one hand, those States asserting sovereignty in Antarctica 

start from the position that there can be no exploitation of minerals in their 

areas which is not wholly regulated by them. On the other hand, those States that 

do not recognize such assertions of sovereignty start from the position that their 

nationals are free to go to Antarctica to search for and exploit minerals and that 

no other State has the right to regulate, in any sense, the activities of their 

nationals. The two positions are diametrically opposed. For all practical 

purposes, there could be virtually no mineral activity, even prospecting, which 

would not give rise to the high probability of a dispute. 

If, however, a~one were to go prospecting in the Antarctic, the fat would 

then be in the fire and it would be too late to start looking for a regime. The 

national interests of States would become strongly engaged and the prospect of 

achieving a rational and reasonable regime would rapidly recede. I have earlier 

made the point that the genius of the Treaty system has been to avoid just such 

situations. 

So there are two conclusions which can be drawn from an appreciation of the 

starting positions of the two sides in the negotiation. The first is that if any 

State on either side were determined to push its view of the legal basis for 

managing Antarctic affairs to its logical conclusion, there could be no agreement. 

I shall return to this conclusion. The second is that it is easier for each side 

to consider the sort of accommodation it will necessarily be called upon to make 

before events on the ground give rise to new and difficult situations. 

The outcome of the negotiations between the Antarctic Treaty Consultative 

Parties will break entirely new ground. There has never been such a negotiation 

anywhere else in the world before. These negotiations, which are a demanding 

exercise in imaginative statesmanship, are likely to come up with new ideas as to 

how States can get along with each other - just as has the Antarctic Treaty itself. 

I should now like, if I may, to address what I see as the control core of the 

reasoning of those who want to burden the agenda of the United Nations with an item 

on Antarctica. I say "burden" because the United Kingdom, as was stated ;,n the 

General Committee by my Permanent Representative, has serious reservations as to 

whether a disrus~ion of Antarctica at the Gener..;;l Assembly is either n~c>:.:s:~arv ;;,r 
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useful. We do not wish to avoid discussing Antarctica anywhere with aqyone. That 

is not our intention. But the issue is one of priorities. My Government finds it 

strange that with all the problems which the world now faces the General Assembly 

should take time to address, as if it were a real problem, a matter which, if it is 

anything, is one of the world's best examples of international co-operation, peace 

and harmony which actually works. 

The core of the concern of those who see shortcomings in the Antarctic Treaty 

system is not so much the question of whether the concept of the common heritage of 

mankind is applicable to Antarctica - an application which I should say, in 

passing, my Goverment would reject. It is, rather, what they view as the 

arrogation by a few Powers of the management of Antarctica. They want to deny to 

the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties their role in the management of that 

continent. They couple this with charges of excessive secrecy in the goings on of 

consultative meetings. 

It would be wrong for any Consultative Party to brush these arguments aside as 

of no consequence. They have been sincerely made, and they deserve a serious 

answer. The appeal of the case put by the representative of Antigua and Barbuda 

based on the waning of colonialism and the rising tide of democratization is 

immediate and attractive. But it takes little account of the realities of 

Antarctica. I want, if I can, to explain why. These explanations will take us 

into deeper waters. 

There is a growing appreciation of the fact that we live in one world and that 

"planet earth" is something we need to know as much about as possible. It is a 

truism to say that we cannot know about our planet without knowing about the polar 

regions both Arctic and Antarctic. That scientific truth was understood in the 

nineteenth century and led to the First International Polar Year of 1882-1883, and 

in this century to the Second Polar Year of 1932-1933, and the International 

Geo);bysical Year of 1957-1958 to which frequent reference has already been made. 

Now, Antarctic science is difficult stuff. The results are difficult to 

achieve, demanding dedication, considerable resources, know-how and perseverance. 

The results come slowly. Above all, they come from the international co-operation 

of scientists over the years. They cannot be achieved by any one country alone or 

by a mass onslaught. It so happens that in Britain there are numbers of young 

scientists who are ready and eager to quit the comforts of home and devote two 

years of their lives at a stretch in Antarctica pursuing its secrets. Some do not 
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return. Last year three members of the British Antarctic Survey died in the course 

of their pursuit of scientific knowledge. Th~ were not the first. 

The point here is that the United Kingdom has the capacity to contribute to 

knowledge about our planet by doing research in Antarctica. We run four stations, 

three aircraft and two ships at a cost approaching 10 million pounds a year. Other 

countries have a similar capacity. The total cost for all the Consultative Parties 

is probably in excess of $200 million a year. Those countries have joined together 

to co-ordinate their research work through a remarkably cost-effective body called 

the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR) of the International Council 

of Scientific Unions. The necessary political umbrella for this co-ordination is 

the Antarctic Treaty. 

The representative of Antigua and Barbuda sought to substantiate his country's 

interest in Antarctica by saying: 

•it is a fear that mankind's fate may yet be determined in that bitterly cold 

and hostile environment which sustains our concern• (A/C.b(38/PV.42, p. 6). 

I believe he was referring to the stability of the Antarctic ice sheet. could 

large masses of it slip into the sea and cause world sea levels to rise? It was 

not for nothing that one of my Government's chief scientists said that one of the 

greatest environmental problems facing the United Kingdom was whether London would 

catastrophically be flooded and that the key to that question lay in studies of the 

Antarctic ice sheet. However, the research called for to keep a watch on the 

critical factors is sophisticated stuff. It involves, for example, radio-echo 

sounding of the ice sheet and tracing climatic changes back to pre-Roman times by 

oxygen isotope measurements from ice cores drilled out of the Antarctic ice sheet. 

I believe that since the United Kingdom, among others, has the capacity to 

undertake such research, it also has in a sense a certain obligation to do so. 

This is a moral, not any sort of legal, obligation. 

I also believe that with that presence and the first-hand knowledge we have of 

Antarctica goes a responsibility to manage what goes on in those icy wastes. Here, 

you will say, is the difficulty, for, it is asserted, the rest of the world, in 

whose interests we are said to be managing Antarctica, has no say in the management. 

But such a charge is misconceived. The Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, 

in managing Antarctica, are denying no one's freedoms in Antarctica other than 

their own. The law of treaties requires that no country can be bound by an 
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international agreement to which it is not a party or to which it does not accede. 

As I have said, the Antarctic Treaty system overwhelmingly consists of obligations 

and not rights. The Treaty Powers can claim, with a considerable measure of 

justice on their side, that in what they have done in managing Antarctica they have 

acted in the interests of all mankind. However - and this is the important point -

that was not their primary intention. In each case they saw an activity that might 

go on, or that was going on, which, from their knowledge of Antarctica and its 

history, they appreciated ought to be regulated. The threat driving them on was 

that of politically more difficult problems for themselves in the future if they 

failed to act. SO they did what they deemed to be necessary as between 

themselves. They were binding no one else. 

It is not unnatural that, having thus restricted their own freedoms to act in 

Antarctica in accordance with unalloyed national interest, they should seek to 

ensure that anyone who becomes active in the Antarctic scene should subject himself 

to the same restrictions. 

I challenge those who appear to be dissatisfied with the system to show any 

obligation the Treaty Consultative Parties have undertaken which would not be in 

the interests of any outsider to undertake if he became active in Antarctica. I 

challenge them further to show anything the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties 

have done which is inconsistent with the real interests of an outsider now or with 

the interests of future generations. 

In short, the charge that the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties are guilty 

of usurping the prerogatives of other States is false. They have done no more than 

~estrict their own freedoms. This will be as true in the future as it has been in 

the past. The mineral negotiations will be no exception. 

The Treaty has been charged with excessive secrecy. This charge too, if I may 

say so, does not bear serious examination. The representative of New zealand made 

a perfectly reasonable case for confidentiality in the negotiation process, but 

that is something quite different from secrecy, with its pejorative overtones. 

What is important is that the results of those negotiations are made freely 

available. Nothing could be further from the truth than the assertion of the 

representative of Antigua and Barbuda that our own people were denied any knowledge 

~f the decisions made by the Consultative Parties. The United Kingdom has 

published as Parliamentary White Papers all the recommendations of all the 

·onsultative meetings. The Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research publishes 
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them in the SCAR Bulletin, which forms part of the Polar Record, a bi-polar 

scientific journal with an international circulation, published by the Scott Polar 

Research Institute in cambridge, England. We are happy to help a~one obtain these 

publications. The charge of secrecy is false. 

The same is true of scientific research. British research in the Antarctic is 

carried on by civilian scientists who depend on publishing their results to ensure 

their own career advancement. There would be mayhem among British Antarctic 

scientists if anyone attempted to restrict their freedom to publish on any other 

grounds than scientific merit. NO one does. 

I have suggested that the Treaty system is an exercise in prudent forethought, 

is dynamic in meeting new challenges and requires political forbearance on the part 

of the States involved. It is not exclusive in the sense that that word has been 

used in this debate1 and it is not secretive. All these good qualities arise, 

paradoxically, as I have already suggested, from the fact that there is no 

agreement between those most closely concerned about the underlying legal basis for 

the management of Antarctic affairs. 

The Antarctic Treaty system is, therefore, to a very real degree, fragile. 

The plain truth must be faced that if anyone succeeded in upsetting it they would 

have no capacity to pick up the bits and build a new structure. They would need to 

face exactly the same issues as those faced by the original drafters of the 

Antarctic Treaty. The Antarctic itself is a place of surpassing beauty which puts 

under its thrall all those who are fortunate enough to go there. It is plainly 

different from the rest of the world. It is not surprising, therefore, that it has 

given rise to a set of international agreements which are, like the Antarctic 

itself, sui generis in all but their consistency with the Charter of the United 

Nations. 

I must enphasi ze, too, the inportance which my Government attaches to the 

Antarctic Treaty and the system of agreements which have developed under it. That 

importance does not lie in anything which the United Kingdom alone gets out of it. 

It lies in the assurance it provides for the peace, security and stability of the 

area. 

It see~s to my delegation that a study of all aspects of the Antarctic, which 

aims to be comprehensive, factual and objective, must end up recording and 

commending the signal contributions that the Antarctic Treaty system has made to 
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the principles of international peace, stability and co-operation, which are at the 

heart of the United Nations. It would be a tragedy if the outcome of a study were 

to suggest otherwise. I commend these thoughts to the Secretary-General and 

promise him that my Government will do its utmost to assist him in the study he has 

been charged to undertake. 

Mr. NOIRFALISSE (Belgiurn)(interpretation from French): Since the 

representative of Pakistan thought fit to single out the case of my country on 

account of its activities in the Antarctic, I hope that the general statement that 

we will make tomorrow on this issue will enable him to revise his approach, which 

is somewhat partial about Belgian's role on the sixth continent. 

The CHAIRMAN: I wish to remind representatives that the deadline for 

the inscription of names on the list of speakers on the international security item 

is 6.00 p.m., Friday, 2 December. 

The meeting rose at 4.45 p.m. 


