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In the abhsence of the Chairman, Mr. Mashhadi (Islamic Republic of Itan),

Vice~Chairman, took the Chair.

The meeting was called to order at 10.35 a.m.

AGENDA ITEM 70 (continued)

QUESTION OF ANTARCTICA: GENERAL DEBATE AND CONS IDERATION OF AND ACTION ON DRAFT
RESOLUT IONS

Mrs. BERTHAUD (Haiti) (interpretation from French): As this is my first

statement in the First Committee I should like to convey to Mr. Taylhardat of
Venezuela the congratulations of the Haitian delegatation on his election to the
chairmanship of the Committee. We have no doubt that his quaiities as an
experienced diplomat will guarantee the success of our proceedings.

This year once again, the First Committee is considering the question of
Antarctica. My delegation welcomes the positive action taken to safeguard this
common heritage. Indeed, the Antarctic Treaty signed in Washington in 1959, has
done much to protect the zone. We welcome the efforts of countries such as France
and Belgium that have refused to sign the Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic
Mineral Resource Activities. Equally significant was the decision of the Belgian
Parliament and of all the other countries that support the idea of conservation in

the Antarctic region.
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However, the inaccessibility of the Antarctic Treaty is a matter of major
concern to my delegation and to most third world countries which, like us, do not
have the necessary human and scientific resources to participate in it.

Furthermore, in spite of General Assembly resolutions 42/46, 43/83 A and B, calling
upon all States to keep the Secretary=-General informed of matters affecting the
Antarctic and rcaffirming the principle that the United Nationa be made the
repository of all such information, paragraph 2 of the Secretary-General's report
(A/44/586) clearly demonstrates that the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties are
disregarding all its recommendations. We deplore the fact that they have worked
for, and on 2 June 1988 adopted, a convention on the requlation of mineral resource
activities in the area despite the relevant decisions of the General Assembly
stipulating that such a régime shoulé be negotiated with the full participation of
all members of the international community.

My delegation doubts the legitimacy of the principles on the basis of which
certain countries have taken such action. They have arbitrarily monopolized
control over negotiations and are violating the principles of our Charter. The
Haitian delegation takes exception to this situation and believeas that input by all
members of the international community in everything affecting the Antarctic should
be welcomed and encouraged so a8 to permit equitable participation on the part of
all countries in the preservation of this common heritage.

The damage recently caused by the oil spills in the seas of that area have
caused u3 considerahle consternation. The conduct of certain countries, driven by
their unbridled desire to destroy everything on our planet, have only added fuel to
our concerns. The international community is aware of the 111 effects of pollution
and chemical experiments in the zone. We are all concerned at the problem of the
depletion of the ozone layer and the accumulation of carbon dioxide emiasions in

the atmosphere. Global warming can be diminished. Certain countries are so
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cynical as to be greedy for the riches of the whole Antarctic region and want to
use it for military purposes, or nuclear teats, the effects of which can only
haasten the process of destroying our planet. They blithely ignore the fact that
the Antarctic contains about 75 per cent of the water reserves of the entire world.

Protection of the Antarctic is crucial. 1Its value lies in the wealth of
information available to humanity from that part of the world: the temperature
systems, the geological history of continents of the southern hemisphere, the
structure of the magnetic envelope surrounding the Earth, the influence of solar
radiation on the atmoaphere, the remarkable ability on the part of various
organisma to adapt to extreme cold and isolation and so on. These are all factors
which should motivate us to preserve its environment and its fragile ecological
system.

Let us not make that region a dump for toxic wastes. Countries that have such
wastes lnust use proper means to dispose of them in their own territory.

I should like to tell the Committee a story that was told to me by a friend a
few years ago. It occurred to me a moment ago. A l2-year-old child was looking at
a newspaper which his father had read a few days before. He noticed the
headlines - "Depletion of the ozone layer" etc. - and photographs and statistics,
which were staggering. Perplexed, the son said to his father:

"If all that is written here is true, what kind of planet are you going to

leave to me and my children?"

In conclusion, my delegation notes with regret that the racist régime of South
Africa, which is excluded from the work of the General Assembly, continues to
participate in the meetings of the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties. Haiti
will vote in EFavour of draft resolution A/C.1/44/L.68 and will support paragraph 2

of the operative part of this draft resolution, which stipulates:s
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" Appeals once again to the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties to take
urgent measures to exclude the racist apattheid régime of South Af:-ica from
participation in the meetings of the Consultative Parties at the earliest

possible date".

Mr. MOHIUDDIN (Bangladesh): I am making this statement in the serene

confidence that the deliberztions, of which this is a part, will lead to fruition
under the Chairman's able stewardship.

Jean-Jacques Rousseau once remarked that the social compact or State was born
when a man pointed to a piece of land and said, "This is rine"”, and no one larghed
at him. Similarly, today with the values that we claim we possesa, if we point to
that vast largely uninhabited mass of ice called Antarctica and say, "This is
mankind's", why should this provoke disenchantment? Have we not come such a long
way from the eighteenth century, and is our contemporary civilization not tempered
by a keener sense of common human needs?

It is true that Antarctica is remote. It is alao a fact that it is largely
uninhabited. It cannot be denied also that it is inhospitable. Yet there can be
no argument to the contrary that this land mass affects the lives of all living
beings. Antarctica makes an important contribution to the maintenance of the
delicate balance of the global eco-system. It is crucial to the preservation and
protection of our environment, a matter that today deeply concerns us all. It is
vital to the expansion of knowledge through scientific research. It is of
significance to the global economy, to peace and secuzity. Therefore the
increasing awareness and interest in Antarctica displayed by the international
community is indeed welcome to us all.

There are two preambular paragraphs in the Antarctic Treaty that I must cite

in order to develop some argquments. One is:
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"Recognizing that it is in the interest of all mankind that Antarctica
shall continue forever to be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and shall
not become the scene or object of international discord".

The other is:

"Convinced also that a treaty ensuring the use of Antarctica for peaceful
purposes only and the continuance of international harmony in Antarctica will
further the purposes and principles embodied in the Charter of the United
Nations".

Three principles can clearly be derived from these naragraphs: first, that
the use of Antarctica is for all mankind; secondly, that it shall be used
exclusively for peaceful purposes and not become the object of international
discord; and thirdly, that international harmony so generated would further the
principles and purposes embodied in the Charter.

It is therefore evident that the framers of the Treaty themselves envisici.ed
the use of the continent for the benefit of all mankind. If that be so, why ehould
the signatories of the Treaty hesitate to accept the principle that it is the
common heritage of mankind? Secondly, the thrust was on its peaceful uses, without
making it an object of political and military discord. Economic activities will
attract military attention. "Flag follows trade”, we used to say in explanation of
colonialism. ‘day it is a sad truth that the gun tends to follow the mining
shovel. Finally, the keen desire to further the principles of the United Nations

Charter is interesting.
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It contrasts strangely with reality when we see that the Secretary-General of the
United Nations, the institution to whose values the adherents are purportedly

devoted, is not invited to their meetings. This, despite the urgings of world

public opinion.

The Treaty, we are told, is an open one. Yet financial reaquirements and
requisite technical know-how preclude an overwhelming majority of States from
becoming Consultative Parties. Then again, the hierarchic differences between
consultative and non-consultative Member States create an obvious class distinction
that militates against the concept of non-exclusiveness. If the Treaty, as is
often argued, has so far worked well in practice, there are reasons to fear that it
contains germs of discord that might soon propagate and transform into a conflict
situation that the world can ill afford. This is a chance we cannot, and must no“,
take. The implications are much too vital for all of us.

In Antarctica, the atmosphere, oceans, and ice-sheet interact in a manner that
has profound influence on the climate and weather over a major vart of the globe.
Mineral exploration will entail the use of devices that could release vast amounts
of energy that will be infused into the atmosphere. One conseguence could be the
melting of ice and a resultant rise in the overall sea-levels. This would have
horrific implications for low-lying countries like Bangladesh or the Maldives, in
our region. Any decision in this regard would not only call for extreme
circumspection but also, ethically, for the consideration of the views of the
global community in general, and those likely to be affected in particular.

We urge rationality and calm reflection. No part of the world is immune to
the conseaquences of events in that icy continent. No part of the world should be

denied participation in decision-making with regard to these events.
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The solution to the problem of how the affairs of Antarctica are to be managed
is not intractable. Any régime to be established for the protection and
conservation of the Antarctic environment must be negotiated with the full
participation of the international community. Prospecting and mining in and around
the continent should be banned. All activities should be excluajvely directed
towards peaceful scientific investigations. These activities, again, should be
carried out by common agreement, and :.:4r stringent environmental safeyuards.
Antarctica should be made, by general conseusus, a nature reserve. The elements
are there in the draft resolution before us. We commend it to members for support.

Given Antarctica's crucial importance to mankind in general, that is not too
much to ask for. Policies that touch Antarctica touch us all. It is a heritage
that all of us share, and its future concerns us all. The United Nations, because
of its universal character, must have a key role in this. For it to he otherwise
would not only be wrong, it would be a great tragedy.

Mr. TSHERING (Bhutan)s In view of the numerous and very eloguent

statements that have been made by our colleagues on the question of Antarctica, I
shall be brief.

The acceptance by the international community of holding a conference on the
environment is, in the view of my delegation, a humble submission to the fact that
nature and its elements have a lasting hold on the destiny of mankind. It is also
a recognition that like life itself, nature is a delicate balance. Any changes in
that balance could bring about disastrous results of unimaginable proportions.
Antarctica is a major part of that delicate balance and therefore of concern to
all. It is in this spirit that the Ninth Non-Aligned Summit reaffirmed the
importance of Antarctica as a common heritage of mankind to be protected and

conserved by the entire international community.
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As in the past, my delegation recognizes that the Bntarctic Treaty was drawn
up at a time when perhaps no other effective mechanism could be adopted, and has
been a workable arrangement for co-ordination. We commend the manner in which the
Treaty has averted significant disturbance of the ecology and prevented any serious
territorial disputes. We also believe that members from developing countries have
endeavoured to represent the interests and the concerns of those who are unable to
subscribe to the Treaty. We also appreciate the effort that has been made to keep
the continent nuclear—free ard demilitarized. However, there has been considerable
growth in the level of knowledge about the role of the continent, resulting in deep
concerns. There has also been a clear development of the United Nations as a
proper and effective forum for dealing with all matters of international

dimensions. Therefore it is only natural that matters related to Antarctica must

be dealt with in the United Nations.

While the debate on this issue continues and is likely to be prolonged, in the
meantime all nations should take measures t prevent further environmental damage
to the continent. There should be no commersial exploitation of its natural
resources in order to avoid disturbance to its delicate ecology. The criteria and
possibility for the interested parties to be involved and to participate in

scientific work should not reauire the establishment of stations, but should be

possible through the sharing of knowlelge. While the proliferation of scientific
bases in the fragile ecosystem rust be avoided, it is necessary to facilitate the
exchange of information. More important, all scientific and other activities
carried out in Antarc-ica must be for peaceful purposes.

We do not see discussions on the question of Antarctica as anything but
efforts to broaden the scope of involvement and participation to include all

nations and peoples, since this concerns our collective survival and future.
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My delegation wishes once again to register our support for the draf.

regolution under consideration.

Mr. AL-ZADGALY (Oman) (interpretation from Arabic): For the third time,

with great regret, my delegation finds that the list of speakers on item 70, "The
Question of Antarctica®, which has been on the agenda since 1983, does not ii1zlude
the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties. My delegation does not interpret such
non-participation as disregard by the States Parties for the discussion under way
or the repeated calls by the General Assembly for the international community to
give special importance to Antarctica. But we cannot overstress the importance of
that continent for the survival of mankind, or its huge untapped and unexploited
resources.

The non-participation of the Consultative Parties can, however, be taken to
indicate confusion on their part in their attempt to find answers for the questions
posed by the international community. The efficiency of the Antarctic Treaty
system and its contribution to international peace and security, the soundness and
integrity of the environment, the world economy and scientific and meteorological
research has been questicned because of lack of accessibility to the Treaty, for a

cloged convention can in no way provide guarantees.
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The system adopted in 1959 by a small gqroup of economically and scientifically
advanced States to ensure that Antarctica should be used solely for peaceful
purposes and not be transformed in the future into an area of international
controversy haa been effective in increasing their ability to exploit and extract
natural resources that have not yet been extracted or exploited. Therefore the
research and prospecting operations have had an influence on the entire ecosystem
‘of th planet, on the harmony and frequency of climatic cycles, and the damage
“inflicted on the flora and fauna, has increased in spite of the success of the
Treaty system in maintaining the ban on introducing military forces an eliminating
militry nuclear activities from the continent.

My delegation has always Lelieved, and still believes, that given the
international community's broad recognition of the importance of Antarctica, we
must apply to that continent the principle that it is the common heritage of

" mankind, and should be governed internationally in accordance with the purposes and
principles of the United Nations Charter with a view to ensuring international
co-operation and the good of all mankind. By adopting that system and the
- principle of common heritage, we can put an end to claims of sovereignty,
contribute to meeting the basic needs of the overwhelminy madjority of States, and
allow for democratic decision-making within the framework of the Treaty.

Those few p-iuneers who drafted and promoted the Antarctic Treaty in the
bedinning wanted to organize free, unrestricted scientific and research activities
and to encourage !nternational scientific co-operation for the peceful uses of that
continent. None the less the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties hastened to
conclude the Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities,
thereby transforming the objective of the Convention into a race to usurp the

resources of the continent, regardless of the possible risks of pollution to the
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ecosystem, &and regardless of the rights of the majority countriea to henefit by the
resources of the ocontinent. The haaty conclusion of the Convention was carried out
without the participation of the international community.

I would like to commend the courageous decision of a certain number of
Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties not to ratify the minerals Convention. My
delegation considers that to be positive proof of a growing awareness and of the
influence and power of public opinion as regards the dangers to the planet's
ecosystem that could result from mineral prospecting, as well as an awareness of
the need to re-examine the Convention so that it may take into account the concerns
of the international community.

I would also like to say that the organized international co-operation at the
end of the 19508 made it possible for a number of scientific research posts to be
eatablished on the continent. Without that international co-operation the States
Parties to the Treaty could not have established their own independent research
stations. If there was any truth in the allegations of the Consultative Parties
that their activities were in the interests of mankind, what would prevent those
Consultative Parties from disseminating information concerning all aspects of
Antarctica, so that multilateral international research stations could be
established and so that the United Nations could he the depositary of that
information? What prevents the Consultative Parties from inviting the
Secretary -General or his representative to participate in all the meetings of the
Parties, including the meetings of the Consultative Parties, and in negotiations on
the minerals régime, so that he or his representative could submit a complete,
comprehensive report to the General Assembly.

If the boycott persists, if the information obtained over the years continues

to be withheld, what would prevent the States non-parties to the Treaty from
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proclaiming certain regions of the continent as their own fields of investigation
and excluding the Consultative Parties from conducting technical, scientifio,
economic and ecological rescarch in those regions? In other words, how could the
Treaty régime deal with such a situation, which may seem improbable at present yet
is still plausible and possible? How would we address such a situation, taking
into account the economic and scientific capabilities of an international group
that could, eventually apply the principle of seizure of the continent?

As a civilized international community, we wonder how it can bhe that the
Consultative Parties Aid not axclade South Africa's racist régime, and that it
continues to participate in the meetings of the Oonsultative Parties. How can
South Africa still be given access to the technical information available to
Consultative Parties while up to the present time the international community does
not have such access?

The General Assembly, with the assistance and support of the Consultative
Parties, suspended South Africa's membership of the United Nations because that
racist régime des not comply with the principles of the United Nations Charter and
the resolutions of the General Assembly and continuously violates the righte of the
blck majority of the population. My delegation rejects the ideas put forward by
some to the effect that the best way of controlling the practices of the South
African régime and obliging it to comply with military and nuclear non~-inter vention
in the southern continent is to allow it to remain a Consultative Party. Can it be
that South Africa remains a party to the Treaty at a time when the entire
international community as represented in the United Nationa has suspended its
membership of the United Nations? A State that has no scruples in implementing

apartheid and whose aggressive military nuclear activitis cannot be internationally

!




JB/? A/C.1/44/PV. 45
19-20

(Mg, Al-2adgaly, Oman)
pcontrolled, muat not remain a member of the Treaty and must not bhe allowed to make
use of the information and experience gained by the international community to
perpetuats its racist régime.

My delegation joina the sponsora of draft resolution A/C.1/44/L. 69 and calls
upon the Conaultative Parties to comply strictly with the appeals of the
international community, so that Antarctica can be daclared the common heritaqe of
mankind, its resources devoted to the qood of mankind, thus avoiding ecological
problems for people everywhere, ao that the Treaty may be redrafted and opened to
the international community, ensuring equal righta to decision-making, and so that
the continent may remain a symbol of intarnational peace and security.

Mr. AZIKIWE (Migeria): Since the thirty-eighth session in 1983, when it
was first brought before the United Nations General Assemhly, tha question of
Antarctica has continued to attract conasidarable international attention and
intereat. Thanks to the initiative and perseverance of some Members of the
Organization, the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, the various environmental
orqganizations, scientific groups, and public-spirited individual researchers in
many countries, the international community has within the past six yeare become
more knowledgeable about the virgin continent of Antarctica, the 1959 Treaty that
is supposed to govern activities therein, and the implications for globhal peace,
security, development and sound environment.

Inasmuch as Antarctica is a vast land-maas representing nearly 10 per cent of
the Earth'as land surface, and is located in the southern hemispherg with no saettled
population, its strategic importance was manifested by the initial scramhle and
disputes by various States over possesaion of the territory. That eventually

resulted in the 1959 Antarctic Treaty.
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Antarctica, enormously rich in rare marine resources as well as having about
70 per cent of the world's freah water, has aince long before the 1983 United
Nationa General Assembly initiative been subjected to a series of commercial
activities under the guise of acientific experiments and drilling. Recent
discoveries of vast quantities of deposits of oil and rare metals have, not
surprisingly, fuelled a free-for-all competitive rush of minerals exploitation Ly

the Antarctic Treaty Parties with the rejuvenation of old territorial claims and

the consequences of that for the environmental degradation of the virgin continent,

Time and time again, we are told that the 1959 Antarctic Treaty was designed
to avart international conflicts arising from rival territorial claims by these
States, We are also led to believe that some of the objectives of the Treaty were
to regulate activities in the continent, preserve Antarctica as an international
scientific laboratory only for peaceful research, and effectively to prohibit the
militarization of the continent and keep it a nuclear-free area. If genuinely
implemented, these are in themselves laudable goals, which we support.

Unfortunately, not only ia the 1959 Antarctic Treaty fundamentally flawed in
many respects, but the little credibility the States Parties claim for themselves
through the Treaty has been systematically eroded over the years as a result of
their gradual reorientation from purely scientific aims to the present-day
commercial opportunism in Antarctica as a result of the vast economic and touristic
potential available there.

Nigeria believes that the Antarctic Treaty is fundamentally flawed because it
is primarily inconsistent with the broad aims and objectives of the Unl ted
Nations. Like many non-parties to the Treaty, we cannot support a treaty the
nature of which is exclusive, discriminatory and secretive. Nor can we favour a

so-called international system which does not consciously universalize its
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membership or recognize a role for the United Nations, but which at the same time
claims to further the purposes and principles of the United Nations Charter. Above
all, we can only withhold support for a system such as the Antarctic Treaty, which
relishes having South Africa as a key member in spite of the régime‘'s apartheid
policies and the global sanctions against it. Nigeria can only assume that the
Antarctic Treaty aystem has a place for apartheid South Africa, in violation of
Uni ted Nations sanctions and resolutiona, because of the Treaty's lack of
recognition of the United Nations role and the sense of discrimination fostered in
its division of membership into consultative and non-consultative atatus.

The failure of the Antarctic Treaty aa an inatrument to foster peace, equality
and justice among nations is matched by the failure to preserve Antarctica as a
nuclear-free continent and scientific laboratory for peaceful exploration, failures
which have caused great concern in recent times. Because of its remteness and
frigid nature, there hava been unconfirmed reporta of the dumping of nuclear and
other hazardous wastes in some parts of Antarctica, which for lack of inhabitants
might be considered safer for waste merchants., Apart from this, there has been
unrefuted evidence that apartheid South Africa, aided and abetted by some major
parties under the Antarctic Treaty., has been conducting nuclear-weapon tests in
close range to Antarctica to shield such explosions from publicity of the kind that
exposed its Kalahari nuclear-test preparations in 1977. In spite of a world
outcry, the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, to which apattheid South Africa
belonga, have neither prevented that régime from conducting such tests nor
suspended it from the Treaty meetings for violation.

On the gquestion of Antarctica's preservation as a scientific lahoratory, the
Antarctic Treaty is even more culpable. Under the quise of scientific exploration,

Antarctica has been despoiled by the disposal of wastes through human activities
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instead of returning such wastes to their countriea of origin. Scientific drilling
has caused great harm to the delicate ecosystem. The construction of air strips,
scientific atations and support facilities is mushrooming daily without effective
inspection mechanisms conforming to reasonable standards. OCommercial tourism is
being developed without even minimal regard for the negative impact on the
conservation of Antarctic wildlife, plants and valuable mineral resources, or for
protection of the continent's cultural heritage, historic sites, geographic
landscape, aesthetic and scenic beauty and and its wilderness value.

More damaging to the credibility of the Antarctic Treaty was the cinclusion in
Wellington on 2 June 1988 of the Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral
Resource Activities, which legi timized mineral exploitation in Antarctica. Apart
Erom its being incompatible with their obligations under article IX (1) of the
Antarcuic Treaty, the mineral Convention concluded by a handful of States having no
mandate from the rest of the international community is tantamount to econonic
pillage of Antarctica's mineral resources. Ahove all, by focusing only on the
immediate economic potential of mineral deposits in a fragile virgin continent,
while neglecting the permanent environmental destruction that mineral prospecting
in Antarctica would unleash on the reat of the world, the Antarctic Treaty
Consultative Parties have demonstrated scant regard for the peace, security and
environmental safety of the rest of mankind.

As Antarctica contains 90 per ceant of the world's ice, it is common knowledge
that any large-scale human activity such as mining would change the Antarctic ice
temperature and cause a rise in its sea level. Such a rise, even by one inch,
could lead to a chain reaction with a corresponding rise in global sea levels which
could submerge many islands and coastal settlements across the world. Furthermore,

as mineral exploitation would have to depend on heavy machinery and fuel that would
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have to be transported to Antarctica by ships and tankers, large-scale

environmental pollution could be envisaged. The lessons from the Exxon Valdez oil

apill in Prince William Sound in Alaska in March 1989 and the disaster wreaked on
the precious Alaskan marine resources are sufficient early warnings of what would
happen were such a spill to take place in a delicate place like Antarctica.

Reports that substantial oil spills in Antarctica have already taken place, with
increasing regularity, cannot but generate serious global concern for the
environmental consequences of greater oil spills. A case in point was the

1 February 1989 oil spill from the Argentine ship Bahia Paraiso, when 250,000
gallons of spilied diesel fuel resulted in the killing of large stocks of krill and

birds in Antarctioca.
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Nigeria cannot remain indifferent to those negative developments., As a part
of the African continent in close proximity to Antarctica and as a coastal State
sharing the South Atlantic Ocean that commands the approaches to a vital area of
the Antarctic, developments in the virgin continent naturally have a direct bearing
on us from the political, strategic, economic and environmental perspectives.

My delegation is aware that since 1988 some of the Antarctic Treaty parties
have indeed started to draw back from implementation of the minerals Convention
and, as a result of domeatic opposition as well as of international outcry, are now
canvasing for the establishment of a sound environmental-protection régime in the
Antarctic. Nigeria welcomes such rethinking on tbeir part, as manifested in the
outcome of the XVth Treaty Consultative Meeting held at Paris last October. We
favour any initiative aimed at creating the Antarctic as a world park or nature
reserve under a global arrangement that would permanently prohibit mineral-resource
exploitation or other activities there that could endanger the ecosystem and its
virgin beauty.

However, Niyeria does not believe that such an environmental-protection régime
can or should be concluded under the present Antarctic Treaty system. If anythinmg,
we believe that the present Treaty should first be brought under the United
Nations. It should be open to all States on a non-discriminatory basis, and its
meetings, decisions and activities should be made public for all States,
non-governmental organizations and international research bodies. The
establishment of international bases and research expeditions working in the
interest of all mankind should replace the present system of establishing national

bases devoted to national scientific programmes whose benefits are not shared by,

or made available to, non-parties.
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As constituted at present the Antarctic Treaty is not accountable to the
international community in any way but, rather, to its current 25 Consultative
Parties, which make all the decisions at its meetings and control activities in the
virgin continent. Nothing could be more illusory and unrepresentative of the
entire international community, composed of the 159 Statea Members of the United
Nations, than a Treaty that can boast of only 39 member States in the 30 years of

its existence. Notwithstanding the level of their economic and technological

davelopment, those Treaty parties cannot claim to represent the rest of mankind.
Indeed, the United Nations is neither invited to their meetings nor has it a say in
their activities on hehalf of the 120 States remaining outside the Treaty. Such
exclusivity cannot foster the international co-operation towards which the Treaty
claims to be directed.

The Antarctic Treaty provides for a review in 1991. It is the view of my
delegation that if the Parties want to be taken seriously the opportunity for a
review should be consciously used to make the Treaty acceptable to the majority of
the States Members of the United Nationa by removing those deficiencies that have
led those States not to be associated with it. It is in the interest of the
survival of the Treaty for the Parties to begin vesting its meetings with
universality, transparency, accountability, eaquity and confidence-building
measures. They should exclude apartheid South Africa, the polecat of the
international community, from their ranks in order to gain any respectability - if
the Treaty is to be a system that 18 not anchored in the protection of racism,
injustice and institutionalized discrimination. Above all, the Parties must
respect the global concern for sound environmental protection by scrapping their

mineral-resource régime without delay. The prohibition of mineral exploitation
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must also be reinforced by an equal prohibition on commercial tourism, for both can
upset the fragile ecology and deplete the ozone layer of the Antarctic.

As the common heritage of mankind, the Antarctic should be preserved for all
humanity, and any activities there should be to further the collective interests of
all nations. Mo achieve that preservation, Nigeria strongly believea that all
ter.ltorial claims should be permanently abrogated and that the virgin continent
should be made truly demilitarized and used exclusively for peaceful scientific and
non-commercial purposes under the direct auspicea of the United Nations.

The present international opposition to the minerals régime and the attendant
popular clamour for the protection of the Antarctic environment from further
degradation is increased testimony to the fact that the veil of deceit created by
the 1959 Antarctic Treaty is gradually being removed to reveal the real intention
of the modern-day version of "scramble® /nd colonialism in the Antarctic. The
world has changed so much since 1959, when most of the present States Members of
the United Nations were -till struggling against colonialiam and its legacies, that
we should not tolerate such practices again, be they in the unpopulated Antarctic
or elsewhere.

Mr. DJIENA (Cameroon) (interpretation from French): As it has in past
years, the delegation of Cameroon would like to make some comments on agenda
item 70, Question of Antarctica.

This year's debate is based on a real paradox: at a time when the improvement
in the international climate and the democratization of international relations
have become incontrovertible realities, a large group of States is continuing to
exclude the international community from the decision-making process on Antarctica.

The détente that we have all been observing with great optimiam and hope dves

not seem to have had any effect at all on the consideration of the auestion of
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Antarctica by the Assembly, since the 1959 Treaty retains its secretive, exXclusive
and selective nature and since the States parties to it are denying our
Qrganization any right of oversight.

It seems to us that one cannot simultaneously proclaim one's faith in
multilateralism and one's firm resolve to promote international law, eauity and
international co-operation, while at the same time defying the resolutions adopted

by the General Assembly.
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In fact, for many years now, the First Committee has been considering the
question of Antarctica, which is, furthermore, recognized as the common heritage of
mankind. Year after year the General Assembly has affirmed the need t. establish a
multilateral and non-selective framework for dealing with this question, thus
allowing the international community to participate in the taking of the decisions
on problems of security and the environment and on other problems concerning that
continent. It has also reaffirmed the urgent need to guarantee its demilitarized
natore and to preserve it from any national appropriation and from ideological
conflict.

In so doing, the Assembly has shown realism and objectivity. It has avoided
condemning the attitude of the States Parties to the Treaty on Antarctica and has
thus avoided closing the door to dialogue. It is in this spirit that the General
Assembly in 1986 requested that a mora torium be imposed on the negotiations that
had been undertaken by the States Parties to the 1959 Treaty to establish a
minerals régime until such time as all members of the inte:ﬁational community could
participate in such negotiations. But in spite of that wise and restrained appeal,
the sbove-mentioned States continued their negotiations - negctiations that
culminated in the adoption of a convention whose goal is, in fact, the exploitation
of the mineral resources of Antarctica.

At its forty~-third session the Assembly adopted resolution 43/83, which avoids
any sterile polemics and any condemnation, confining itself rather to expressing
its ceep regret at the adoption of that Convention while asking the States Parties
to the Treaty on BAntarctica to invite the Secretary-General to participate in their
meetings.

At the meeting that was ﬁeld by those States in Paris from 9 to 20 October - a
mee ting which was devoted to the protection of the environment in that region of

the world - not only was the Secretary-General not invited, whereas other
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international organizations were, but the dcumentas of that clomed mee ting were not
available to the overwhelming majority of States. And during this sesasion of the
General Assembly the States Parties to the Antarctic Treaty have mintained their
poaition of non-participation in the debatas and in the dacision-making on the
gquestion of Antarctica in spite of the concerns of tha intarnational community
about the problams posed with regard to the protection of the environment.

We believe the time has coms for the States Parties to the 1959 Treaty to
display the same restraint in their reaction and to take a more flexible position =
a position which would be in keeping with the purposes and principles of the United
Nations Charter, which are recoqnized by all States, including the States Parties
to the Treaty.

Positions of principle can only crystallize the conflict of interesta in the
conalderation of a queation as delicate as that of Antarctica and thereby prevent
Aany progreas on the question.

My country wishes to reaffirm here the recognized status of Antarctica aa the
common heritage of mankind. The protectiom of Antarctica is a common and mniversal
concern. It should be shared and exercised by all the members of the international
community and in its interest. An approach of any other nature - a selective and
restrictive approach - would seem to us suspect in so far as it excludes the
majority of States, States which have not given a mandate to any other group of
States to represent them or to leqislate in their nlace.

It is necessary to promote a universal framework for consul tations and
decision-making on Antarctica. In fact, not only would thia ensure the
participation of all States in one way or another, hut attempts at national
appropriation and the unbridled proliferation of hases and of scientific
expedi tions on the continent, in disreqgard of the preservation of the ecosyatem and

of the environment, would then be greatly reduced.
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That ias why Cameroon will continue to denounce the secret and exclusive nature
of the Antarctic Treaty. We alao reiterate our deep concern about the continued
participation of racist South Africa in the work of the Consultative Parties. At a
time when the international community is making considerable efforts to eradicate
raciam, colonialism and apartheid, we cannot underatand how the Pretoria réqime can
continue to participate in the meetings of the Consultative Parties, which is
composed of States that have always affirmed their aversion to racism and apactheid.

My country regreta that South Africa was able to participate in both the
Preparatory Meeting and in the XVth Consultative Meeting held in Paris in May and
October this year. We urgently appeal to the Parties to the Treaty to exclude the
apartheid régime from all future meetings.

As the Oonsultative Parties are aware, exploitation of the resources of
Antarctica is not among the objectives of their Treaty. It is appropriate to
underscore the fact that the minerals régime adopted is not intended for the
preservation of the resources of the continent and the protection of its
environment but rather that it could in the future lead to an uncontrolled
exploitation of minerals with all the foreseeable impact this would have on the
environment and on international peace and security.

It could also fuel greed over the mineral resources of the continent. All
mining on the continent should therefore bea prohibited. Moreover, the States
Parties should show obhjectivity and take a more constructive attitude because we
must, as of now, lay the foundationa for the development and conclusion of a truly
mul tilateral arrangement that could ensure the participation of all States in the
protection of Antarctica, in its exploration and exploration for the benefit of

gscience and of all mankind.
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Mr. OKEYO (Kenya): The record should show that since 1983, when the
queastion of Antarctica was firat inscribed on the agenda of the thirty=-eighth
seasion of the General Assembly, many delegations, including my own, addressed
thems elves to the scope of obligations and undertakingas assumed by the 1959
Antarctic Treaty which designated the area south of 600 South latitude as an area
to be used exclusively for peaceful purposes. It is widely recognized that the
Treaty, among other things, prohibits any measures of a military nature, imposes a
ban on nuclear explosions, whatever their nature, as well as on the dumping of
radioactive waste mterial, thus giving the region an important demilitarized
status. The arms-control aspect of the Antarctic Treaty, which is closely linked
with its other objectives, truly establishes a foundation for international
co-operation among al)l Memhers of the United Nations in scientific investigation in
this area so a8 to ensure protection of its unique environment and avoid discord

over territorial claims.
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My delegation recognizes and appreciates the daep concern for global atability
demonstrated hy the original Conaultative Parties to the Antarctic Treaty by
devising a way to set aside territorial claime in Antarctica, to convert their
national ambitions into a common concern and to use the area for peaceful purposes
only. However, as the Prime Minister of France, Mr. Michel Rocard, said in his
opening address to the XVth Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting, held in Paris

from 9 to 19 October this year,

"The world has changed in 30 years ... The pressing development needs of the
most underprivileged and the constraints generated by the failure to axerciae
proper control over the processes of industrialization compel us to look to
the world's future in a new frame of mind and with new means. The world is
one and mankind is one ... It is no longer enough to acknowledge the

facts ... The time has come £for politicians to face up to their

responsibilities”.

That statement, which reflects strong scepticism on the part of one of the
original parties to the Antarctic Treaty, gives a strong indication of the inherent
flaws and weaknegses in that exclusive club.

We do not dispute that the Antarctic Treaty has kept the Antarctic reqgion free

of nuclear weapons, hut the major points with which my delegation has difficulties

are, first, the non-democratic decision-making process over iassues concerning
Antarctica; asecondly, the reluctance of the Antarctic Treaty Parties to accept
negotiations on a universalized mechanism that would enable the sharing by all
nations of the benefits to be derived from Antarctica, both now and in the future/
and, thirdly, the total disregard of United Nations resolutions which call upon

Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties to put a moratorium on negotiations to
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aatablish a mineral régime in Antarctica and their deplorable refusal to invite the
United Nations Secretary-General to their consultative meetings.

After space, the Antarctic reqion, with more than 5 million square miles
surrounding the South Pole, is the most isolated, and humanity's last relatively
unexplored frontier. 1Its land appears only where the 15, 000-foot peaks of mountain
ranges break through the ice. The value of this reqion for acientific research and
co-operaion, its location and ita ecosystem are of qreat importance and are
necessary to the entire world community, so that, truly speaking, it is quite
unfair to leave its entire management in the handa of an exclusive club made up of
a few gelf-appointed rich nations.

The Antarctic Treaty itself is diascriminatocy. It is restricted to thosge
States with high technological know-how which can, owing to their scientific
advancement. undertake scientific expeditions in the region. These countries, as
we all know, are the rich and industrialized States. The Treaty also maintains a
two-tier membership system. The Consultative Parties, as the Treaty core, reserve
for themselves the right to determine policies, while the rest remain peripheral to
the whole system. Even the right to propose a raview mechanism is reserved to
members of thae Treaty only. This two-tier membership is extremely discriminatory
with regard to new signatories.

Another major problem is that the Antarctic Treaty system has no mechanism for
the enforcement of its own rules and regulations, even if there were the wish to do
this. Moreover, the obligation to carry out the ongoing scientific research
necessary to achieve decision-making status within the Antarctic Treaty system is
discriminatory against States which choose not to build permanent stations in the

reqion. The result has been a concentration of bases and a duplication of research
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efforts in areas which are more accessible geographically, with resultant serious
environmental impacts in those regions.

The memher Governments of the Antarctic Treaty system must be ready to open it
up to all members of the international community. They should be willing to
universalize the regulatory machinery properly to control human activities in
Antacrctica. The present Treaty, which depends on goodwill and beautiful words from
member countries, is quite inadequate. The guarded, secretive nature of meetings
of States Parties to the Antarctic Treaty itself gives rise tc suspicion. Public
comments and criticiem are important ingredients in the evaluation of any quality
production. In the case of the Antarctic Treaty there is no mechanism for public
participation or input even on environmental problems in the area. What is the
justification for this mecrecy and lack of public information on what goes on in
the Treaty asystem? With the refusal of the OConsultative Parties to invite the
Secretary-General to their mee tings, one wonders if there is a hidden agenda.

It may be recalled that on 2 June 1988 the Consultative Parties to the
Antarctic Treaty held neqotiations and adopted a convention on the Antarctic
mineral régime in spite of an international appeal to them to impose a moratorium
on the negotiations and to invite the United Nations Secretary-General. They were
well aware of the keen interest that this undertaking would generate or evoke among
the wider community of nationa not aignatories to the Treaty. It is no wonder that
the implementation and ratification of the mineral régime has reached a cul-de-sac.

In this regard my delegation wholly supports the joint statement of the French
and Australian Prime Ministers, on 18 August 1989 in Canberra, that mining in

Antarctica is totally incompatible "with protection of the fragile Antarctic

environment®.
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The joint statement by the two Prime Ministers has underscored what the
community of nations has always said, that is, that Antarctica is an important
requlator of the Earth's weather patterns, that it is a phenomenon of which there
{s limited scientific understanding, and that any major change in the Antarctic
environment could have serious unpredictable effects on the climates and
environments of all parts of the globe. Its land mass of approximately
13.5 million square kilometres is covered for the most part by water and ice. The
2 par cent that remaina and that is exposed provides an important but critical
habi tat for marine mammals and birds.

The region holds many of the Earth's past secretsa. The surrounding ocean is
tich in planktonic species, which form a vital link and foundation for the marine
acosystem. It is also the site of the Antarctic convergence zone, where o©ld watar
meets the warmer waters of the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans, which provides the
environment with the necessary nutrients that are carried thousands of kilometres
along the Earth's surface. Also it has been established that any uncontrollable
exploitation of krill, which forms a vital link in the protein-rich food-chain
system in the area, could be hazardous to the whole world. Thus the impact of
Antarctica on the world ecology is of concern not only to the Antarctic Treaty
Consultative Parties but to the community of nations as a whole.

Therefore it is necessary that an acceptable arrangement be worked out that
would universalize the distribution of benefits accriing from Antarctic resources
and make all nations acoountable to the United Nationa system. At present there is
an underlying theme of scepticism vis-a-via the technical or economic feasibility
of exploitation in Antarctica, which reauires more stringently evaluated economic
quidelines agreed upon by the whale international community. In recognition of the

*collective responsibility for the prrtection of the environment in regard to the
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question of exploitation and exploration righta, the Secratary-General would act as
a bridge hetween Treaty parties and Memhber States outside the Antarctic Treaty
system. In this way the international community could he involved in Antarctica
and also bhe able to see that its concerns and interests were fairly accommodated.

It is on the same premise that we support the current French-Australian
proposal and the subsequent decision of the XWh Antarctic Treaty Consultative
Meeting held in Paris calling for proper international managemeant of the
Antarctic. This proposal, which speaks of an "urgent need for negotiation® of "a
comprehensive environmental protection convention®, should he able to lead to the
creation of an international Antarctic environmental protection agency, within the
framework of the United Nations, that should establish needed regqulatory controls
on touriam, map out rules of liability covering all States' activities and set out
enforceable and comprehensive international monitoring programmes.

As an African delegation, the delegation of Kenya is very sensitive, and
naturally so, to the continued participation of the hideous Fascist regime of South
Africa in the Antarctic Treaty activities, and more painful and deplorable is its
participation in the recent Consultative Meeting, held in Paris last month, in
total disregard of various General Assembly resolutions, particularly resolution
42/46 A, which specifically called for the expulsion of the racist Pratoria réglime
from Antarctic Treaty activities.

It defies logic and it is indeed mind-boggling that even countries together
with which we have fought againat the apartheid régime, others which we regard as
friends of free Africa and of course others that boast loudly in various
internationa' forums of being the champions of democracy, peace, freedom, justice
and eaquality are directly or indirectly underwriting apartheid by condoning the
membership and participation of the racist régime in their Consultative Party

meetings and activities.
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In conclusion, my delegation wishes to reiterate ita appeal to all parties to
the Antarctic Treaty to muster the necessary political courage and take urgent
measures to exclude the racist régime of Socuth Africa fram participation in
meetings of the Consultative Parties at the earliest date possible.

Mrs. MULAMULA (United Republic of Tanzania): The asignificance of
Antarctica to the international community has been increasingly underlined by the
growing international interest in, and knowledge of, the uninhabited continent and
i{ts legal régime. The growing international unvironmental concerns, such as the
depletion of the ozone layer and global warming, have particularly brought to the
forefront the main obligation upon us all of preserving and protecting the
Antarctic milieu in its entirety. The value of environmental integrity, the unity
and fragility of the pertinent ecosystem in Antarctica, must be observed.

My delegation is participating in the debate on this important item because of
our strong conviction that the future of Antarctica and of its fragile ecosystem is
a mtter of global concern. It cannot be left as the exclusive domain of a few
countries which have abrogated the right to exploit the area, which is exclus ively
the common heritage of mankind.

In this regard, my delegation deeply regrets that, while there is so much talk
about the current euphoria and constructive dialogue created by the improved
international relations, there is ample evidence of a continued conspiracy of
silence on the part of the Antarctic Treaty contracting Parties in our debate on a
subject as important as that of the maintenance of international peace and
security. It is even more astonishing, when nations have come to terms with global
environmental questions, that the representatives of the Antarctic Treaty Parties
atill see fit to continue playing down the importance of the subject under

consideration.
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The present legal machinery for Antarctica haa, undeniably, not kept up with
changing international realities. It is now almost three decades since the
adoption of the Antarctic Treaty. Over the years, new principles and new norms of
international law have emerged with respect to the legal status of spaces and areas
beyond national jurisdiction. Firat and foremost, the Antarctic Treaty does not
contain specific reference to the common-heritage principle. As one legal writer
rightly acknowledged, it could not have done so because in 1959 the expression was
not yet part of the international vocahulary. Today that principle has become an
important ingredient in the progressive development of international law governing
the use of areas beyond national jurisdiction.

For the record, one need only cite a few international treaties which have
incorporated that principle. These include the 1982 Convention on the lLaw of the
Sea, as well as the 1979 Treaty Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and
Other Celestial Bodies; reference to this principle was also made in the Outer

Space Treaty of 1967,
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Among other things, these régimes have demonstrated a general consensus that
the common—~heritage principle tends to create obligations for individual States to
use those areas in a way that promotes not only national interests but also th»
well-heing of the world.

The continued exclusivity of the Antarctic Treaty - its unaccountability, its
secrecy and its two-tier membership - above all diminishes the applicability of the
Principle of universality often invoked by its numerically limited group of States.

Those are some of the issues to which the parties should urgently address
themselves in view of the fast-approaching deadline of 1991 for the Treaty's
eventual revision.

We are gratified to note that the pendulum of history appears to be swinging
against a minerals future for Antarctica, thanks to the continued vigilance
demonstrated by the Greenpeace Movement and other environmental and conservation
organizations around the world. By their marches, their picketing, their writing,
their voices, their personal sacrifices, they have brought to the forefront an
issue central to the preservation of the natural environment of humanity, and given
that issue the weight it deserves.

The shift in position by the Governments of France and Australia against the
1988 Convention on the Regulation of Mineral Activities in Antarctica (CRAMRA) -
and this shift has won support among other Treaty Parties -~ has largely
demonstrated what informed public opinion can & to force a reappraisal of
Government priorities. Unlike the law-of-the-sea Conference, where negotiations
for the drafting of the mineral régime of the international sea-bed area saw the
participation of virtually all the States of the world, the negotiations on the

.Antarctic minerals régime were conducted in secret and within a small circle of
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States, without due regard to the evolving principles applicable to the
exploitation of resources beyond national ju-isdiction.

The Antarctic Treaty Parties should realize that consideration of the
universal principles and interests of mankind is essential for the eventual
survival of the existing Antarctic Treaty régime. It is no coincidence that the
pPurported consensus on CRAMRA has now collapsed, with so many Consultative Parties
having second thoughts. CRMMRA, as one of the environmental groups' bulletins,
Echo, put it, "has failed the test by failing to satisfy all interests".

My delegation wishes now to turn to an issue that is beyond the comprehension
of Governments and peoples that believe in ciwvil ized national and international
policies. This is an issue that concerns the continued accommodation of the South
African racist régime in the Antarctic Treaty system. Tanzania is deeply concerned
that because of so-called strategic and economic interests and the often-invoked
principle of universality, a pol icy of acceptance of, or accommodation with,
apartheid is being fostered by the members of the Antarctica special club.
Yesterday we were reminded by the spokesman for that club that all regions were
represented in the membership of the Antarctic Treaty. I wish to ask that
SP. _2sman whether Africa should take pride in tne fact that it is being represented
by an outlaw State.

Tanzania has more often than not stated that there can be no Peace or
accommdation with apartheid. Those who associate themselves with the
representatives of the apartheid régime in the secret meetings of the Antarctic
Treaty Consultative Parties are in fact contributing to the undoing of all that has
been achieved in the global campéign to isolate the apartheid régime. To preach

accommdation or neutrality with regard to a system that has been universally
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condemnad as a crime agairst humanity is immoral and politically unacceptable. The
responsihility for eliminating apartheid helonga to all mankind. For as a aystam

aparthetid offenda mankind. In esasence it represents a negation of our common

endeavour, which we seek to foater hy our commitment to the ideals of the Charter
of this Organization.

My delegation therefore wishes to appeal to those States Parties which have
maintained a strong anti-apartheid stance in this body not to let their vigilance
againat apartheid lapse but, instead, continue to demonstrate their commitment to
the isolation of the apattheid régima. If those countries, some of whioh are
Consultative Parties, could extend their strong opposition to apply to the
participation of the cacist rdgime in their meetings, then we believe that the rest
of the members would be either persuaded or shamed into compliance with the
international mandate to isolate South Africa.

In conclusion let me cite here the words of Jean Jacques Rousseau, a political
philosopher, who in 1762 wrote that

"... everything is perfect coming from the Creator; everything degenerates in

the nands of man".

Since time immemorial, man has ahused the Earth. Newton's law of physics
demonstrates that to every action there is a reaction. We plunder the Earth
without giving thought to the fact that we live in a world with finite resources.
If we keep on plundering out of economic qreed, we shall have to pay our debt at a
time when it may be very costly to ensure our own survival. The greenhouse effect
and the depletion of the Earth's protective ozone layer already under way are
irreversible hbuc one hopes that these effects could be contained if all concerned

could act responsibly and in time.
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A qreat statesman, President Franklin D. Roosevelt, wrote a letter on
26 Fabruary 1937 to state governors in which he said, "... the nation that destroys
its soil destroys itself". Antacctica, with its fragile ecosystem, on which the
balance of the global environments and the ecosyatem heavily depends, should
therefore not be left to degenerate in the hands of man. We would be deatroying
our own planet.

The draft reaolutions hefore the Committee are expressions of our
Organization's legitimate concerns over the future of and operations in
Antarotica. My delegation therefore believes that all those who care for the
{ntereasts and survival of mankind should £ind no difficulty in supporting these

draft resolutions.
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Mr. KALUDJEROVIC (Yugoaslavia): Discuasion of the issue over a number of

years has failed to bring about concerted efforts by the international community to
resolve the remaining, and increasingly important, questions regarding protection
of, and the promotion of co-operation in, Antarctica. The fact that this issue has
been under continual consideration by the United Nations confirms its qlobal
character. Thia session provides yet another opportunity for open and constructive
dialcgue.

The challenges facing the contemporary world raise many auestions that can,
and should, be resolved through united and effective action by the international
community. We are convinced that the question of Antarctica, as one of the iasues
of great importance and interest to the entire international community, can beat be
conaidered in the United Nationa.

Proceeding from these positiona, Yugqoslavia bélievaa that in considering the
question of Antarctica, the validity of the Antarctic Treaty and the régime
established in 1959 should be recognized. It certainly includes the
demilitarization, as well as the denuclearization, of Antarctica. These and other
provisions that enable Antarctica to be used exclusively for peaceful purposes are
of exceptional importance, regardleas of the fact that they have heen agreed upon
by a amall group of countries. These provisions muast bhe preserved.

We believe that it is necessary to consider the remaining outstanding issues -
those that were not, and could not have heen, covered by the Treaty at the time of
its concluasion. However, to the repeated calls of a majority of United Nationa
Member States there has been no appropriate response by the Consultative Parties to
the Treaty. This one-nidenaess cannot be understood aas other than a form of
discrimination againat the reat of the intarnationai community. Exclusiveness, by
its very nature cannot secure the realization of the long-term interests of any

country or gqroups of countries.
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In view of the glohal importance of Antarctica, it is hecoming increasingly
avident that all members of the international community should participate in the
dacision-making procesa. With that in mind, the Heads of State or Government of
Non-Aligned Countries, at their Ninth Conference, held in Belgrade last Septembar,
reaffirmed their conviction that, in the interests of all mankind, Antarctica
should for ever be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and that it should not

hecome the scene or object of international diacord. They recognized the interesat

of mankind aa a whole in Antarctica, in terms, inter alia, of international peace
and security, the economy, the environment, and scientific research and its effects
on globhal climatic conditions. They also affirmed the interest of all mankind in
ensuring the protection and conservation of the environment and of the dependent
and amsociated ecosystem of the Antarctic against all harmful human activities,

Amono the priorities of the international community, perhaps no question has
assumed auch topicality in such a short period as has the environment. Growing
environmental problems, which pose a threat to the very survival of mankind,
tegtify to the interdependence of the interests of all nations. We all suffer the
consequances of environmental degradation; therefore environmental protection calls
for a global, multilateral approach. In this regard, Antarctica cannot, and must
not, be an exception. There is an increasing awareness of this fact in the light
of the consequences that the exploitation of Antarctica might have by way of
disruption of the ecological bhalance.

In this context, we welcome a new approach by Australia, France, Belgium,
India, Auatria, Italy, Greece and Bulgaria. We also recognize the importance of
the special consultative meeting, to he held next year, concerning the creation of
an overall syatem to protect the dependent and associated ecosystem in Antarctica.
We commend the decision of some countries to abandon the Convention on the

Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities.
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Owing to the giobal character of this issue, however, this process should lead
to the broadeat possible participation. The protection of Antaroctica is our common
concern. This neceasarily implies the involvement of the United Nations - in more
ways than one. It is difficult to underatand the rejection of the cepeated
requests that the Secretary-General, or a representative of the Secretary-General,
be invitad to meetings of the Antarctic Treaty lonsultative Parties. Likewise, it
is difficult to understand the non-availability of vital information and documants
on this issue. It is alaso difficult to understand why prossible involvement hy the
Uni ted Nations should cause fear at a time when other international organizations
have heen invited to the Consultative Parties' meeting in Paris. 1In these
circumatances we all must feel duty-bound to act ‘jointly.

Like many others, my deleqation would like to reiterate its regret at the
continued association of the apagtheid rdgime of South Africa with the Antarctic
Treaty regime. We fully endorse the request that the Consultative Parties take
urgent measures to exclude the apartheid régime of South Africa from participation
in their meatings at the earliest posaible date.

In conclusion, let me point out that our intereat is neither division nor
confrontation; our interest is co-operation between the Treaty Parties and the
United Nations. We shall seek every opportunity to engage in such a dialoque in
order to ensure full protection of Antarctica in the interests of all of us.

Mr. MORADI (Islamic Republic of Iran)¢ Antarctica is a common heritage
of mankind and an important part of the planet Earth. Conseauently we hear the
tesponaibility for its perservation, and no nation should he excluded from active
participation in something that affects its very survival. As with outer space and
the sea-bed, Antarctica is considered the common heritage of mankind. 1In this
regard the representative of Pakistan was speaking the truth when, in his

statement, he gaid:s
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"The parties to the [Antarctic) Treaty ... have arrogated to themselvea the
right to decide what is the common interest of mankind. Even worse, the
deciaiona that are taken in the 'common interest of mankind' are kept as
closely quarded secrets from the vast majority of that mankind."

We believe that the United Nations should msnifest the wish of the
international community by playing a pivotal rale in issues pertaining to
Antarctica. In this light, the General Assembly has touched upon the issue ~ an
issue that has drastic implications for future generations - in various
resolutions. It is unfortunate that, despite the reguest embodied in United
Nations resolutions, particularly General Assembly resolution 43/83 A, the
Secretary-General has not been invited to take part in meetings of the Antarctic
Treaty Consultative Parties. In this respect, in paragraph 6 of his report
(A/44/586), he says:

"The Secretary-Genaral was not in receipt of an invitation to meetings of

Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, and therefore is not in a position to

provide any evaluations thereon."

At a time when openness and transparency are prevalent in international
relations we are witnessing astrict obrervance of secrecy in the decision-making
process and meetings of the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties. Even documents
of those meetings are not released publicly. Those documents should be released
and made public concurrently with meetings or immediately afterwards.

It may be taken for granted that the territorial claims embodied in article 4
of the Antarctic Treaty and the discriminatory nature of its decision-making

process constitute an obstacle to those seeking to participate actively and
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positively in the Antarctic process. The book Antarctic lagal Régime aquotes United

States Secretary Hughes as having declared, in 1924, that "discovery alone does not
support a valid claim to sovereignty."”
The survival of our planet depends on the safety of Antartica. The fragile

Antarctic environment and its associated ecosystems need more attention than ever

before. Incidents such as the sinking of an Argentinian oil tanker in January 1989

near Palmer Station once again underline the importance of praserving the Antarctic

environment. This recuires . universal régime that can act efficiently and
promptly in the event of such mishaps. We share the concerns expressed in the
statement annexed to document A/44/125, dated 13 February 1989, which, inter alia,
saysi
"It is apparent that the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, despite their
technological and scientific knowledge of the continent, have not lived up to
their responsibilities to deal with such threats to the environment, due to
the absence of appropriate institutional mechanisms within the Treaty system

itself."
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The potential hazards of the exploitation of the resoucrces of Antarctica have,
particularly since the adoption in June 1988 of the Wellington minerals convention,
increased drastically. In addition, this convention has taken the reatrictive and
unequal nature of the Antarctic management régime as a fait accompli. Furthermore,
this is contrary to the principle of preservation of the environment envisaged to
some extent in the Antarctic Treaty.

We welcome the reservations on the minerals convention recently expressed by
some members of the Treaty, as well as their declaration of the Antarctic as the
world's wilderness reserve. We hope that efforts will be directed towards
negotiating a new environmental protection convention for the region, with the
participation of all State Members of the United Nations.

Another issue of concern to my delegation is the participation of the
apartheid régime of South Africa in the meetings of Antarctic Treaty Consultative
Partiea. Such participation runs counter to General Assembly resolutions,
including resolution 43/83 B. This 1is also a sign of acquiescence in the crimes
committed by that régime and its non-compliance with United Nationa resolutions
againat apartheid.

In conclugion, I wish to call for the widest support for the draft resolution
introduced by Malaysia and sponsored also by other delegations, including my own.

The CHATRMAN: I call on the Secretary of the Committee.

Mr. KHERADI (Secretary of the Committee): I have to inform the Committee
that the Islamic Republic of Iran and the United Republic of Tanzania have become
sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/44/L.69.

The meeting rose at 12.25 p.m.






