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In the abAftnCe of thft Chairman, Mr. MaAhhadi (Islamic Republic: of Iran),

'y!CA-Chairml\n, took the Chair.

The mea ting was callflld to order at 3.35 p.m.

AGENDA ITEM 70 (continued)

CllESTIDN OF ANTARCTICA, GENERAL DEBATE AND CDNSIDERATIDN OF Al'I> ACTION ON DRAFT
RESOLUTIONS

Mr. POERNDMO (Indonesia)' For the seventh consecutive year, the First

Committee is engaged in a full-scale debate on the Question of Antarctica. A

valuable contribution to the factual ftxtent and scope of the ongoing debate has

been made in the past by General hssembly resolu tions and the dacis ions taken by

the non-aligned countries. In the process, the volume of information on that

barely explored continent has hfllen increased. It cannot be said, however, that the

deqrAe of mutual undftrstandinq and convetgence of views on the issues involved has

been correspondingly Anhanced.

Both the Parties and the non-parties to the Antarctic Treaty ostensibly concur

on the ul tima te qoal nf eneurinq the wi dest POSl ible in tArna tional co~peration for

thfll manaqAmAnt and use of Antarctica exclusively for peaceful purposes and in the

interests of All mankind. Th~t is to be achieved in a way that would promotfll

Acientific reAearch, protect its vulnfllrable Anvironment, and preserve itR

demiUtuhflld and denuclfllarhed 9t~tuS. YAt, in the Affnrts to attain that common

qoal, the Parties to the Antarctic Treaty - and especially the Consultative Parties

- continue to bP. adamant and to resiRt any meaninqful involvement. by the

inte rnational community, non-partlfllB to the Trea ty, through the only universal

forum which all of us are commi t ten to support and strengthen.

In recent years, becaUSfll of Antarctica's significance to the world at large,

there has been sustained interest in that reqion, which in many respectA

constituteR the last fronttp.r on Earth. With the world~ide impact of such issues
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as ooean depletion and glohal warming ,It t 8 take, suoh in tereAt is bound to

inorease. Regrettably, however, vital information about that region continues to

be meagre.

Formal communiQues issued at the oonolusion of the meetingB held by the

Antarotic Treaty Consul 1:.\ tive PartieR are coucherl in general terms. Crucial

doc:umentll .!'re not made public, nor is the precise nature of the decisi(.ms taken.

The "i tua tion is further compounded by the seorecy th",t continues to character iz9

the functioning of the Treaty. Notwithstanding the claims made by the Antarctic

Treaty Consultative Parties, and despite the potential global impact of activities

in Antarctica, the system remains an excllls ive club where deci s ions are taken

behind closed doors by a privileged few. Thus, its operations are not fullY

tr anspa r ent.

In the context of those considerations, our concerns were further heightened

by the possibility of a regime for mineral resources that would go beyond the

purview of the Treaty and even place it outside the decision-making ambit of the

international community. There is widespread apprehension that the true scientific

value of Antarctica as a global lahoratory free of contamination may come to an Pond

if exploration and exploitation of its mineral resources were to beqin.
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We have <bcumen ted rqports tha t dur ing the past year alone a number of oil

spills and other accidents ha"e occurred in that region, with possible irreversible

consequences for the fragile Antarctic ecosystem. Many conAider this to be a

harbinger of things to come in the event of minerals development taking place on

any scale.

The probecti(')n of Antarctica as a global ecological common and the value of

maintaining it as a scientific and wilderness preserve far exceed any benFtf1ts that

might accrue from commercial exploitation. Global environmental concerns, which

have become a major preoccupation of the U\ited Nations, should be deemed relevant

in the context of Antarctica as well. PerhapA it iA due to thege considerations

that some of the Consultative Parties are having second thoughts on a minerals

regime and have recognized the need for new measures and procedures to ensure the

comprehens ive protection and conRerva tion of Antarctica's pristine environment. In

this context, we commend their decision to abandon the minerals Convention in

favour of a new conven t:.ioo on the enviroomen tal protection of Antarctica, which in

any event should beoome a global responsibU ity, rather than a matter within the

exclusive purview of the Treaty's signatories.

It is by now self~vident that many of the complex issues relating to the

Antarctic region carry far-reaching implications beyond Antarctica itself. The

further evolution of the Treaty as an area of common interest can be achieved

through a dynamic process of innova tion and adapta tion to the new challenges and

problems posed by that rp-gion. What is needed is greater access to, and wider

dissemination of, information concerning I'lctivities, negotiations and agreements,

the e8tabli~hment of viable links with specialized agencies, co-operation with

relevant bodies of the United Nations system, and meanA and IOOdalitieB to facilit.\te

the meaningful participation of the non-aligned and other developing countries.
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Indooes ia does not share the apprehens iat of the Trea ty 's S:~9M tor ies that

wider participation would in any way undermine its functioning, especially in areas

of scientific co-operation and environmental research. Indeed, increased

participation of the international community would make It significant contribution

without undermining the legal regime already in force. Specifically, international

co-operation can be promoted by the estahlishment of scientific bases where teams

from all interested nations can conduct research of glooal scientific interest.

This will allow for the optimization of investment,., the consistency of research

programmes and the elabora tion and implementa Hat of a coherent project for

acti vi ties in An ta rctica.

Clearly, the case fo~ greater involvement by our Organization in unravelling

the many complex issues and in seek ing equi table solu tion8 and arrangements is

self~vident. SUCh a process should allow for a thorough examination and

clarification of them in order to remove misperceptions and to bridge the differing

positions of Member States. My delegation is more than ever convinced that the

international community has a right - and, indeed, an obligation - to maintain and

to deepen its l~g-term commitment to ensuring that the last great frontier on

Earth is managed on the bas is of in terna Honal co-open tion and in the interests of

all mankind. By recognizing the legitimacy of the concerns of all nations and by

harmonizing our actions, we can further advance our common objectives in the

Treaty, and at the same time make it eQuit~ble and thersby promote its wider

acceptability. Ultimately, our aim is to ensure that j".ntarctica will remain for

ever a condu ... t for international co~peration in this interdp.pendent world.

Mr. RAZALI (Malaya la). Our delibera tions on the QUOS tion of Antarctica

are taking place against a background of increasing tnternational concern over the

state of the global environment. In the many me"!tings and conferences held to
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consider the various aspects of this challenge to mankind, the oommon thread

running through all these international discussions is the recognition that global

environmental threats require a global response.

International 00 ""Ope ration is imperative for the success of any strategy to

deal with such Challenges. The ca'lclusions of the many interna tional meetings held

in 1989 clearly attest to this. These sentiments can be found in the Hague

Aqreement, the Helsinki Conference, the Paris eCa'lomic Summit, thf! ninth summit of

the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, and the Langkawi and Noordwijk

declarations. They also lie at the heart of such conventions as the 1985 Vienna

Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer, the 1987 Montreal Protocol on

Substances that Deplete the Ozone layer and the 1987 Basel Convention on Dumping of

Hazardous and 'lbxic Wastes. Another case in point is General Assembly resolutt.on

43/53, on climate change, which reoogni'zes that climate change is the ",mmon

concern of mankind and that timely action taken to deal with it should be within a

global framework. New impetus was given to th is in i Ha tive wi th the adoption by

the Unitf!d Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) of its decision 15/36 to begin

prepantioo for negotiations on a framework convention on clilMte.

There is also the wor k unde rtaken by the Intergovernmental Panel on CUma te

O1ange, wi th the support of UNEP and the World Meteorological Organiza tion, to

formulate strategies to deal with such phenomena. We are also working hard

prepar inq for the Uni ted Na tions Conference on Envi ronment and Development,

scheduled for 1992.

In short, in facing the common threat to glohal environment, we have no other

option hut to join hands. It is no mark of wisdom to state that no country or

group of countries will be spared the cataclysmic consequences of the greenhouse

effect, global warming or the depletion of the ozone layer. We all knOlotl this~ One
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has only to listen to the speeches made during this session of the General Assembly

and at other forums. They are bullish on international co-operation, and we

applaud such statesmanship. President Bush, for example, called for "an

international approach to urgent environmental i~Bues" (A,I44/PV.4, pp. 54-55). I

am therefore reminded of the saying, IIEither we live toqether as brothers, or we

perish as fools."

It ia this stark reality of our vulnerability that should he the cement for

global collective action. We find ourselves fortunate indeed that the

international political climate is now propitious for meaningful multilateral

action.

The daten te between the sup'! r-~e[ s has also found expression in ren wed

support for the Uni ted Na Hons. We have been wi tness to a historic ini tia tive by

them at this session, with their unprecedented co-sponsorship of a resolution to

enhance the work of the United Nations. The salutary effects of the deepening

detente between the two super-~ers have propelled the United Nations into

prominence, playing, and succeeding Il'Ore and more, in its role of f""c Hita tinq the

resolution of regional conflicts.

This return of faith in multilatp.raliRm could not have come at a more critical

time for the world. For today's challenges - Whether they pertain to development,

environment, climate change or drugs - are global concerns. ~nd the United Nations

rema ins the mul tila teral forum best sui tp.d for harness inq the crea tiv~ enerq ieR and

the essential political will of the international community l~ face up to these

challeng es.
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What is inexplicable is the obvious contradiction in the posi Hon of those who

in the same breath wax elOQuent on the need for a global strategy, international

oo-opera tion and enhanced Uni ted Na tions involvement in global environmenUl

Questions and reject the applicability of that multilateral approach to the

Question of Antarctica.

They seem to suffer from a blind spot when it comes to discussions on the

modali ties and arrangements .eor ellsut ing the protection of the environment and

eoosystems in and around Antarctica. The critical significance of Antarctica to

the global environment and ecosystems is beyond debate. I cannot put it better

than the Frenoh Prime Minister, Mr. Rocard, who said on 9 October 1989 that "the

Antarctic is at the heart of the deba te on the environment". In any case, seven

years of deliberations in this Committee should have borne that out already. I

would prefer not to dwell further on this aspece. of the Question, but I feel I must

do so because unde rstanding Antarctica's role in the global environmental and

ecological balance will shed li9ht on current discussions.

~o begin with, Antarctica is a land of continental dimensions, covering

10 per cent of the surface of the globe, an area of 14 million SQuare kilometres.

That is the size of the United States and Mexico ,=",.)llbined. For comparison, the

area of Europe, from Lisbon to Moscow and Scand inav ia to Turkey, is only 10 million

sQuare kilometree. The Antarctic ioe-sheet is equal to the combined area of the

U'\ited States and Europe, in winter, with increased iCf!, the she of Antarctica

expands to 30 million square kilometres. The Antarctic holds about 70 per cent of

the world's available fresh water reserves and about 90 per cent of the world's ice.

Because of its polar loca tion, the bulk of its ice mass and the huge extent of

its surrounding seas, the continent exerts a fundamental influence on the

atmosphere, oceans and biological conditions of the entire global system. The
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An tarctic iee-sheets also have a con troll ing influence on ocean circula tion

pattarns, global weather, climate and food production. The high alhedo of the

Antarctic ice helps to reduce the ahsorption of heat from the sun and prevent the

warming of the Earth. The continent, lying at the hub of our planet's weather

system, with the turbulent air above it, acts as a giant pump helping in the

circulation of glObal air masses.

The ocean surrounding Antarctica is rich in planktonic species whiCh provide a

foundation for the marine ecosystem. The Antarctic convergence zone, where cold

waters of the Antarctic &ink below the warmer waters of the Pacific, provides an

environment for explosions of life and nutrients that are carried thousands of

miles to other parts of the Earth.

The Antarctic is also a fragile environment, vulnerable to the impact of human

activities. The ability of the ecosystem to recover from change in&1ced by humans

is less than that of ecosystems elsewhere because of the extreme conditions and the

simplicity of the ecosystem.

Any change in the Antarctic environment would have an unpredictable impact on

the climate and environment ~f other parts of the world. The threat to the global

environment and ecosystems that would be posed by tlole destruction of the

envirooment and ecosyAtem of the Antarctic is beyond Question. ~ country could

escape the grave consequences of Auch adverse developments. That provides

compelling arguments for ensuring the full protection of the continent and its

surrounding seas from harmful human activities. That need has heen readily and

un iversally recognized.

Antarctica's importance derives also from itA unique characteri8~ics a8 the

last wilderness of mankind. It is a global scientific laboratory of immense value,

with its pristine nature providing a hase-line against which we can measure
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pollu tion and the extent and effects of global clima tic change. It permits

research important to the study of global processes and the changing environment.

The region holds many secrets of the Earth's past. It may also be the best

monitoring-zone for global pollution and a vantage-point from which to observe the

degn.dation of the Earth's natural system. The polar regions are very sensitive to

changes in the global environment and may act as warning signals of changes in the

total energy flux into Our Earth and of changes in th~ atmosphere. They also serve

an important function by enabling us to detect the effects of natural phenomena and

human activities on a global scale.

Antarctica therefore serves as a crucial area for mankind's efforts to

understand such global phenomena as global warming and the thinning of the ozone

layer. The melting of the Antarctic ice alone, for example, would raise the level

of the sea, wiping out not only low-level countries but also centres of population

in ooastal areas. Study of the ice-sheets of Ant.arctica is of vital importance.

Concern has also been expressed over the possibility oE harvesting Antarctic ice

and the impact of such a commercial use of ice on the environment and ecosystems of

the An tare tic.

The adverse impact of human activiti~s in Antarctica would also deprive

mank ind of an oppor tuni ty to make valuable scien ti fie observa tions necessary for

our understanding of the phenomena of global changes. It would only make the task

of finding solutions to meet the threats posed by such changes even more difficult

and distant. The price we may have to pay in the long run may indeed be horrendous.

In the light of what I have said about the crucial impact of AOtar~tica on the

world's environment and ecological balance, does the current institutional

framework for the management of that continent reHect universal involvement and

cocrespor1 with the democratic norms of international relations? Can 25 countries
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arrogate to themselves the exclusive right to all decision-making on Antarctica?

In th~ words of the French ocean explorer Jacques Cousteau, "The survival of the

human race depends on the survival of Antarctica." Surely, it is untenable for the

ma;ority of States Members of the United Nations - 134 of them - to be totally

excluded from the decision-making process on matters which affect the very survival

of man~ind. Clearly, such a discriminatory arrangement, whiCh has its roots in the

world of 30 years ago, must catch up with current-day rea1i ties.

We submit that it is because of the critical importance and unique attributes

of Antarctica that it should be managed as a common heritage of mankind: for the

benefit and in the interest of mankind. The current eXClusive and discriminatory

arrangement, which places the fate of Antarctica and consequently of the world

community in the hands of the 25 Consultative Parties to the Antarctic Treaty, is

clearly unacceptable.

The Antarctic Treaty, concluded in the international political climate of 1959

and following the successful experience of the International Geophysical Year,

sought primarily to enable the free conduct of scientific activities and

international scientific co-operation by ensuring that Antarctica was to be used

exclusively for peaceful purposes. In addition, by prohibiting all military

activi ties. the testing of weapons and nuclear explosions in Antarctica, it

established conditions for the demilitarization and denuclearization of the

continent.

Art,cle XI, paragraph 1, of the Treaty provides for the Consultative Parties

to undertake measures in furtherance of the principles and objectives of the

Treaty. The primary focus of the Treaty provisions was therefore on matters

relating to scientific activities and the protection of Antarctica. But

unfortunately the self-appointed guardians, unaccountable to the world, have taken
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upon themaelves roles beyond that envisioned by the Treaty. The Treaty does not

have express provisions regarding the exploitation of any resources in or around

the continent. Movement by the Consultative Parties into the area of requlating

Antarctic mineral-resource activittAs is considered by some experts as ultra vireR

with resp.tct to the Treaty. Some of the Consultative Parties have lowered their

sights from the avowed aim of protectinq the continent and seem to be exchanging

the ir role for that of exploi ters of the con tinent.
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For Aix years, from 1982 to 1988, they applied themselveB single-mindecUy to

the drawing up of a framework for the regulation of such activit1fts. '...·hiB finally

led to the signing of the Convention Q'\ the Regulation of Antarctic Mineul

Resource Activities in 1988. Despite their protestations to the contrary, the

Convention has been judged, even by those intimat~ly involved in all the

negotiations on it, ftS providing an essential framework for minerals development in

Antarctica. The Austr~lian Minister of Finance, for example, described the

minerals Convention as "a starter's gun for miners". Any continuing claims to the

contrary, for example that the ';:"reaty is a conserva tion regime, ring hollow

inoeed. Several Antarctic Treaty Parties have already reconsidered and decided not

to sign the Convention. Indeed none of them has ratified it.

When one closely examines the arguments advanced by the proponents of the

Conven tion their contradiction becomes obv ious. It was argued that the Antarctic

is in acute need of a convention to avoid an unregulated scramble for the mineral

resources of the continctnt. At the same til18, we were given to understand that the

current state of technology would make such exploitation unfeasible and thftt there

was no clear proof of mineral resouroes beyond their mere traces. The current

international prices of these resources are such as to make any exploitation of

them in the Antarctic economically unviahle. If we were to accept such arguments

then how could one explain the unseemly haste to conclude the minerals convention.

Aq was indicated hy Prime Minister Hawke of Australia and Prine Ministe:

Rocard of France on 18 August 1989,

"Mining in Antarctica is not compatible with protection of the fraqile

Antarctic environment."

The grave hazards that mining activities woulJ pose to the Antarctic environment

and its ecOAys terns cannot be su f ficiP.n tly emphas ized.
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If the nil spUl of the Exxon Valdel is anything to go by, any such accident

in Antarctica will wreak incalculahle and irreversihle damage on the system. The

EKxon Valde! spill took place in March - in Spring weather, near population areas

and with1n teach of centres for Quick-response action.

The reSf.)urces expended to oope with th is disas ter were enor roUSe Exxon was

reported to have spent about $1.3 billion to oo~bat the spill, which covered about

1,100 mUes of shore-line. Our ing the peak of the six months of 'lpera Hons, Exxon

marshalled no less than 1,400 boats, 85 aircraft and 11,300 people. Yet, after the

w-ork by Exxcn to restore the ca"ltaminated shore-line of Prince William Sound was

over, the State Government of Alaska had to oontinue with the clean-up.

Apart from the undncumented effects a"I marine life, it was reported that

34,000 birds and 984 Rea otters also perished. The full environmental impact is

still to be fully documented.

Even more disturbing was the admission by experts that the experience from the

Alaskan spills showed that in the current state of the art of the oil clean-uP,

technology ls not all that good for effectively dealing with such spills. !!m!

magazine, in a report a"I the spill, ohserved, itN(') almunt of money and finger

p:»inting can oompensat:e for such a disaster."

We need to bear in minn that the Exxon Valde? is a case only of a tanke r

spill. If exploration and exploit~tion of fossil fuel is undertaken in Antarctica

the risks from such accidents are mind-boggling. In addi tion, Antarctica will be

exposed to all manner of accidents such as blow-outs at oil wells or accidents

during the ttdnsportation of the oil. Thp. introduction of men, equipment, supplies

and thei r consequent dp.tr Hus would have de trimenta 1 ef fects on the lonq-te rm

interests of Antarctic protp.ction.
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The damage to the Antarctic ecosystem from an oil spill, for example, would be

long lasting and if it occurs in the ocean, could be felt far off as the Antarctic

plays a major role in deep ocean circulation and provides nutrients well north of

the Antarctic convergence. It is well known that oil-oxidi4ing bacteria will not

proliferate ~t temperatures below freezing-point and hence little biodegradation or

decomposition can take place in Antarctica.

The physical conditions and remoteness of Antarctica make timely response to

disasters difficult. The recovery of the affected areas could take centuries, if

at all. There have already been three cases of spills this year in the Antarctic.

The supply vessel Bahia Parai80 carrying 250,000 gallons of fuel ran aground two

miles from the Palmer Station off the Antarctic peninsula in February thls year

polluting about 15 kilometres of Antarctic coast. The wreck has not y~t been

removed and is reporhd to be still leaking oil. With the onset of winter it will

not be possible, in the view of experts, to undertake any actiQ'\ to salvage the

vessel. The New York Times reported that

"The resulting spill of poisonous diesel fuel had disastrous effects on marine

birds and other wildlife." (The New York Times, 25 September 1989, p. A 10)

The Environm~ntal Defence Fund (EOF) in a paper entitled "Securing

Enviroomental Protectim in An tarctica" 9 ta ted

"Indeed as many as 40,000 penguinA could be destro~ed ~y the Bahia Paraieo

incident. "

As for its impact on scientific research, Dr. Wilkn1Aa, Director of the Diviaion of

Polar Programmes at the United States National Science Foundation stated on

8 September 1989 that.

"Continuing effects from the grounding and resultant oil spill as yet may

threaten over 20 years of important scientific study that has been

accomplished at Palmer Station."
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The case against the exploit~tion of Antarctic mineral resourceA is a

compelling one indeed. It would be to the benefi t and in the inte rests of mank ind

to ban all prospecting and mining a..:tivi tieR in Antarctica. The Governments of

Australia, France, Belgium and Italy have made path-breaking decisions against

mining in the Antarctic. The European Parliament, which on 18 September 1987

rejected any exploitation of mineral resources in the Antarctic, decided on

16 February 1989 to call for a Rtrict ban on mining in Antarotioa.. In the United

States Senate a resolution was introduoed by Senator Gore whioh, inter alia, stated

that Antarc tica ahould for an indef ini te period be establ Lshed aR a req ion olosed

to commercial minerals development and related activities.

AA for a sampling of the views of scientists with regard to mining activities

in Antarotioa, the results of " }Jetition oiroulated to 121 ~~w Zealand soientiete

involved in recent New Zealand Antarctic research programmes are revealing. Of the

total of 89 replieR received, 81 favoured the petition opposing minerals

activitie9. The petition recommended that the Convention on the Regulation of

Antarctio Mineral Resource Activities he replaced by an agreement whioh would

exclude commercial minerals activities and maintain Antarctica ae a fully proteoted

area. Amonq the siqnatories of the petition were Dr. Hatherton, the immediate past

Chai rman of the Ross Dependency Research CommitteP. and recent Cha i rman of the !byal

Society of New Zealand. Another was Professor Georqe Knox, past President of the

International Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR).

A recent Rurvey in the Federal Repuhlic of Germany amonqst Acientists involved

in Antarctic re~earch elLoited from 112 of them, or 84 per cent, a firm response

aqainRt the Convention. Surely, the views of these scientists so deeply involved

in research activities in Antarctica cannot he taken lightly.
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We therefore commend the efforts against minerals activities and call en the

international community to support the banning of all prospecting and mining

activities in Antarctica and to turn its attention to the need ~ provide

comprehensive and effective protection of the Antarctic. We believe its

establishment as a nature reserve or a world park would ptovide the best guarantee

against harmful human activities in Antarctica. Again, it is self-evident that,

given the historical antecedents of Antarctica, any regime or framework designed to

give effective protection must be acceptable to the int~rnational community. Only

through its full participation in the negotiations for such a regime ~nd acceptance

of it, can we hope to establisll a regime that is binding and enforceable on all

alike. The international community has a shared responsibility for the protection

of this globel ecological commons. Such a step would further signify what the

Secretary-General in his report on the work of the Organization described as

"••• the birth of a new kind of loyalty, an Earth~atriotism, a lookj.nq at the

planet and its atmosphere as an object for protection and not for aggression

and pillage." (A/44/l, p. 21)
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While we neAd to ensure pr"t,ection of the Antarctic environment and aoosystems

from any mineral resource activities, we snould also look at the current sources of

pollution in Antarctica. It has been observed by the Environmental Defence Fund

that

"because Antarctica derives much of its scientific value from its

uncontaminated condition, it is ironic that the 'day to day' operation of

scientific research facilities is the principal source of pollution on the

con tinent " •

Waste disposal hy stations and vessels, pollution from the burning of f08sil fuel,

spills from vessels and storage dumps and the burning of combustible wastes in open

pits are among the main sources of pollution and environmental degradation in

Antarctica.

Since September last year, there have been reports of five instances of

leakages of fuel in Antarctica. Three of these involved spills from re8upply

v6ssela from Antarctic stations. The other two cases of spills were reportedly

from le,llks at the sta tions themselves. One spill occurred in September 1988,

resulting in the release of about 13,000 gallons of fuel, ~nd the other, in

October 1989, causing the seepage of 42,000 to 50,000 gallons of jet and diesel

fuel.

Accordlng to the report of the Environmental Defence Fund, 52,000 adile

penguins were lORt in nine years due to construction near the now ahandoned Hallet

Base, and helicopter fliqht patterns near another base caused a SO per cent

reduction in the breeding population at one penguin rookery in a six-year period.

It '"as alAo documented that the wabHa around one of the bases were found to

contain a greater concentr~tion of pm - polychlorinated hiphenyl - and heavy

metal~ than virtually all the waterways in the United States. Those toxins were

found in tisAues of Antarctic penqu iOA and sea 1s.
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Construction of runways has also affected penguin breeding colonies. In one

area, the Fildes Peninsul~ on King George Island, which was set aside in 1975 as a

specially protected area to preserve several lakes and three types of penguin,

three bases were establiAhed through the redrawing of the boundaries of the area.

The area is now reported to be virtually barren of penguins and at least one lake

is used as a garbage dump.

It is perhaps a measure of the Beriousness of the situation that the Uni~ed

States Administration has reauested appropriat1oM to clean up United Statell bases

in Antarctica. This multi-year effort is expect4d to oost some $30 million during

fiscal years 1990-1993.

The adverse conseQuences for local terrestrial and marine life of human

activi ties arise from the fact that only 2 per cent of the area of Antarctica is

ice free. This area is the habitat and breeding ground for plant and animal lif~

in Antarctica. Unfortuna tely the wildli fe has to campe te with bases loca ted in

those areas. The number of stations has been increasing steadily. In 1983 there

were 34 sta tionA. In 1989 there are 57 bases, opera ted by 20 na tions - an increase

of 23 bases in 1ust six years. King George Island, a small island, is already

overcrowded with Reven stations.

This increase in scientific Btations has been prompted by the f~ct that

ne! tionsseek iog declFlion-makinq status under the Antarctic Tr .... ty would have to

fulfil the requirement of conductl~g sUbstantial scientific activity there, such as

the establishment of a scientific s\:.\ tim or the dispatch of a scientific

expedition. To satisfy this criterion, more and more bases would have to be

established by those countries seekirq consult..\tive status. A recent case in

point, we understand, is that of the Netherlands, which, despite having undertaken
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co""'Opeu tive scientH ic research with the Federal Republic of Germany, is not

acoorded consultative status because of Questions about its not having its own baBe.

The overcrowding of base!' would mean more human activi ties, more was te

disposal and pollution, and more harassment and dlAruption of the sensitive

Antarctic wildlife populations. Such prospects clearly call for a fresh approach

to the entire Question of scientific research and of participation in

decis ion-mak ing in the management of the con tinent.

It is our conviction that the current predominantly national scientific

programmes undertaken in Antarctica should be reviewed with a view to encouraging

multidisciplinary programmes devoted to scientific research of global importance,

to be undertaken on an interna tional basis. The establi shment of interna tional

bases would not only avoid duplication of research, but also enahle the drawing up

of scientific priorities. Duplication of logistical and other infrastructure

requirements that would otherwise he needed to establish national stations could

also be avoided. We believe those measures would contribute to minimi~ing and

avoidinq the adverse impact of scientific activities in Antarctica. Indeed

international co~peration WaB the basis for the seminal scientific programme in

Antarctica during the International Geophysical Year, from 1957 to 1958, which laid

the founcbtion for the conclwdon of the Antarcl:ic Treaty itself.

Let me nOlI turn to the working methods of the Trea ty. The Antarctic Trea ty

operations in our view lack transparency. Despite repeated General Assembly

resolutions, little information has baen made available to the United Nations. To

our knowledge, the only oocument submitted this year by the consultative parties

was document A/44/383 containing the press release issued by the President of the

Preparatory Meeting of the fifteenth Antarctic Tre.'lty Consultative Mep-ting, held in

May 1989.
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The documents of the consultative meetings are not ma~ public in advance so

that the input and views of the international oonmunity can he talcen into acoount

in the decis ion-mak ing. There has been an apparent a t tempt to rectify the secrecy

of its documents, but unfortunately so far only certain categories of documents

have been declassified, long after the meetings were held. A good example of the

seeming shroud of secrecy is the lack of public documents on the recently concluded

Consultative Meeting, held in Paris from 9 to 20 October 1989. We believe the only

document issued by the A.ntarctic Treaty Consultative Parties fOl" public information

was the br ief commun iQue issued "t the end of tha t mee ting. To th i(q day the Un i ted

Nations has yet to receive any document on that meeting from the Antarctic Treaty

Consulta tlve Par ties. Wha tever inforna tion has come Our way was concer ned mainly

with the work of non-qovernmenta\ organizations, which have shown exemplary

dedica tim 1n their efforts to rally interna tional optn ion for the> prote ction of

Antarctica.

On account of its exclusiveness and lack of transparency the "l.'reaty faUs the

test of accountability to the international community. What is even more difficult

to comprehend is the unwillingness ~f the Treaty Parties to heed the repeated calls

of the General Assembly to invi te the Secretary-General to its mee tinge. The

rationale hehind thiR initiative by the non-Treat" parties is to lend some measure

of transparency and accountabili ty to the opera tione of the Treaty. That would

provide a bridge between the Treaty parties and the other Members of the United

Na tions.

Surely the Consult"tive Parties cannot object to the involvement of the

Secretary-General, who enjoys the universal confidence of all Members of the United

Nations. After all, the Treaty purports to further the purposes and principles of

the United N"tions Olarter. Can thece be any doubt alA to the impartiality,
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objectivity and integrity of the Secretary-General in discharging the duties given

him by the General Assembly? While we note with satisfaction the presence of

several international organizations at the fifteenth Antarctic T~saty Consultative

Meeting, we fail to understand why a similar courtesy could not be extended to our

~steemed Secretary-General. Is the adamant refusal by the Antarctic Treaty

Consultative Parties to invite the Secretary-General a repudiation of all that the

United Nations stands for as personified in t~e person of the Secre~ary-General?

At the same time w~ note with deep regret that the raci~t apartheid regime of

South Africa - the outcast of the international community - has still not been

excluded from participation in the meetings of the Consultative Parties. The

General Assembly resolutions have again not been heeded by the Antarctic Treaty

Consultative Parties.
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The first of December of this year lodll mark the thirtieth anniversary of the

signing of the Antarctic Treaty. It should be an occasion for deep reflection and

sober analysis of the strengths as well as of the weaknesses of the Treaty. It

should also be an opportunity for addressing our minds to the ways and means by

which we could, collectively, pronote the interests of the international community

in the preservation and conservation of Antarctica.

The intervening year between now and 1991, when the Treaty could be called

for review by its Consultative Parties, should be devoted to seeking areas of

convergence and common ground. The review could serve to permit full participa tion

of the international comnunity through the investment of equity, transparency and

accountability. TheJ.'reaty must be responsive to the passage of ti~ and to

world opinion. I can do no better than re-echo the words of Mr. Hawke, the

Prime Minister of Australia, when he said in July 1989 tha~'

n ••• ultimately it is the sheer weight of international public opinion that

will de termine the fu ture of An tarctica n •

In conclusion, the words of Richard Byrd, America's greatest Antarctic

explorer, which are inscribed at the base of his statue in the Antarctic, should be

a stirring evocation of what should be our .common aspiration for the Antarctic. He

declared:

"I am hopeful that Antarctica, in its symbolic robe of white, will shine forth

on a continent of peace, as nations working there in the cause of science set

an example of international co-operation. n

Let us therefore work together to realize that hope and set ar· example of

international oo-operation for succeeding generations.

Mrs. REYm (Philippines), On 24 March 1989, the Exxon Valdez oil-tanker

ran aground in the Prince William Sound in Alaska, occac:~ning one of the severest
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environmRntal dlRI'I9 t~r!ll in nndc'H"n rl!ckon inq. What had heM a reh tively hob ted,

irlYllic part of the qre~t northern continent suddenly became ~ household word.

Pictures of afflicted wildlife crowded our newapapera and televiAinn screens. For

the inhahitants of the f1Ahinq villaqe ad1acent to thig area, the future darkened

overnight. Indeed, the repercussions of this sinqle incident will still he with us

for a long time to come.

What th~ international public was probahly less aware of W88 that, at the

oppoaitA pole of thR world, in Antarctica, three ilccidentA involvinq ship spUls

had fllllO occurred Mrlier this year. On 28 ,January lQ89, the Sahia ParalAo sank

near p... lmer StAtion. A month later, on 28 Fehrul:lry 1~8q, the BIC Humholdt was

punctured in Fild~s Bay. In the same month, the resupply Rhip RotS Endurance hit Iln

ic~herg near DP.ceptlon I~land.

Perhaps hecause those accidents occurred in a largely uninhahi~d continent

outRide the knowledqe of most peoplp., they did not provoke the same outcry aB the

Exxon V~ diRaRt~r. Accordinq to Rpeci~liRts, the information provided on those

accidt='nt~ was p",tchy and in most caRes unl\vailahll!tl i" het, none provided enouqh

d~t~ on pORRihle environmental effects. A.s in the EKxon Vald~z case, it tuck a

lonq time hP.fore c1ean~p and rescue eQuipment. arrivecl.

When the cl~hittp. on Ant" rcticA was hequn in the Un! ted Nations seven yea rB aqo

on thp. initiative of a few n"Hona, the topic WaR thouqht somewhat arcane. The

ApOnlWrS of the rp'901uti{)n werp. regArded as over-ide"lliatic, if not quixotic.

'IhrJay, Ruch recognized natural phenomen,l as "g l o hal warminq ", lithe greenhouse

p,f[ect" and the depletion of the ozone layer have made this sUbiect not only

releVAnt hut indep.d CfUC ial.

If pven a part of the ice mitAA on Antarctica were to melt hecause of glohal

w.Hrninq, our coast.al ci tieR, our induFltries, our I\qrLcllltural heartlands would be
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dir9ct1y afhcted. The fragile baRe on which ~ found our proud I1Ddern

civill~atlons would be subjected to a major challenge. Perhaps it i8 no accident

that many archipelaqic and il\land Sta teB have ;oined the commQ'\ effort to focus

international attAnHon on Antarctica. They wouLd be 1u8t as affected a8 mainland

countries, if not more so, by inunda tions and changes in cl1ma tic and envlrCl\mental

condi Hons.

Now that countries AS well as individuals are becoming more aware of

Antarctica, they are discovering a few stark realities about this vast oontinent.

They have, for instance, discovered that Antarctica is not Quite the pristine white

continent pictured in qeography hooks and occasional travelogues. Thirty years o~

increased human activity have put pteSSur9 on thA Antarctic environment, especially

in the area of waste disposl1l. Because of i tB pecul lar envirQ'\mental condi tions,

Antarctica can be regarded as a non-renewable resource. A8 in the ca.8 of the rain

forests, it would not M easy - it might even M impossible - to restore itA

original oondttion once that had heen modified.

As we all know, the Antarctic Treaty governll all activities undertaken in that

continent. In 1991, the Treaty may be open to review, as was agreed upon in 1961.

It is thus most approprla t..e that the communi ty of I'l4 tions should frJcus Q'\ this and

urge the Antarctic Treaty Parties indeed to pursue a much-needed review which will

take into consideration the concerns of all countries that are now part of the

international oontnunity.

The Antarctic Ahould continue to be considered as part of the disarmament and

security concerns of the 19903. Sp.curity thy re should encompasA the environmental,

economic, mili~ry and political spheres.

Let us QU ickly review the events that have takt'ln place sinCft we diacuB.ed this

topic last year.
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From R to 20 October this year, the Antarctic Treaty Consult"Uvft Parties met

tn P~ri8 at their XVth Consultative Meeting. ThiB was preceded by the Preparatory

Meeting at thA same venue from 9 to 13 May this year.

It seems that Borne of the concerns expressed in this forum are now being taken

into consideration bY the Antarc t.ic Treaty Consultative Parties. On 22 May 1989,

Prime MiniFlter Hawke of AUAtulh announced that mining that included drilling

ehoutd not t~~A place in Antarctica. H9 "lso announced that Australia would not

sign the proposed minerals Convention and would instead work for a comprehenAive

environmentd protection convention to estahlish 1Intarctica as " wlldernesn park.

"hat proposal WAS submittl:!d to the Preparatory Meeting early in May and later on

bACtUM a Fr~nch-Austrat ian ini Ha tive at the October mee tinq of the Antarctic

TrFtaty ConRul t"lti ve Pa rties.

ThlA trend hae, apPropriately enough, snOWballed Aince then. Other States in

"dell tion to France and Austral la bave Aimilarly avoi ded signing the minerals

Convention, including Austria, Belgium, Greece, India and Italy. Thus far, only 16

()f the H Treaty Parties have Rigned tha min9rals Convention and none has ratified

it. It may be noted that the minerals Convention stipulates that all claimant

States mUBt Ri.gn and ratify the Convention before it can enter inw force.

I\llRtral ia I A proposal for a comprehansive environmental protection regime has

hf:!p.n ~upp()rtF!d by Chile, France, India and New Zealand.
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Thus the October meeting in Paris waR slanted towards the topic of protection of

the environment in Antarctica. Some 12 recommendations were adopted at the meeting

of the Antarctic Treaty Consultativ, Parties on measures that could he taken in the

Antarctic.

We bring thelil.. facts to the at~l'\tion of the Committee in order to highlight

the fact that there is now a growing consensus regarding the importance of

Antarctica, which is for the moment focused on the area of environment. However,

Antarctica con tinues to be a vi tal area of concern in thEt fields of disarmament and

security - if only with a view to ensuring that the gains made towards keeping it

a8 a nuclear-free zone, as an area used for peaceful purposes and not the scene or

Object of international discord, are maintained. We applaud the efforts of those

Sta tea which, in response to our concern on environmental Questions, have propOAed

a regime for the probection of Antarctica.

At the same time, we rei tera te our reQuest to those parties to allow the

greater majority of States to participate in such decisions by integrating the

Antarctic 'rreaty into the framework of the Uni ted Na tions sys tern. Decls ion-mak ing

here c~n no l~nger be left to the 22 Consultative Parties of the Antarctic Treaty.

By its nature, euch a system cannot be accountable to the international community.

In resolution 43/83 adopted at LaAt year's session, the General Assembly

reiterated its "call upon the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties to invite the

Secretary-Genenl or his representative to all meetings of the Treaty parties,

including their consultative meetings". We regret that this call was not heeded

and that yet another chance for fruitful dialogue was missed.

Mee tings of the same magni tu de and importance have been held in Paris in

1989. In January the meeting of the States Parties of the 1925 Geneva Protocol and

other interested parties held in Paris attracted wide participa Hon and puhlic
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attention. Its recommendations and results were widely publicized in the n¥:!dia and

its issues further debated at the current session of the General Assembly.

In cont r ast, the Xvth 'Anta rc tic Tr ea ty Cons ulta tive Mee ti ng - pe rhaps beca use

of the closed, exclusive nature of the Antarctic Treaty - did not attract the san,,,

public attention or coverage in the media, nor has it spurred the same public

debate of its important issues. It might be noted that the communique issued after

that meeting was a very brief one. In accordance with past practice, the documents

and other papers of the meeting - even on issues of environmental protection .. were

not made ava ilable to the public. It may be noted that the diminishing ozone layer

Over Antarctica could well affect the public as seriously as Chemical weapons.

It is most lamentable that South Africa, despi te universal condemna tion of its

practice of apartheid, continues to sit as a full, unsanctioned member at meetings

of the 'Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties. This was evidenced bV its presence

at the XVth Consultative Meeting of the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties held

in Paris.

While we recognize the positive steps taken by the Antarctic Treaty

Consultative Parties, we would urge them to further these gains bV JOOving towards

integration into the United Nations system. The times are most propitious for a

different approach to this question. In the fields of disarmament, peace and

security, many gains have been made in the recent past. Surely it is time to take

cognizance of this b'j moving the 'Antarctic Treaty into the United Nations system.

As events in the world have shown, GoJernments and private groups can no

longer adopt the "trust me" or "trust us" m:entality. Operations of an exclusive

nature have given way to systems which are open to the searchlight of public

scrutiny. A refusal to debate the issues, to continue to "not participate" on

important topics can only work to the detriment of the common good.
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Some of the watchwords which we might wish to consider in handling this topic

could be, first internationalism instead of nationalism. The Philippinhes, like

many other States, would like to be able to participate in scientific work in the

Antarctic. It does not lack for personnel or government bodies which would be

capable of launching scientific experiments in this intriguing continent. Yet,

like most developing countries today, it is hampered by certain financial

constraints. Even if it did find the wherewithal to embark on such a project, i~

would contribute to the environmental strain on the Antarctic if it were' to set uP

its own na tiona1 base here. Think of what would happen if the \lumber of na tional

hases were to Cbub1e there in the next 5 or 10 yea rs. It would be more economical

and logical if nations were to co-operate in international projects or scientific

co-operation in the Antarctic. One could therefore limit the amount of

environmental damage to this continent and, at the same time~~enable more nations

to participate on a cost-effective basis.

A second watchword could be: a common heritage instead of individual gain.

The cautious attitude towards immediate endorsement of the minerals Convention

seems to indicate that nations are rea1i~ing that the Antarctic cannot be

considered simply in a single dimension as a possible SOurce of min~~al wealth or

other natural resources. The environmental damage that could result from

exploitation of this continent would not be offset by gains made in the area of

mineral wealth. We may not be far away from the day when the idea is fully

accepted and endorsed that the Antarctic, like the seas or outer space, is part of

the common heritage of mankind. In fact, the Palme Commission, in its Final

Statement issued on 14 April 1989, refer~ to Antarctica, '~qether with the oceans,

atmosphere and space, as some of "the global environmental commons which are the

responsibility of the international community as a whole". (A/44/293, para. 82)
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A third watchword could he, common security instead of individually attained

security. We fully recoqnize the legitimate security concerns of those nations

th",t are cont1quol1s to the Antarctic region. Thoy are correct in being concerned

abnut keepinq this continent free from dlscord. Yet the security of the world

woulci also be atlanted if Atrife were to take place in, or originate from, thA

Antarctic. Even those of us located far away from that continent woul~ be

afff'tcted. Hence, the Antarctic cannot be conAic,Hed as a reA nullius, a thing

apa rt from the A9CU ri ty Rystem wh ich in theo ry would hind the wor ld together. In

con~idfHinq our security for the twenty-fint cf'tntury, the Antarctic should be an

~Agential part of it. That iA why we believe that Wp should consider this

cA9Ponsibility toqether.

Mr. SAVUA (Flil), This year'A General Assembly haA been concerned with a

a numhec of key lSAues, Rignificant among whiCh are the auestions of international

peace and security, the ~nvironment and the effects of change9 in qlohal climate,

and the prohlAm of the world economic d tua tion. These concecn9 are also evi dent

in recent dp.velopmAntA on Antarctica. The Secretary-GeneralIs report on

Antarcti.cll, ooculTlP.nt A/44/586, is conepicuouA by its brevity.
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The Secretary-General cannot make further evaluations on this issue hecause he was

unable to be present at the discussions. Despite this, the information gathered

over the past three years is sufficient to cause widespread concern.

We have seen the catastrophic effects on the Alaskan environment of the oil

spill from the EKxon Valdez. The oil spill was well-documented. It clearlY

illustrated the inability of the authorities to cope with a disaster of that

magnitude and further showed that despite the safety assurances given by such

controlling corporations, accidents will occur. EKxon will continue to make

profits but the damage sustained by Alaska will leave a scar on the environment

that may not completely heal.

The oil spill from the supply ship Bahia Paraiso on 28 January this year is

but one of the many oil spills registered in the Antarctic continent. The effects

of these spills cause a '"eduction in the ahundance of krill, 'which will debilitate

the food chain for decades. Such serious damage in pursuit of short-term gains

should be unacceptable. When considering this question, we hope that the

overriding question of the costs to the whole community of mankind will be

paramount.

We are encouraged by the results aChieved by the XVth Antarctic Treaty

Consultative Meeting, held in Paris in October this year, as set forth in its

communiaue. The Franco-Australian proposition for an overall convention to make

Antarctica a natural reserve was the item of note in the communique. In pursuance

of this, a special consultative meeting to be convened in 1990 will be exclusively

devoted to drawing up an overall system for the protection of the ~nvironment that

would be sufficiently broad in scope, and innovative. The meeting will in addition

seekl

n to establish in a more precise manner the obligations that result from
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effective manner, finally, to determine the need for institutional

arrangements and the legal forms it will he necessary to adopt to make the

system of protection for Antarctica efficient, inteqrated and overall."

We welcome these lofty ~nd noble id~als and acknowledge the fact that the

Consulta tive Parties were able to l is ten to the interna tional community. We again

note, however, that the Conference did not invite the Secretary-General or his

representa tive to at tend the mee ting s. rf the Consulta tive Parties had taken heed

of international concerns, then the l~st they should have done was to allow a

representa tive of the Secretary -General to be present at their mee ting s.

This is most regrettable, especially in the atmosphere of co-operation and

openness preva 11ing this year. Pgain, we have to urge the Consulta tive Parties to

respect previous General Assembly resolutions, which are again reiterated in this

year's draft, and extend an invitation to the Secretary-General or his

representative to attend their meetings. We believe this to be necessary so that

the proceedings of those mee tings can be dissemina ted as broadly as possible by an

internatinnally credible office.

When confronted with criticism of the Treaty's eXclusivity, the reply we

receive is that the Antarctic Treaty is an interna tional instrument open to all

countries. The Treaty, however, haA a two-tier system of membership, a

cOMultative group and a non-consultative group. To become", cOMultative party

one has to be prepared to oontr ibute in hoth financta 1 and technical te rms, and

while we accept the principle that one must be prepared to pay one's way, we also

believe that it lihould be possihle to devise a system of representation and

consulta tion that is rai rer and llOre denocra tic than tha t now 9xiB ting. As we said

las t yea rI
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"We believe it is tiIl¥! for the Antarctic Treaty to evolve from the solid

foundation already laid and proved to work well to an arrangement that

incorporates present-day recllities and aspirations. My delegation belioaveg it

not beyond the ingenuily of both schools of thought to devise a workable and

appropriate framework. n (A/C~l/43/pv. 46, p.1>

Matters concerning the Antarctic are followed with close interest by the

countries of the South Pacific. Being so close to that continent, any significant

changes in that environment could jeop~rdize our means of livelihood. It was also

for that reason that the South Pacific nuclear-free zone was created as a means of

defending the nuclear-f=ee zone of the Antarctic. The Committee ~as recognized the

importance of the wishes of the people of our region - by adopting the draft

resolution on the Treaty of Rarotonga earlier this month.

We hope that what appears to be the beginning of a shift in attitude by the

Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties will evolve towards cl more universal

framework for decision-making on Antarctica. It is my delega tion"s hope that this

small step will be the forerunner to the harmonizing of the Antarctic with the

United Nations system and the preservation of the sixth continent for future

generations of mankind unde r an inte rnational umbrella.

Mr. DZ VAIRO (Zimbabwe) I In speaking on the question c'; Antarctica, i.t is

the hope of the delegation of Zimbabwe at the forty-fourth session of the General

Assembly that we are not participating in an annual ritual highlighting the

benchmarks of intransigence, as has been the practice in the past. Indications of

mvement towards the politics of inclusion and multilateralism in interrational

relations have been the tone of most statements at this session of the General

Assembly, and it is our hope that SUCh indications will bear the fruit of

manifestation in at least the beginnings of accommodation on the question of

Antarctica.
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The ra tionale for \l'\iversal partioipa tion in deoiding the fa te of Antarotica

stems from the well-founded prinoiple that in this new era all nations should

neoessarily partioipate in the multilateral consideration of issues with universal

implications. It is a fact that the Antarctio Treaty system, well-intentioned and

appropriate as it may have been at the time of its inoeption, has long outlive~ itA

usefulness and praoticabil ity. The advance of history, technological. innovation

and growing int~rnational awareness of the implications of environmental

irresponsibility all indioate how imperative it is that the Treaty system give way

to a new 001 tila teral approach.

The Treaty Consultative Parties have consistently denied that theirs is an

exclusive olub based on the preponderanoe of power and bAnt on upportiooing among

themselves whatever benefits may be derived from Antarctioa. They have pointed out

that any Sta te Member of the Uni ted Na tions may accede to the Treaty knowing full

well that the conditions to suoh accession, especially those pertaining to

consulta the eta tus, are beyond the reach of mOAt developing countrieFJ.

It is the claim of the Trdaty Cbnsultative Parties that the Treaty system aims

to further the objectives of the Charter of the Unibad Nations. We wonder why, if

this is the case, they have, despi tA exhorta tion, fa ned to invi te the

Secretary-General or his represent.\tive to any of their meAtingA to date, including

and up to the Ant~rctic Treaty Preparatory Meeting and the XVth Consultative

Meeting, held in Paris from 9 to 13 May and q to 20 October 1989 respectively.

Such invitation would demonstrate the positive intentions of the Treaty Parties and

pave the way for comprehensive mul tUa teral consi der,~ t1.on of the issue of

AntarccJ.ca. It is not as ~.f the competence of the United Nations in regulating

other III/ltters of global concern has been found lackinq. The Intecna tional Atomic

Energy h;Jency, (IAEA) for example, has done a ste rling iob in enAuring the rel",ti ve
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safety of nuclear energy which, if unch~cked, would have pr .. ",ed more a liability in

unregulated hands th~~ a powerful force for peaceful use. The present concern of

Member States for those nat:ons who refuse to open their nuclear facilities for

inspection by the lAEA is itself testimony to the effectiveness of a regime

instituted and administered by the United Nations system.
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Environmental studieR have shown the effects of the Antarctic and its

ecosystem on the global ~nvironment. It is not necessary to elaborate on the

threat of global warming or to speak of the fragility of the Antarctic ecoAystem,

which experts have qraphically explained to a stunned world in recent years. Any

fall-out from abuse of the Antarctic will not affect the Treaty Parties alonft, but

rather the world as a whole. For this reason, any regime for the continent should

not be the product of a small group of States hut rather the responsibility of all

nations. In thiB day and age, sove reig n equali ty and the democrati zation of

international relations should not be mere catchwordm to which the powerful nations

of the world pay lip-servicp. while their actions, whether for the sake oC material

qreed or territorial qain, imperil the entire international community and

tiemonstrate unmiAtakably that might 19 still right, even it does attempt to don a

C103k of leqi timacy.

The recent accident of the Arqentinian ship the Bahia Paraiso in the

Antarctic, which re9ulted in the spilling of 250,000 gallons of oil in the pristine

environment, demonstrated that no good intentions or even loose conservation

regulations can guarantee the safety of the eCO!=Jystem there. The harsh climate and

thp. inhoRpitable temperatures of the reqion cannot be expected safely to host

haphitza rd explora tion and "xploita tion. It is therefore alarminq that the Treaty

Pnrties should be !'Iuqge~ting a minerals llonvention, contemplating a reqime for thf!

exploit""tion of mineral resources, should any hP. found in the region. Several

facto rs mil it<\ t"! aga inst thlB proposal. Fi rst, anvi ronmenta 1 iets have urqad us to

move away from f OSR 11 f uela if we are to slow q lobal-warminq and curh the

disastrous alt"!faHon of our climate. The exploitation of oil and gas from the

Antarctic by anyone will fly in the face of this warninq and will no doubt CBURe

irreversible damage to the environment there.
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A minerals convention brings to the fore the risk of territorial claims and

rivalry and increases the risk of war among those Treaty Parties which only

22 short years ago cited only the most altruistic scientific research goals as

their reasons for being in the region. The one successful product of the region,

the demilitarization and denuclearization of the Antarctic, might well be nullified.

Ther~ is also the question of scientific research stations. While the pursuit

of scientific knowledge eventually benefits all mankind, the value of a

multiplicity of research stations results in duplication, rivalry and a waste of

resources. It also has a corresponding impact on the environment and may result in

incalculable harm on the fragile ecosystem, which could in turn affect the entire

globe.

In the light of those considerations, my delegation believes that it is not

too late to make amends and bring the Antarctic wi thin the purview of the Ooi ted

Nations. When we use the term "the common heritage of mankind", we are not

connoting any exploitative intent. We mean that individual States should not have

claims, territorial or otherwise, on the Antarctic and that the region should be

declared a world nature preserve where all exploitative activities are prohibited

and where scientific research is carried out as a coherent, regulated joint effort

under the administration of the United Nations.

If the intention of the Treaty Parties are bona fide, at the very least the

documents from their meetings should be made public and accession to their "ClUb"

would not be as contorted as they have ruled it to be. In any case, my delegation

is on record as saying that it has no intention of joining the Treaty system if the

system is not one arrived at with the full and equal participation of all States

Members of the United Nations. We still stand by that principle and will continue

to do so.

Digitized by Dag Hammarskjöld Library



JSM/dr A/C.l/4/PV. 44
43

(Mr. Dzvairo r Zimnabwe)

We welcome the moves by t.he Governments of Austral ia and France as eKpu.ilsed

in their joint statament, of 18 August t989, on international environmental iasues,

to recognir.e that mining in the Antarctic is not compatible with the protection at

the fragil e Antarctic "nvi ronment and the ir eKpreBsed intent to see the negot!.a tion

of a comprehensive convention on the protection of the environment t.hat. will turn

the Antarctic into & w.ildernftRS reserve. It is our hope that. they have no

objAction to the participation in such negotiat.1ons of all St.ateR Members of the

United Nations as equal sovereign participant.s, whether or not they have stations

on Antarctica or have acceded to t.he Antarctic Treaty system.

We hope that after all these years of arrogant disregard of the justified

clamour of the developing countries to participate in all decisiona pertaining to

the Antarctic, the Treaty Parthts will heed the call to put the Antarctic in the

most repreBenta tiver in terna tional forum, the Un! ted Ne Hons, and will prove those

of us Who conside r the i r intantlons dishonourable wrong by join in9 in the oonsl'tneus

to declare thp. Antarctic a world park, the common heritage of mankind.

Finally, my delegation urqes all mAmbers of the Committee to support draft

resolution A/C/l/44/L.69, which has been introduced by the delegation of Malaysia,

an~ of which my delegation iA A co-sponsor, as the firAt sl:ep in the right

dirAction on this iSAUP..

pnOGRNt1M~ 0 F WOOK

~ CHAIRM~, Tomorrow afternoon, in accordance with the Cormnittee's

proqramme of work and timetablP., the Committee will proceed to take decisions on

the dran relH')l utlons ~ubmi tte d unde r agenda i tAm 70, namely, rl raft resol utions

A/C.l/44/L. fiR and A/C.l/44/L. 69.

'['he Fi r.at Col1VTlittp.e ia schedu led to hagin i tB general debate and cons ide ration

of and action N'l dr~ft;. rP-Roll1 tionR under agenda items 71, 72 and 73 t rela ted to
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international security, on Friday, 24 November 1989. However, as there are not

enough speakers inscribed on the list of speakers for Friday. no meeting of the

Committee will be scheduled on that day. In order to make full use of the time

available to the Committee, I would therefore suggest that the Committee begin the

next phose of its work - namely, general debate and consideration of and action on

draft resolutions under agenda items 71, 72 and 73, related to intr'.! '"'lational

s"ecurity - imnediately after the conclusion of its consideration of agenda item 70,

"Question of Antarctica", tomo"ow afternoon, 22 November.

If I hear no objection, I shall take it that the Committee decides to act

accordingly.

It was so decided.

The meeting rose at 5 p.m.
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