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The meeting was called to order at 10. 20 a.m.

AGENDA ITEM 70 (cor tinued)

QUESTION OF ANTARCT ICA: GENERAL DEBATE AND CONS IDERAT |ON OF AND ACT ION ON DRAFT
RESOLUTIONS

The CHAIRMAN: | call upon the representative of Zaire. who will make a

statement on behalf of the Group of African States.

Mr. KIBIDI (Zaire) (interpretation from French) s+ The debate cn the
question of Antarctica at the forty-third session of the General Assembly centres
on draft resolution8 A/C.1/43/L. 82 and L. 83, which deal with the participation of

South Africa in the meetings of the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties and with

the Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities adopted
last June by the States Parties to that Treaty and opened for signature at
Wellington, New Zealand, on 2 November.

The delegation of Zaire has the honour to speak today, on behalf of the Group
of African States, to draw the attention of the international community to South
Africa's anachronistic and unusual participation in the meetings of the
Consultative Parties to the Antarctic Treaty, a matter dealt with in draft
resolution A/C. 1/43/L. 03.

In bringing this item before the First Committee, t.he Group of African States
was prompted by serious political concern, namely, the exclusion of South Africa
from al’ international negotiations, beginning with its exclusion from
participation in the work of the United Nations General Assembly, as a logical
consequence of its continued insistence on implementing the policy of apartheid on
its territory, a policy unanimously condemned as a cCc ime against mankind.

Indeed, for years now, on every regional and international front, and
especially within the United Nations, cons iderable efforts have been devoted to

achieving the necessary social and political changes in South Africa, changaes which,
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had they been achieved, would have led to the eradication of the abhorrent system

of apartheid and the establishment of a democratic government based on the

participation of all the country’s inhabitants in the management of public affairs,
whatever the colour of their skin, their religious beliefs and their philosophical

or ideological convictions.

The revolting apar theid régime, which tortures, pillages, imprisons without
trial and systematically massacres blacks and destabilizes the economies of the
front-line countries, is not always condemned with the vigour and unswarving
determination we might hope for. That is truly regrettable. Complicities of every
kind, even in certain major induetr ialized countries, provide South Africa with
grounds for pursuing its criminal activities.

In response to that situation, the African States are submitting, in
conformity with the resolution adopted by the Council of Ministers of the
Organization of Aft ican Unity (OAU) at its forty-second session held at Addis Ababa
from 10 to 17 July 1985, draft resolution A/C.1/43/L.83, which appeals
unequivocally for the exclusion of South Africa from participation in the meetings
of the Consultative Parties to the Mtarctic Treaty.

There is no scientific reason that can legitimise the participation of the
supporters of _apartheid in the meetings of the Consultative Parties to a treaty
which, according to its signatories, has been highly successful in maintaining
peace and concord in Antarctica for more than twen ty-f ive years. There are no
moral or legal grounds for such participation, considering that the Antarctic
Treaty, by its very language, was designed to serve the purposes and principles of
the United Nations Charter.

Antarctica is the common heritage of all mankind, and tho svpporters of
apartheid, who have made racial hatred the philosophical asis of their policy,

should have no place within the framework of that Treaty.




RM/3 A/C. 1/43/w. 45
4

(Mr. Kibidi, 2aire)

Those are all pertinent reasons that should prevent the participation of South
Africa in the meetings of the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties and that should
compel all States to vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/43/L. 83, which renews
the appal to the Consultative Parties to take urgent measures to exclude the
racist apartheid rdgime from participation in their meetings at the earliest
possible dats.

On behalf of the Group of African States my delegation is also sponsoring
draft resolution A C.1/43/L. 82, which deals with the Convention on the Regulation
of Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities adopted by the States Parties to the
Treaty.

The continent of Antarctica, which is the subject of widespread interest, is
also the least known. Ninety-nine per cent of its 4 million square kilometres is
covered with a layer of ice of sane 2 kilometres in thickness. |t is the coldest
continent, with temperatures as low as minus-88 degrees Centigrade, the highest,
with an average altitude of 1800 metres, the driest, with nine annual
precipitations averaging only 10 centimetres = and, lastly, the one with the
S trongest winds, which restrict human activity even more than d the cold or its
topography.

The problems of Antarctica were first brought before the United Nations
General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session. Since then , thore has been
increasing interest in the intentions Of the countries that exercise administrative
control and plan to maintain their monopoly over the region, whereas the
preservation of its ecosystem should be a prirary concern of all mankind. The
protection of the ecosystem is viewed as on8 of the foremost priorities of the
States Parties to the Treaty. However, we are increasingly beginning to wonder
whether the ecosystem will not be altered, thus leading to tragic consequences on a

global scale.
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Indeed, contrary to the commitmenta clearly defined in the Treaty and its
annexes, the practices of certain ccuntries with administrative control over the
continent are having negative effecte on the ecosystem. MNotwi thatanding the terms
of the Agreed Measures for the Conrervation of Antarctic Fauna and Flora, fishing
remains for the moet part unregulated.

Seismic prospecting for minerals. which var ious acienti fic studies have found
to be harmful, is continuing, and we note that several countries are authorizing or
ignoring the dieoharging of waste materials by their ships in Antarctic waters,
with harmful consequences for the marine enviroment. During on-site inspections a
number Of non-governmental organizations, such as Greenpeace, have noted that
several baeee are disregarding regulations and even common sense, continuing with
impunity to diecharge waste materials and to conduct operations that dieturb the
fauna .

The adoption of a rdgime governing mineral resources was encouraged by the
findings of seismic and other reeearch that indicated large depoeits of natural
resources in Antarctica and its glacial shelf. The United Stateo geological
services estimate the mineral reserves of the continental plateau of western
Antarctica at 45 billion barrels of oil and 115 trillion cubic feet of natural gas,
a third of which are extractable. By ite very nature, however, mineral extraction
is very harmful to the environment and, in the case of an unexplei t-d region whose
ecoayetem wae untouched by man prior to the twentieth century, any pollutant, even
in small quantities, could have tragic coneequencee. Failure to protect the

ecosystem, on the part of the coun tr iea exercising admins trat ive control over

Antarctica, would be both imprudent and dangerous.
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That is why, inits resolutions 35/77 of 15 Decenber 1983, 39/152 of
17 Decenber 1984, 40/156 A and B of 16 Decenber 1985 and 41/88 A and B of

30 November 2987, the CGeneral Assenbly reaffirned that the nmanagement, exploration,
exploitation and use of Antarctica nust be conducted in conformty with the
purposes and principles of the United Nations Charter so as to favour the

mai ntenance of international peace and security and pronote international
co-operation for the benefit of all mankind,

It is with consternation that the great mgjority of Menber States have |earned
of the signing of a Convention relating to the reguiation of activities to exploit
the mneral resources of Antarctica, whereas Ceneral Assenbly resolutions 41/88 B
and 42/46 B cal l ed upon the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties to inpose a
moratorium on negotiations concerning a mneral s régime until such time as al |
nenbers of the international comunity mght fully participate in such negotiations=

W have before us a fait acconpli, a unilateral action undertaken by a small

group of States for selfish purposes, which the international commnity cannot
accept. That is why ny del egation, onbehal f of the African group, fully
subscribes to the provisions of draft resolution A/C.1/43/L.83, which calls on the
Antarctic Tre=ty Consultative Parties in particular toinvite the Secretary-General
or his representative to all neetings of the Treaty parties, including consultative
neet i ngs.

For all the reasons that we have just explained, we urgently appeal to all
States Parties to the Antarctic Treaty to make an effort to put an end to their
indifference to the participation of South Africa in the neetings on Antarctica as
wel | as the question »f£ the Convention on the mineral resources of Antarctica, a

Convention worked out and signed outside the framework of the United Nations.
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Mr. ADM (Sudan) (interpretation from Arabic): The international
community’s interest in the question of Antarctica has beer growing, not only
because Antarctica is an uninhabited oontinent that arouses a large degree of
scientific and geographic curiosity but also because it is a part of our planet
that plays an essentiul role in weather patbrns. It also constitutes a unique
scientific enviromment that has not yet been touched by man or destroyed by the
over-exploitation and excessive industrial and economic development, which damage
the flora, fauna and human enviromment as was the case in other parts of the world.

In addition, Antarctica is rich in unexploited natural resources which are
considered non-renewable in other parts of the world.

All those qualities make the continent an important repository for the
economic and scientific future of mankind. It must therefore remain the common
her itage ¢ € mankind and not become an arena for competition between States, whic
possess the economic and scientific capabilities to reach that continent and
thereby impose their claims to sovereignty and to the right to investment and
scientific research on the basis of that fait accompli.

On account of those genuine fears and reasons, the question of Antarctica has
been on the General Assembly’s agenda since its thirty-eiehth session in 1983, when
the Assembly requested the Secretary-General to prepare a comprehensive study on
all questions pertaining to Antarctica, taking full account of the Treaty régime
and all other relevant factors.

Thereafter, the General Assembly Continued to consider the subject through the
First Committee and from the point of view of specific questiono, namely:

First, to what extent can the Treaty régime Contribute to the maintenance of
international peace and security , the preservation of the envirorment, the ecunomic

situation and scientific research? The fact that the Treaty is virtually closed to

the overwhelming majority of the international community cannot, by its very nature -
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provide the necessary guarantees for the inportant matters just raised, although it
has sofar been successful in keeping Antarctica free of mlitary and nucl ear
activity.

Secondly, is the Treaty régime sufficient to guarantee Antarctica’s
exploitation for peaceful purposes only in accordance with the wish of the
international Conmuni ty? Does the Treaty guarantee that Antarctica will not be
turned into the arena or subject of an international dispute in the future?

Thirdly, are the management, expl oi tation, exploration and use of Antarcticz
being conducted in accordance with the principles of the Charter concerning the
mai ntenance of international peace and security and the pronotion of internationa
co-operatien for the benefit of mankind as a whol e?.

Fourthly, We presune that better knowledge of Antarctica is the interests of
mankind as a whole. But the current situation concerning the provision of
conprehensive information on the continent is not consonant with that, particularly
in the light of the General Assembly resolutions dealing specifically with the
international community's right to be inforned on all aspzcts of the question of
Antarctica and with the United Mations being the repository of such information

Furthermore, t he resolution adopted on the subject at the forty-second session
of the General Assenbly in its first operative paragraph, requested the Antarctic
Treaty Consultative Parties to invite the Secretary-General orhis representative
to all meetings of the Treaty parties, including their consultative meetings and
the negotiations pertaining to the ninerals regine.

V% continue to believe that many aspects of the position of the Consultative
Parties are unclear, including in particulars:

The opening of the Treaty to all States for accession, so as to give the
Treaty a true international character, expressing the aims of the international

community as whole
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The provision of all interested parties, especially the Uni ted Nations and 1 ts
specialized agencies, with all information pertaining to the question of Antarcticaj

The participation of the Secretary-General or his representative in all
meetings of tha Treaty parties - and here we do not mean that he should only be

informed selec t ively of the proceeding8 of those mee tinge.
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We murt express our deep regret that the Consultative Parties continued their

negotistions on a minerals regime for Antarctica and adapted a Convention last

June, in spite of the fact that in a resolution last year the General Assembly

called upon
"the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Partles to impose a moratorium on the

negotiations t0 establish a minerals rdgime until such time as all members of
the international community can participate fully in such negotiations”.

(resolution 42/46 B, para. 3)

Early in my statement | posed a number of queetions about the fitnass of the
current Treaty rdgime to reflect the purposes and arpirationa of the international
community concerning the future of Antarctica. | aek now whether the minerals
rdgime signed recently is fit to rellect Lhe purpoeee and aspirations of the
inter national commun it; .. that important aspect of Antarctic activities. The
international community, as represented in this Organization, did not participate
in the negotiation8 and the rdgime therefore remains the exclusive domain of
signatory States -with all the resulting positive and negative aspects.

The entire international community has condemned the inhuman apartheid reégime
of the racist Government of South Africa and its policies against the indigenous
population of South Africa. In view of the international community's indignation
at these practices, the General Assembly has suspended the racist Government of
South Africa from participation in its work. The number of States imposing
economic and military embargo measures against South Africa grows daily. In spite
Of that ever strengthening etand and the repeated appeals of the General Assembly,

the antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties continue to greet with open acme

representatives of the racist regime of Pretoria at all their meetings.
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My delegation ¢ asiders that the call to exclude the Pretoria regime from

participation in the meetings of the Consultative Parties is based on the following
factorss the need to tighten the noose around the racist régime of South Africa at
all levels -regional and international = and in all fields - economic, scientific,
military, cultural and sports - with a view to isolating it totally until it bends
to the will of the international community and dismantles the apartheid systemj the
fact that the majority of the international community doee not trust the racist
régime of South Africa because of its constant deception of international public
opinion with respect to the future of the people of South Africa and its efforts to
increase its capabilities in the military and nuclear fields without allowing the
relevant special ized agencies to carry out inspections) and the fact that by taking
such positions the South African régime directly threatens international peace and
security in Africa and throughout the world. The international community cannot
feel reassured about the future of Antarctica and about its remaining demilitarized
and denuclearized so long as racist South Africa continues to be a Consultative
Party to the Treaty. Racist South Africa's accession to the minerals réegime does
not mean that the Pretoria Government is intereste in preserving the unique
environment and natural resources of Antarctica.

We fully agree with previous speakers on this item on the following points:
first, the An*tarctic Treaty régime is not consonant with international norms and
inatruments such as the Convention on the Law of the Seajy secondly, the Convention
On the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities - in whose negotiation
the international community, as represented by its organizations, did not
participate -1is bound to affect world ecological and economic systems. It is

unacceptable to the international community that the continent 's resources should
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be monopolised by a small group of States, in a manner similar to that of the
Antarctic Treaty itself. we therefore support all callr on the Consultative
Parties tO cease forthwith ratification of the Convention on the Regulation of
Antaratic Mineral Resource Ac tivities. We agree, thirdly, that the United Nations
har proven its ® ffeutivenear in the maintenance of international peace and security
under the Charter, through its multilateral forums. |t is therefore incumbent upon
us all to endorse participation by the Secretary-General or his representatives in
all consultations and meetings on the regulation of Antaratic activities, thereby
enabling the Secretary-General to prepare reports that would be a valuable addition
to the information about the continent.

We believe it is of especial importance that the question of Antarctic remain
on the agenda of the General Assembly) there 18 a need for further consultations
and better understanding among all delegation6 with a view to reaching consensus

inotead of persisting in sterile confrontation that does not contribute to the

maintenance of international peace and security Or the promotion of international
co-operation for the benefit of all mankind.

Mr. PENJOR (Bhutan): My delegation, iike many other s, welcomes the
positive developments end increased awareness and concern over the changing
environment. In fact, with the prevalence of this favourable global attitude we
would have thought the question of Anterctica would have ceased to be an issue .,
The world is now avare of the ecological and security implications of damage to the
fragile ecosystem of Antarctica and the possible disputes arising from the process
of extracting and sharing the vaet resources of the continent.

The integrated or unified nature of our common environment is unquestionable.
For that reason, the issue of the environment must transcend the natural and

poll tical houndaries that not only divide us from each other but also influence and

orient our national and regional perceptions. We believe that Antarctica has
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always had a benign influence on the global environment and climate. This has been
establiahed through scientific research and historical facts. Recent a tudies have
revealed not only that the influence of the region har been beneficial, but that
the undermining «Z its fragile, pristine eoology would have a devartating impact on
"+ world, leading to a threat to the very survival of life as we know it.

Indeed, some of the tragic and inexplicable environmental phenomena the world
has suf fered in recent timer are , we believe, only the tip of the iceberg « which we
may liken to the role of Antarctica, much of which still remains unknown.

From the foregoing, it will be apparent that any disturbance to Antarctica's
environment has global impl icationa. |t is therefore imperative that all decisions

and actions affecting the future of Antarctica be recognized as the common

responsibility of all mankind.
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Although we are a land-locked nation, far removed from the region of
Antarctica, we have asked to speak to voice our conviction on the matter and our
commitment to assume our shared responsibility as a member of the world family of
nations. Indeed, the future of Antarctica is not the responsibility of the
surrounding region and the coastal nations alone, nor can such a responsibility be
assumed by a few nations which have the technological and economic capabilities to
take advantage of its resources.

Having advanced thus far in the expression of my country’s concerns, | fear
that my delegation is at risk of being misunderstood wer its position on the
Antarctic Treaty of 1959 and the role played thus far by the Treaty Parties. All
the Treaty parties have to our knowledge striven to adhere to the noble aims and
principles of the Treaty, the primary purpose of which is stated to be the
preservation of the pristine ecology of this frozen continent and to use it only
for peaceful purposes. In fact, we commend the manner in which the Treaty has
successfully averted any significant disturbance to the ecology of the continent of
Antarctica while having prevented any serious territorial disputes between the
Treaty Parties. We also believe that certain Treaty Parties from the developing
countries have endeavoured tc represent the interest and the concern of those
countries that have not been able to subscribe to the Treaty, mainly because of
lack of scientific and financial capabilities.

While the role of the Antarctic Treaty has hitherto been positive, we believe
that technological advances, deteriorating environmental and climatic conditions
and a resurgence of faith in multilateralism have rendered the very nature of the
Treaty obeole te . The Treaty suffers from inherent inaduquaciesy above all, we are
convinced that there is truth in the reports of pollution arising from the careless

discharge of toxic and other forms of refuse as well as indiscriminate harvesting

of marine resourcea, and that the Treaty will not be able to withstand the disputes
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that will obviously arise from the assertion of claims on and extraction of its
known and unknown natural resources.

We were disturbed by the adoption on 2 June 1988 of the Convention on the
Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities, in spite of General Assembly
resolutions 41/88 B and 42/46 B, which called for the imposition of a moratorium on
negotiations to establish a minerals régime until such time as all members of the
international ocommunity aould fully participate in such negotiations. While the
whole world has acknowledged, as have the Treaty Parties, the extremely fragile
nature of the region's ecology, it is also clear that the process of extracting any
form of the natural resources in the region must necessarily lead to levels of
ecological disturbance that its ecosystem will not be able to tolerate. Wrth the
Convention we fear the stage has now been set for the gradual and systematic
destruction of the continent’s ecology and of the harmony that has prevailed among
the Treaty Parties.

In conclusion, my delegation fully supports draft resolution A/c. 1/43/L. 82,

which in essence reaffirms our belief that Antarctica i8 the common heritage of
mankind and calls for the need to assume our collective responsibility to ensure
that Antarctica remains free from the threat of any harm arising from ignorance or
deliberate undermining of its benign role in influencing the global environment,
the climate and security.

Mr. CHOHAN (Pakistan): The debates over the paast few years on the
guestion of Antarctica have served to underscore the vital importance of the
continent, covering an area of approximateiy 14 million square kilometres. The
debates have also highlighted the direct interest of the international community in
participating and sharing, in an equitable and non-discriminatory manner, in the

scientific exploration and exploitation of the living and mineral resources of that

vast expanse of land.
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Equally, the protection of Antarctica's ecosystems, whose glacial fragility is

being increasingly brought home by the recent reports of massive ozone depletion in

1 ta atmosphere, is a question whose importance to the international community

cannot be over-emphasi :ed.

In raising this issue once again at the United Nations, we are motivated by
the sincere desire to focus attention on and to take action on & matter which is of
common interest and concern to humankind. Our approach throughout has been to
engage in an earnest dialogue that would help diffuse the rigid caste-like
® xclusivism with which some countries have sought to circumscribe the Antarctic
continent. Our sincere efforts to build bridges of understanding have been
ignored. Our constructive attitude was disregarded by the adoption in June this
year of the Convention on the Regulation of Mineral Resource Activities in
Antarctica.

How are we to comprehend the precipitate conclusion of the Convention when we
were given to understand ¢hat so far there were no indications of any major
discovery of mineral resourcea in sizeable quantities? What we know is that the
discrimination built into the Antarctic Treaty has been further accentuated by the
regulatory mechanisms and other prwisions of the mineral resources Convention.

The internatioral community this year has reason to celebrate the ascendancy
of the spirit of peace and co-operation across our planet. Unfortunately, that
does not appear to be the case in Antarctica, where the frigidity of positions of
the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties has generated more concern. The growing
process of interdependence for mutual and common benefit cannot be frozen on the
fringes of Antarctica for the sake of a few countries.

We are aware that the Antarctic Treaty itself acknowledges the common interest

of mankind in Antarctica. The positive aspects of the Antarctic Treaty system
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cannot be denied. These relate to holding in abeyance the territorial ¢laims of
certain States over partr of Antarctica, ensuring the continent’s denuclear ized

status and the exclusion of military rivalry and making possible the pursuit of

peaceful co-operation in scie..tific research.

But the Treaty was concluded at a time when a vast majority of States were
still engaged in the arduous struggle of sweeping away the oobwebs of colonialism.
In 1959 the Antarctic Treaty may hrvo appeared to be a viable approach. Al though
the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties may not acknowledge it in the context of
Antarctica, the world has significantly changed since then. Differences surfaced
in regard to the Treaty about the manner in which the common intereat of mankind
requires realization in practice in Antarctica.

My delegation would like to reitarat> that, given the shortcomings and lacunae
of the Antarctic Treaty system, a new international rdgime for Antarctica must he
negotiated among the members of the international community, under the auspices of
the United Nations. The fur.damental principles which should inspire such a new
instrument of a universal character should be: first, Antarctica and its resources
are the common her 1 tage «f mankind y secondly, it is not subject to appropriation by
any State or persons) thirdly, it should be reserved exclusively for peaceful
purposas 3 and, fourthly, Antarctica should be open to use by all States, without

discrimination, in accordance with tho international rdgime to be established.
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The scientific and technological disadvantage faced by a majority oOf the
developing coun tr ies at this time cannot consti tute a muff icient basis for denying
them their right to participate as equal partners in the decision-making process
governing the affairs of Antarctica. Tha acknowledged interest of all mankind in
Antamtica implies that the international community should be more fualy involved
in its administration and should share equally in all the benefits derived from
scientific, commercial or other activities in Antarctica.

My delegation shares the legitimate concern over the participation of the
apartheid régime of South Africa as a full Consultative Party to the Antarctic
Treaty . The international community has clearly pronounced its total opposition to
the unacceptable abhorrent practices of apartheid based on racial discrimination.
The Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties must take urgent measures at the earliest
possible date to exclude the racist _apartheid régime from participation in their
meetings.

At their meeting held in Hararu in September 1986, the Heads of State or
Govermment Of Non-Aligned countries affirmed their conviction that any exploitation
of the resources of Antarctica should ensure the maintenance of international peace
and security in Antarctica and “he protection of its enviromment and should be for
the benefit of all mankind. In that context, they also affirmed that all States
Member~ of the United Nations had a valid interest in such exploitation.

More recently, at the Conference of Foreign Ministers of the Movement of
Non-Aligned countries held in Nicosia in September 1988, the Ministers reaffirmed
the principle that the international community was entitled to information
concerning all aspects of antzrctica and that the United Nations should be made the
central repository of such information. The Ministers also considered that the

adoption by the An tarc tic Treaty Consul ta tive Parties of a Convention on
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the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource act‘vities, on 2 June 1988, could make
efforts to reach a consensus on the issue et the General Assembly more difficult.

My delegation is conscious of the wide divergence of views in the Committee on
the question <f Antarctica and related issues. We feel that avery effort should be
made to avoid confrontation and to adopt a course of action which would facilitate
dialogue on this important question,. promote a gradual narrowing of differences and
lead finally to the emergence of an international consensus on a new and
appropriate rdgime for Antarctica.

Mr. AZ IKIWE (Nigeria) ¢ Since 1982, when the Antarctic Treaty
Consultative Parties started negotiations on a minerals regime for Antarctica, the
international oommunity had expressed serious concern regarding the decision of the
Treaty Parties to continue with the negotiations. When it became apparent that the
Treaty Parties were bent on implementing their decision on the minerals régime
dating back to the late 1970s, the General Assembly, at its forty-second se:sion,
adopted resolution 42/46 B dated 30 November 1987 calling upon the Antarctic Treaty
Consultative Parties to impose a moratorium on negotiations to establish a minerals
régime for An tarc tica. It is deeply regrettable that the Antarctic Treaty
Consultative Parties, disregarding the concerns of the international community,
proceeded to conclude the negotiations on 2 June 1988, thue establishing the
Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities. Equally
regrettable is the rush to open the Convention for signature within a year, with
ef fect from 25 November 1988.

My delegation’s concerns are not only based on the obvious flaws in the
Convention i tself . Indeed, we are totally opposed to any mineral8 Convention

involving activities in Antarctica. Therefore, our position is that there should



mB/7 A/C.1/43/PV. 45
23

(Mr. Azikiwe, Nigeria)

be a permament moratorium on all mineral activities in Antarctica because Of the
advrrre effects such activities would have on the Antarctic eco-system and the
entire world

It will be recalled that in its statement on this subject on 11 November 1986,
my delegation expressed serious concern about the adverse effects the proposed
mineral activities would have on the Antarctic environment.

Although the Treaty Parties seem t0 have recognised the dangers of any
exploration and exploitation of minerals in the virgin continent, they have failed
to address a real solution to the problem. Their acknowledgment of significant
changes in atmoepher ic, terrestrial and marine environments, as well as adverse

effects on global or regional climate or weather patterns, can be seen in the

management procedures envisaged in the Convention. The solution to those oomplex
problems lies in the non-implementation of the minerals régime. The flooding of
the global oceans an® seas that could result from the disruption of the ice on
Antarctica, which accounts for over 90 per cent of global ice, could pe avoided by
ensuring that the ice does not melt through mineral activities. | therefore call
on the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties to refrain from signing the minerals
regime or Convention.

Permit me therefore to reiterate my delegation's call for the establishment of

a United Nations ad _hoc committee to examine the whole question of Antarctica and

report to the General Assembly taking into account the views expressed by Member

States in previous sessions. Similarly, | wish to reiterate our view that efforts

should continue to be made to avoid any confrontation on the subject. It is our

hope that a comsensus resolution will be possible at this session.
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Mother serious oonoern of my delegation regarding the Convention on the

Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resources Activities is its rriationrhip with the
activities of the International Sea-Bed Authority as ® nviraged ir the 1982
Convention on the Law of the Sea t0 regulate minerals development in the mea bed
beyond national jur isdiction. The unrettled quertion of claimant and non-claimant
States, together with the Convantion on the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral
Resource Activities, are in conflict with the requirements of the Convention on the
Law of the & a. Although the Convention on mineral resources seeks to define or

determine the "geographical continental shelf " in accurdance with Article 76 of the

Convention on the Law of the Sea, the fundamental question of ownership of
Antarctica remains unreeolved. The arguments of "claimant® and “flag” States am
they may relate to the Convention on mineral resources are untenable. There is no
amount of co-operation with the Convention on the Law of the Sea that will make the
Convention on mineral resources acceptable. The only acceptable course of action
that could be taknn by the Treaty Parties would be measures to ensure
non-ratification of the Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resources
Activities.

My delegation has repeatedly questioned the rationale for allowing the raoirt
régime in Retoria, which has been euepended from the United Nations, to be a

member of an organization made up of Member States of the United Nations.
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By several resolutions, the Organization has condemned agpartheid South Africa
for its racist policies. Apartheid has been condemned in several United Nations
forums. In the same vein there have been repeated calls on the racist rdgime to
r mounce apartheid and to establish a democratic rule based on universal adult
suf frage. My delegation will therefore continue to question racist South Africa's
participation in the meetings of the Consultative Parties.

Indee., .+ its forty-second session the General Assembly again adopted
rerolut’on 42/46 A, and an appeal was made to the Treaty parties

‘to take urgent measures to exclude the racist apartheid rdgime of South

Africa from participation in the meetings of the Consultative Parties at the

earliest possible date”
and to inform the Secretary-General accordingly. My delegation is distressed to
note from document A/43/565 that no positive action has been taken by the Treaty
parties in that regard. We are more distressed by the maintenance of the arguments
adduced by the Treaty parties in document A/42/587. The principle of un iver sal i ty
in the United Nations cannot apply to a rdgime that has been suspended fran the
world body. Racist South Africa is a pariah, a.4 its present participation in the
Antarctic Treaty 8ystem needs to be redressed for reasons | have just adduced. we
appeal once again to the Antarc tic Treaty Consultative Parties to take the
necessary steps to exclude racist South Africa from participation in the meetings
of the Treaty parties.

Mr. @OSTELLO (Australia) ¢+ | address the Committee today on the question

of Antarctica on behalf of States Parties to the Antarctic Treaty.

The agenda item on the question of Antarctica has been considered by the
General Assembly for the declared purpose of serving the best interest of

Antarctica. But that interest is not served by attacks on the Antarctic Treaty

system that is protecting humanity’s interest in Antarctica.
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The Treaty system works, and it works well. It has created a unique system of
i nternational co-operation in the fields of environnental protection, scientific
research and the preservation and conservation of living resources in Antarctica
It has ensured that Antarctica has remained free of political conflict and tension
and it has ensured the conpl et e denuclearization and demilitarization of the area.

Despite clains to the contrary, there has been no substantial effect on the
Antarctic enviromment Or |iving resources as a result of activities undertaken
under the Antarctic Treaty. ™o mlitary or nuclear activity has taken place in

Antarctica. No activities detrinental to the interests of the internationa

comunity have taken place in Antarctica

On the contrary, the reconmendations of Consultative Party meetings under the
Treaty and the treaties negotiated under it - the Convention on the Conservation of
Antarctic Seals, the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living
Resources and the newy concluded ninerals Convention - have built up an effective
Protection régime for the environnent.

The Treaty has devel oped a legal and juridical system the Antarctic Treaty
system which is in perfect conformity with international law. As a result of the
operation of the Treaty and the Treaty system Antarctica is the area of the world
that best denonstrates the practical realization of the principles and purposes O
the United Nations Charter.

The Treaty has made z major contribution to international peace by renoving
the potential for sovereignty disputes anong Treaty parties. The Treaty has,in
effect, put to one side all disputes about sovereignty.

The Antarctic Treaty and the systemit has devel oped have served humanity wel
for over a quarter of a century and will continue to do so in the future, as is
indicated by the growing participation in it. The antarctic Treaty is open to all

Menbers of the Organization. The Antarctic Treaty systemis not closed. It is not
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e exolus ive club. Since last year 's debate Canada ha8 acaeded to the Treaty. Any
party that undertakes substantial scientific research on thr continent wiil be
recognized as having consultativr status. Ii September, Spain and Sweden became
Consultative Parties. Other Member8 of the United Nations, like Peru and buador,
are seeking tO become Consultative Parties and nave submitted a formal notification
to that @ ffeot in oconformity with the Treaty’8 previsioas. Finland ha8 atated its
wish t0O become a Consultative Party.

The Treaty system d068 NOt operate in secrecy or isclation. The development
of co-operative working relations between the Antarctic Treaty system and other
international organizations is increasing every ywvar. Those wor king relationships
have developed into a process Of practical co-operation. At che last Consul tat ive
Party meeting representatives of the International Union for the Conservation of
Nature and Natural Resources ard the World Meteorological Organization were present

The Antarctic Treaty Parties, h wever, are not complacent about it6 success.
On the contrary, they are continually engaged in efforts to improve the Antarctic
Treaty sys tern. In September of this year, far example, the Parties to the
Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Seals met in London to review the
oper ation of that Convention. A number of decisions and recommendation6 were made
with a view to enhancing it8 implementation.

We have heard, and will hear, in this debate much cr iticiem of the conclusion
this year of the Antarctic mineral8 Convention. Much of that criticism flows from
a misunderstanding of the Convention and th6 way it will operate. We regret that
some Of those who have sought to condemn the Convention have attributed motives to
the Treaty parties that are quite untrue. The negotiation and conclusion of the
mineral6 Convention was in fact the result of the recognition by the Treaty parties

that o separate instrument was needed in the Antarctic Treaty system.




RM/8 A/C.1/43/PV. 45
29

(Mr. Costello, Australia)

That recognition was bared on the need to proteot the Antarc tic environment
should mineral8 activities ever occur. The Treaty parties were also concerned that
any minerais activity in Antarctica could lead to the resurrection of disputes
about sovereignty, which, as | have noted, have been successfully put to one ride
by the AntarctiC sonsem

It ha6 been said in this debate that the minecals Convention ha8 been
concluded with unseemly haste. | wish to record that the formal negotiation of the
Convention began in June 1982, follcming adoption of a recommendation to that
effect by the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties in July 1981. The formal
process of the negotiation of the Convention, therefore, took 7 years. That cannot
be regarded, by any reasonable standard, a8 hasty.

The Convention on minerals ensures that if minerals activities ever take place
in Antarctica they will do 60 within a system that protect6 the Antarctic from
environmental threat6 .nd guards againat a revival of disputes over sovereignty.

It is a matter of disappointment to the Treaty parties that their careful and
successful effort6 t0 achieve those aims in the conclusion Oof the Convention have
been assailed as ef fort6 to damage the Antarctic continent, the preservs tion of
which ha6 always been the hallmark and aim of activ ! ties under the Antarctic Treaty.

May | expand on several aspects of the Antarctic minerals Convention that have
been mieunder stood. First, the Convention will not result in a rush to develop
minerals in Antarctica. It is moet unlikely that extraction of mineral8 in the
Antarctic will take place for the foreseeable future, not least because no
exploitable mineral deposits have been identiiied in Antarctica. Moreover, the
Treaty States voluntarily held back on minerals activity in Antarctica while the
Convention was negot la ted. That voluntary restraint will continue pending timely
entry into force of the Convention. Before that can happen, at least 16 States

w i 11 have to have adhered to the Convention.
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Secondly, the entry into force of the Convention on minerals doee not mean

that whatever mineral resources are found in Antarctica can automatically be

mined. Every precaution will be taken to ensure that mineral8 exploration and

development, should i t occur will be environmentally secure.
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After entry into force of the Convention, mineral8 exploration and development
cannot take place unless a series of positive decisions are taken, beginning with a
consensus decision to identify areas for possible activities.

No exploration and development may take place until it is judged, after a
comprehens ive envirorrnental and technical assessment , to be environmentally safe.
It must follow specific criteria and safeguards that are among the most stringent
in any international treaty. Antarctica is to remain closed to exploration and

development unless a consensus decision is taken to identify a particular area a6

one in respect of which application6 for exploration and development may be lodged.

Thirdly, minerals exploration and development in Antarctica, if it take6
place, will be strictly controlled 60 a6 to protect the environment.

If mineral6 exploration and development should occur, there are detailed
compliance provisions. Regulatory committee6 will strictly monitor activities in
areab identified for possible mineral exploration and development. There are
stringent inspection provisions. Mineral resource activities will be restricted or
prohibited in part6 of Antarctica of special sensitivity. Anyone undertaking

mineral resource activities will be under an unqualified obligation to clean up any

damage to the Antarctic environment arising rom that activity, and to pay
cocmpensation in the event that restoration is not possible.

Further activites may be suspended if they cause or threaten to cause serious
harm to the envirorment and are subject to cancellation if they cannot be adjusted
to avoid such harm.

Those provisions were intended not primarily to exact penalties after any

damage to the Antarc tic enviromment ha8 occurred. Their main aim is to deter

damage to the environment from occurring in the first place.
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Fourthly , the Miner al 8 Convention perpetuates the fundamental principle of the
Antarctic Treaty system that the Antarctic should be an area consecrated to
peaceful activity. The Convention provide8 for a comprehensive sytem for the
peaceful settlement of disputes.

Fifthly, reference ha8 been made in this debate to the question of
qualification6 for membership in the Antarctic Mineral Rerourcee Commission that
will be established under the Convention. The Minerals Convention is oper. to any
party to the Antarctic Treaty, which i teelf is open to all Member States of our
Organization. Membership of the Commission is not static. Parties to the
Convention may become member8 of the Commission if they meet criteria similar to
those of the Treaty itself.

In summary, the Antarctic Minerals Convention has been designed to protect the
Antarctic enviromment to the maximum extent possible and to ensure that any
permitted mineral8 activity takes place on the basis of non-discriminatory access
and in a manner that does not cause conflict or discord. Having identified the gap
in the Antarctic Treaty system concerning minerals activity and the need for an
environmental protection reégime should minerals activity ever occur, the Treaty
parties have moved to fill it with a Convention that fully protects the interests
of humanity in the preservation of the environment and peace of the Antarctic and
that is fully consistent with the principlea of the United Nations.

The Treaty parties find it difficult to understand and accept that their
conscientious effort should have exposed them to the criticism which has been made
in this debate.

| will not repeat in detail here the other general points about the Treaty
system that were made by my predecessor, Ambassador Wcolcott, in previous debates

on this issue, but | should like briefly to update them.
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We have pointed before to the extensive information that the Treaty parties
have provided to the United Nations on their activities. Most recently, New
Zealand ha8 provided to the Secretary-General the Final Aot and Final Report of the
Fourth Special Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting at which the Antarctic
Miner al 8 Convention was adopted. The Statement of the Chairman to the Minerals
Convention Negotiation8 about the conclusion of the Convention ha8 been circulated
a8 a United Nation8 document.

The Treaty parties will continue to keep the United Nation8 informed of their
del iberations.

The minerals Convention continues its practice of co-operation with the United
Nations. It provides for extensive co-operation with international organizations.
The Convention provides that the Antarctic Mineral Resource8 Commission shall
co-operate with the United Nations and its relevant specialized agencies. The
Convention specifically provides for opportunities for international organizatione
to express views on the scientific, technical and environmental aspects of
Antarctic mineral resources activities. The Advisory Committee is to give advance
notice of its meetings for that purpose.

Reference has been made in this debate to the role of non-governmental
organizatione in the bodies set up by the Convention.

The Conventon provides that the Commission may, as appropriate, give observer
status in the Commission as well as in its Scientific, |bchnical and Environment81
AMvisory Committee to relevant international organizatione, specifically including
non-governmental organ iza tions.

Previously, we have eought to correct the impreeeion that hae been raised
again in thia debate that the Antarctic Treaty is in some way biaced against the

intersets of the developing countries. That is not the case.
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The Minerals Convention emphasizes the interertr of developing countries. |p

the Preamble and a number of Articles, specific recognition is given to the
interertr of developing countries. It @ n8ure8 that there are opportunities for
developing countrier to participate in mineral8 activities and guarantee8
developing oountry participation in regulatory activities estahlished under the
Convention. In addition, the Convention cannot even #nter into force unless five

of the 16 parties to it are developing countrier that are Antarctic Treaty

Conrultative Parties. That is, five of the six developing countrier that are
Consultative Parties to the Treaty muot accede to the Convention before it can
enter into forcs.

In addition, the Convention provide8 for effective participation of developing
counttier in the institutions to be created by the Minerals Convention, a8 well a8
for their participation in the mineral8 activities themselves should they ever
ocour.

Much ha8 been said at the current session of the General Assembly about global
changes in the envirorment. Nothing did more to alert humanity to the effects it
could be having on that environment than the dircovery of the hole in the ozone
layer. That discovery was made az a r2sult of 30 yeara' researct in the Antarctic
by an individual nstion State.

A8 a result of that dircovery and of other threatened change6 to our
environment, humanity is coming round, somewhat haltingly perhaps, to a belief that
it ought to predict possible environmental effects before anbarking on action that
might adversely af fect the environment. The Antarctic Minarals Convention is the
first international treaty to wmake mandatory the exercise of auch environmental
predictive foreright. Again, the Antarctic Treaty system has [ed the way and it
ill beacomes some in our Organization to call into queetion such exmplary care for

® nvironnent matter8 as har been shown by the Antarctic Treaty Parties.
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we will shortly be voting on draft resolution A/C.1/43/L.82,

Once again, conaensus on this issue ha8 evaded Members of the United Nations.
We remain at all timer willing to 6eek consensus. But the essential thrust of the
draft rerolution is unacceptable to the Treaty parties. We cannot accept its

implied premise that there i8 romething wrong with the Antarctic Treaty system and

that it requires renegotiation. The United Nations system and the Antarctic Treaty
system are both systems with their own validity. Once that is recognized, there is
no reason why co-operative working relationships should not be further developed to
the benefit of both systems.

I repeat the concluding word8 of my predecessor, Ambassador Woolcott, i n last

years 's debate. Neither the vote nor the adoption of the resolution will in our
opinion serve humanity’8 interest in Antarctica nor affect the continued effective
operation of the Antarctic Treaty. That can only be done on the basis of
international unity which takes into account the achievements and continuing

success Oof the Antarctic Treaty system.
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M .SUTRESMA ( Indonesia) s+ five years ago, when the question of
Antarctica was first added to the agenda of the First Commttee, a number O
del egations pronounced thenmselves on a subject which had previously renmained
essentially beyond world public attention and interest. Consideration of the item
and the debate that ensued rightly focused cur attention on the political,
juridical, economic and scientific inportance of the region and on its w de-ranging
and conpl ex ramif ications for mankind as a whole. They also evoked an appreciation
of the Antarctic Treaty systemas a unique nmechani smfor regulating and pronoting
scientific co-operation, resource conservation and environnental protection
Menber States readily acknow edged the inportance of preserving the values of the
Treaty while protecting in perpetuity the larger interests of the internationa
comunity. As a result, a general consensus has enmerged on the need to avert
strife and conflict over claims of sovereignty om the continent, to preserve
Antarctica’ s denuclearized and denilitarized status, to protect its fragile
ecosystem from man-nmade hazards and to ensure that its exploration and exploitation
will be consistent with the principles and purposes of the Charter.

However, as We delved further into this issue, there emerged divergences of
views and the recognition that in its future devel opment this huge and barely
explored continent posed a nunber of unresolved problens and contained the seeds of
potential international discord. It became clear that the present Treaty contained
either anbiguities or inherent deficiencies in its structure, scope and
deci si on-maki ng procedures, which have cast doubt on its efficacy in resolving
those energing problems in a manner equitable for the interests of all mankind
Thus, serious msgivings were expressed about the fact that the Treaty conferred
special rights and privileges on the Consultative Parties and about its inherently

sel ective and exclusivist nature, as well as about such questions as
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acccuntability, equity and the relationship between the Antarctic Treaty system and
the United Nations.

Equal |y disturbing was the postare adopted by the Antarctic Treaty
Consul tative Parties of remaining anbiguous on the question of the
interrelationship between the United Nations Convention on the Law ofthe Sea and
the Antarctic Treaty concerning any future exploitation of resources in the
sout hern ocean.

Conpounding all this is the widely held perception that the régime as now
constituted cannot acconmodate the interests and concerns of nations that are not
Consul tative Parties. Indeed, States that are not Antarctic Treaty Consultative
Parties have rarely been allowed to play a meaningful role in the region's
institutions, which raises questions about safeguarding the larger interests of
manki nd.

Nowhere is this nore pronounced than in the negotiations on the establishnment
of a mnerals régime. Indeed, the exclusion of the vast mgjority of States from
that endeavour justifiably caused serious m sgivings as to the conduct and ains of
the Consultative Parties. Qur skepticism was all the greater in the face of the
assertion by Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties that such a régime was of little
consequences al | egedly because the mneral deposits were few and because, in any
event, their extraction was technologically unfeasible for now That, nowever, was
not corroborated by the unseemy haste with which the negotiations were concluded

| ast June, presenting us with a fait acconpli.

A though paying lip-service to the interests of the international comunity as

a whole and to taking account of the special situation of developing countries, the
Convention on mneral resources appears to reject the principle of equitable

sharing of resources for all mankind. Mneral activities will be conducted within
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the franrwork of the Antarctic Treaty, and only members of the “club” will be
allowed to engage in exploration, which rejects the participation and involvement
of all developing countries. Exclusion of Statec not Antarctic Treaty Consultative
Parties from the institutions of the rdgime for mineral rescirces is unacceptable
to us, as it is to a large majority of nations.

It is ironic that a part of the world often regarded as a model for
international co-operation may turn Into a source of international friction. We
therefore regret the decision by the Consultative Parties to spurn the Gencral
Assembly 's call for a moratorium on the negotiations until such time as all members
of the international community could participate effectively in the elaboration of
a régime. Such actions are incompatible with the wishes expressed by the
international community, and constitute a major obstacle to a consensus decision.

Anotner area of potential contention is the question of the relationship
between the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, to which more than 150
nations are signatories, and the Antarctic Treaty, as regards sovereignty,
jurisidiction and diepute settlement, as well a8 the role of the International
Sea-Bed Authority in any future exploitation of resources in the marine areas of
Antarctica. As an archipelagic State, Indonesia attaches importance to the
swctity of the Convention, and will uppose attempts to superimpose the Antarctic
Treaty on any of its provisions, se that would erode the authority and
inviolability of the Convention as a whole. In that context, some of the areas
that need elaboration and clarification are the del” “tation of respective
jurisdictions, the clarification of legal principles involved, and the question at
what point the jurisdiction of the Treaty over maritime resources ends and that of
the Sea-Bed Authority begins.

With regard to ‘he deterioration of the atmosphere over Antarctica, satellite

observations have confirmed that the ozone layer over that continent plungee to
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dangerourly low levels for about a month every year, ratting off a frantic search
for a scientific explanation. That phenomenon has becoms more pronounced in recent
years, causing serious oonoern among scientists, who believe that the Barth's
proteotive layer of osone is being destroyed more qufakly, with potentially
disastrous consequences. Measures that may be taken by the Antarctic Treaty
nations cannot ensure co-ordinated international action to protect the atmosphere
and avert the risks for life on Earth. 1In tact, an international oonf erence , hold
at Montreal |last year, was able to reach only a limited agreement t0 freeze and
eventually reduce the use of a certain category of chemicals: ohlorof luorocarbons .

My delegation regards participation by the outlaw racist regime of South
Africa as a Consultative Party to the Antarctic Treaty as utterly repugnant? and
calls for South Afr i1ca's exclusion from the meetings of Treaty parties.

In those circumstances, there is an imperative need to strengthen the
provisions of the Antarctic Treaty in a manner that would be mare equitable with
respect to the concerns and interests of all States. This is all the more urgent
at a time when the Antarctic régime iS at 4 crossroads.

Given those over r id ing cons idera tions, the fundamental questions to be
answered are these: How can the vast majority of State8 play a meaningful role in
Antarctic activities and fulfil the conditions for becoming Antarctic Treaty
Consultative Parties without paying the prohibitively high price, which requires
substantial scientific programmes and investments to establish a research station
on the continent? What are the practical modalities for wider global participation
in decision-making on such activities? How can we ensure that the Antarctic Treaty
syetem is in fact operating for the benefit of all mankind, and thereby preserve

the stability of the region?
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The answers we fashion to those questions will oarry with them Far-reaahing

impl ications, not only for the region but also beyond it. Indeed, the dynamic

prooeuer under way in the region call for innovative approaches to overcoming the

challenges t 0 our shared objectives in Antarctica.
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If our goal is thr democratigation of the Trraty through greater international
co-operation in it8 furctioning, it is essential that we seek viable answers to
these core issues. With a view to aontr ibuting to our deliberations, my delegation
would like to advance rune ruggertionr whore implementation would enhanae anA
safeguard the collective interertr of all States in the further exploration and
exploitation of Antaratiaa.

First, non-consultative parties should be acocorded a genuine role in
decision-making within the franework of the present arrangementr. Thir would
ancrease confidence in the Treaty and thereby atrmgthen the system : a whole.

Secondly, the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties should seek the
participation of all relevant United Nations ® peoialized aqen:ies and
non-govermmental organizations in order to encourage their input and to draw upon
their expertise. Thie is particularly relevant with regard to environmental,
meteorological and other scientific research, which is increasingly turning to
global, interdiecipl inary s tudiee requiring co-ordination with inter national
organizations and institutions engasged in similar activities in other parts of the
globe. In fact, there is a compelling need for an organic link between those
organizations and the activities of the Antarctic Treaty Corsultative Partiee.

Thirdly, ecien tists from developing countr ies should be provided with
opportunities to participate in research programmer, including the sharing of
expertise as regards specialized equipment and logistical support in ratting up
their An tarc tic programmes. This would go a long way towards removing the aura of
exclusivity surrounding the present activities.

Fou. thly , a non-exc lue ive, nondiscriminatory and internationally acceptable
régime for mineral and other resources should pe established. This would provide
for an equitable management and shar ing of benefi ts for a 11 mankind, and ensure the

maintenance of peace and security in the region.



JP/fr A/C.1/43/PV. 48
42

(Mr. Su tresna, Indones |a)

Mg thiy, the United Nations should be allowed to assume its irreplaceable role
as the unique multilateral framework for dealing with the complex issues attendant
upon the Antarctic. The propoul to invite the Secretary-General to all meetings
of the Treaty Parties rhculd be viewed in this oontext.

My delegation believes that the implementation of those proporalr would
® nhanae the credibility of the Antarctic Treaty and the oft-repeated profession of
its members that it is indeed an oprn and transpatent system, So far, the
Antarctic Treaty Conrultativr Parties have not rhcwn thmmelver ready to addrees
purposefully the misgivings and concerns of the non-Treaty nations. wWe therefore
hope that they will seriously reassess their policies and oontr ibute towaras
atrengthening the system e o as to render it accountable and henoe acceptable to the
oomity of nations.

It is melf-evident that flexibility cn the part of the Antarctic Treaty
Consultative Parties will be a sine_gua non for broad international co-operation
and thereby e nrurr the future stability of Antarctica. Such a manifestation should
provide tangible proof of their intention to reach consensus, which has eluded us
during the paat three sessions. Consequently, in expressing our support for draft
reroluticn A/C.1/43/L.82, we urge the Consultative Parties to reconsider their
position and to respond positively to the legitimate interests of the international
oommuni ty .

Mr. KOTEV8B K| (Yugoslavia) s+ Since we first began to ~onsider the question

of Antarctica many delegation6 have voiced their opinion on varioue aspacts of this
important issue. The very fact that it is being considered in our Oryanization is
proof of its global nature. My delegation is deeply convinced that , since
Antarctica is siggificant for the world at large, the interests of the entire
international community in it, and the realization and protection of those

interests, can beet be achieved through the United Nations.
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The imperative of the present-day world is the strangthening of international
co-oreration, On the one hand, we must proserve the achievements made so far and
build future actionr upon thorn. On the other hand, we mwt seek t0 achieve a joint

approach t0o all the challenges we face and search for solutions acceptable to all.

On this basis, Yugoslavia considers that the validity of the Antarctic Treaty = the
ryatem eetabliahed in 1959 ~ is of particular importance, sven though it is the
product of a smaller number of counttier. The provirion that Antarctica ® hall be
used for peaceful purposes only and that any measures of a military nature there
shall be prohibited is also @  xoeptionrlly important. In addition, efforts to
preserve the exceptionally sensitive ecological system in Antarctica should be
supported, as mhould other provisions that permit its use ® xalurively for peaceful
purposes. |n our view, no action by the international community should result in
weakening the existing agreements, which have so far withstood the tert of time.
However, important aspects Of co-operation in Antarctica, ruoh as the question
of natural resouices, have not been inaluded in the agreement. Tie faot that the
Antarctic Treaty has left amide the quemtion of territorial sovereignty - that is,

from the legal point of view, Antarctica i S__res communis omnium - clearly indicates

that there is no international legal basis for the exploitation of natural
resources by individual States or groups of States.

In this context it is important to point out that numerous resolutions Of the
General Ameembly, particularly thome adopted at the lamt two sessions, emphasize,
inter alia, the need for full information to be given to the Secretary-General by
the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties on all aepectr relating to Mtarctica.
The resolutions also call for participation by the Secretary-Geaneral Or nis
representative in the meetings of the Conmultative Parties, including negotiations

on a mineral regime, and Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties are requested to
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impose a moratorium on negotiations to emtablieh this rdgime. Unfortunately, there
har been no adequate reaction to there requests made by the vast majority of the
member 8 of the General Assembly .

Moreover, not orly have Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties not responded to
the requasts of the international community, but they have proceeded to adopt, in
June this year, without broader consultations, the Convention on the Regulation of
Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities.

In our opinion, such a rdgime should have been elaborated within the United
Nations, no matter when the use of natural resources would be posaible - all the
more so since Antarctica is invaluable for the whole world, considering its
exceptionally great inf luenae on the climate, 1 te abundant flora and fauna and i ta
mineral resources. |In this context, we point out the conclusion of the recent
Conference of Foreign Ministers of Non-Aligned Countries, held in Nicosia. The
Ministers considered that

"this development could make more difficult efforte at a consensus on this

issue at the United Nations General Assembly and expreeaed the hope that all

States would resume co-operation on and participation in the United Nations

General Assembly debate on thie item, with the purpose of coming to an

understanding on all aspects concerning Antarctica within the framework of the

United Nations General Assembly". (A/43/667, p. 51, para. 183)

We cannot accept exclusiveness in the treatment of these issues. Sych an
approach cannot be interpreted am other than discrimination in the international
community, which is thereby denied the legitimate right to consider and participate
in the elaboration of the future legal regime which is important and of interest to
the entire international community. The latest practice - the Treaty governing the

Moon and outer space and, particularly, the Convention on the Law of the Sea - has
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shown that on questions of common interest we must seeak solutions asceptable to all

coun tr ies.

My delegation therefore believes that in oonsidering this very sensitive and
complex subject we must make further efforts to deepen the constructive dialogue
within the United Nations aimed at promoting co-operation in Antarctica and at
consolidating all positive aspects of the present rdgime and bridging the existing
differences. Nobody should feel threatened by that = least of all the Antarctic
Treaty Consultative Parties - since our interest is not divisiveness, but, rather,
the establishment of a point of convergence and the promotion of closer
co-operation between the system establishec¢ “v the Antarctic Treaty on the one hand
and the United Nations on the other, in accordance with the long-term interests of

the international community as a whole.

The CHAIRMAN: This afternoon we shall hear the remt of the speakers on

this item and then take action on draft resolutions A/C.1/43/L.82 and

A/C. 1/43/L. 83,

The meeting rose at 11.50 a.m.




