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1 the absence of the Chairnman. Mr. Martynov{Bvelorussian Sovi et Soci al i st !
Republic), Vice-Chairnman, took the Chajr,
The meetinc [ rder 3.20 p.m,

AGENDA | TEM 67 (continued) |

QUESTI ON OF ANTARCTI CA:  GENERAL DEBATE, CONS| DERATI ON OF AND ACTI ON ON DRAFT
RESOLUTI ONS

The CHAIRMAN. The first speaker for this afternoon's neeting is the
representative of Australia, who will speak on behalf of the States Parties to the
Antarctic Treaty.

M. WILENSKI (Australia): Asyou have just indicated, M. Chairman, I am
speaking today to address the Conmittee on behalf of the States Parties to the
Antarctic Treaty. This is a joint statement of the united position of both the
Consultative Parties and the non-consultative parties to the Antarctic Treaty,
which collectively represent a mgjority of humankind and about a quarter of the
menbership of the United Nations. The parties will not be making separate
statenments.

Last year, when for the first time | addressed the Conmittee on this subject,
| noted that myresearch into the history of the itemshowed that it had becone a
meani ngl ess annual ritual since its initiators had broken with consensus handling
of the itemin 1985. This continues to be the case. For their part, the Treaty
Parties sincerely wish to pronote a productive dialogue and to further enhance the
existing |ong-standing co-operative relationship between the United Nations and the
Antarctic Treaty systems. However, this can only be on the basis of nutual respect
and recognition of the reality that Antarctica does not exist in a legal vacuum but
has a special legal and political Status which has developedfrom ana around the
Antarctic Treaty. This systemis in full conformity with international law and is
dedicated to furthering the purposes and principles enbodied in the Charter ofthe
United Nations. W hope that in recognition of these facts, theinitiators Of this

itemwll return to a consensus approach in the future,



RC/3 A/C.1/45/PV.42
6

(Mz, Wilenski, Auatralia)

Ths Antarctic Treaty is a remarkable instrument Of international co-operation
whiah, in its thirtieth year, comtinues to make am important aoatributioa to tho
maintenance of iuternational peace and security, to the advancement of scientific
knowledge and t0 global and regional ® nviroamontal awareness and protection.

I would remind members that the major features Of the Aatarctic Treaty include
its openness t0 accession by any State; the rtigulatioa that Antarctica should for
ever be used ®  xalurivoly for peaceful purposes, and NOt beaome the sceme or object
of aiscord; the prohibition on nuclear ® rploriour and oa the disposal of nualoar
waste, and on any measures Oof a military nature, including the testing of weapons
or the aonduat of military manceuvres - indeed, Antarctica is an area free of
nualoar weapons and is the first ® ytiroly non-militarirrd contineat - and t“he
removal of the potential for political and sovereignty disputes by the unique
acaommodatioa of claimant and non-claimant positions, whiah allowr ao-operation on
scientific and other matters to proceed.

Other important features of the Treaty are the guarantees Of freedom of
scientific research throughout Antarctica and the promotion Of exchanges Of
scientific information and personnelsy and the ® rtablirhntaat of a comprehensive
system Of on-rite inspection to promote thr objrativsr, and easure the observance,
of the Treaty.

| wish to underline the Trraty system's twofold contribution to the protection
of the global environment: first, by means Of the instruments and moasures it has
developed to protect the loaal Antarctic environment; secondly, by the knowledge
obtained by the Treaty Parties through their scientific research activity, which is
freely shared with the internatiomal community.

The work of the Antarctic Treaty system in the conservation and environmental
field is impressive and widely acknowledged. Some 60 per cent of the measures

adopted to date under the Treaty apply to the environment. Many of these measures




RC/3

(Mc. Wilenski, Australia)
and the aonerrvation concepts embodied in the separate instrument8 aeeoaiated with
the Treaty dealing with the comservation of Antaratia marine living resources
represent piloneering aontributioae in the £ield of ® nvironmostal management
generally,

Principal Treaty measures in thie regard relate t0 the prohibition ef nualoar
explosions and the diepoeal of nuclear waste; controls on the use of radioisotopes;
the Antarctic protectod areas system;y ® nviromnontal impact assessment procedures;
the code of aoaduat for Antaratia ® rpoditione and ® tation activities; guidelines on
the ® ffoatr of Antarctic tourism and non-governmental ® xpoditione] waste management
and diepoeal arrangements; oil contamination and marine pollution prevention and
response action obligations; siting of ® tationet and agreed measures for the
conservation of Antaratia fauna and flora.

However, the Treaty Parties are not content juct to rest On their record of
achievement. They are aoneaioue of the need to update and improve upon the
® xictiag system where necessary. To thi: ® ndr the eleventh Antaratia Treaty
Special Coneultativo Meeting, which is dediaatad to the Antarctic environment, ham
juet commenced at vifia del Mar in Chile. This meeting is exploring and dieaueeing
grogoeale relating to the comprehensive probation of the Antaratia environment and
its dependent and asscciated ® aoeyetome. Aam important question being addressed is
the desirability of the nations active in Antarctica negotiating a new legal
instrument to provide more @ ffOCtive and better ao-ordinatod protectiom in order to
ensure that human aativity doom not have adverse ® avironmaatal impacts or
compromise the eairntifia, aesthetic or wilderness valuer of the rcgion. The
precise terms of reference are contained in the rsport Of the fifteemth Antarctic
Treaty Consultative Meeting, which ham been made available to the Secretary-General

of the United Nations. The whole question Of comprehensive protection is complex,
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but the taech ham begun in earnest in Chile, and the ueusl arrangements \ill be made
to keep the Secretary-Gemeral informed of developments.

The Antarctie Treaty Partiee havr long recognised rhe value of preserving the
Antaratia eavironment, not only beaaueo of Antarctica's intrinsic, unique
qualities, but also because of its interaction with the global ® nvlroameat. The
Antarctic region ham a high negative radiation budget, Md eo acts ae one of the
Barth's"ref rigerators”. Any changes in the budget will have global consequences
on atmospheric and oceanic circulation. Condition8 beneath the ice sheet and the
surrounding sea ice promote the concentratiom of cold nutrient-rich bottom water
that drains northward. Polar seas play an especially important role in the
® xahMgo of aarbon dioxide between ocean and atmosphere.

Scientific research conducted by the Treaty Parties in Antarctica has played a
vital role iNn understanding the nature of our planet and how it works. The oeone
hole phenomenon war diecovered by the eairntiete of the Antarctic Treaty Parties,
and monitoring Md meteorological data £rom Antarctica are making an indispensable
contribution to the global effort to predict and understamd alimate change. A
detailed record of past climate change and atmospheric chemistry extending over
hundreds of millenia is preserved within the Antarctic icc sheet and in the
sediments of the Southern Ocean and@ the Antarctic continent, High latitude8 offer
unique opportunities for monitoring indiaatore of alimate change, because it is
predicted to be the greatest there, owing to the ® oneitivity of plant communities
to \:oml;entuu change and the possibility of measuring ice sheet-sea |cvel
variation. These are some of the reasoms why Antarctic seience and environmental
protection are important to us all, They nnderline the need for the Antarctic

Treaty system to be supported, not critirised.




JVM/T7 A/C.1/45/PV.41
3-10

(M. Sharma, Nepal)

the United Nations the repository of ali information on Antarctica. As
Presi dent Gorbachev said in his address to the Globa. Forum on Environnment and
Devel opnent for Survival in January this year,
"Qur grandchildr2em Will never forgive us if we fail to preserve this
phenonenal ecol ogi cal systent'.
W al so welcome President Corbachev's announcenent that the Soviet Union stands
ready to join the programme for creating a life support systemfor Antarctica, a
nature preserve that belongs to the world and is our conmon | aboratory.

M. savua (Fiji): The evolutionary progress we have seen in the attenpts
by the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties to heed international concerns about
tie protection of Antarctica should be commended. While it is still too early to
note these moves being nmanifested in greater congeniality and co-operation, the
outl ook appears pronising. The synbiotic dependency that mankind has with
Antarctica i s now so well researched aad docunmented that the preservation of the
continent is critical for the survival of future generations. Yet despite these
shifts in understanding and awareness, we have yet to witness a substantial thawin
attitudas that can result in harnonizing the two schools of thought vis-a-vis the
Antarctic Treaty with the United Nations system

Atthis session of the General Assenbly, the Secretary-General's report
contained in tw documents (A/45/458 and A/45/459) cover a nere four pages and
expound On the views of the Antarctic Treaty Parties with respect to the

Secretary-Ceneral's note of 19 March 1990. My we again ncte that they are

conspi cuous by their brevity.
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The Antarctic Treaty is am open Treaty whioh encourages interchange and
dialogue with the international community. This is illustrated by the organisation
of pwblie symposia, the attendance of specialised agencies and other international
organigations at Antarotio meetings, and the huge volume of informatioa available
through scientific publicatioms, national oontaot points of the Treaty Parties,
international data ceatres and through the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

The following organisations have attended fovmal Treaty system meetings: the
Commission gor the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR); the
Scientific Committee on Antarotio Research (B8CAR); the International Maritime
Organisation (1M0)3 the World Meteorological Organiaaton (WMO)s the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)s the International Bydrographio
Organisation (IHO)s the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
(FAO); the Antarotio and Southern Ocean Coalition (AS0C); the International Civil
Aviation Organisatioa (ICAO); the International Oceanographic Commission (IOC); the
Scientific Committee on Oceanographic Research (8COR) and the International Union
for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN).

Many of these bodies will also be attending the environment meeting to be held
in Chile, where they will be joined by the Scientific Committee on the Protection
of the Environment (8COPE), the International Program for the Biosphere and the
Geosphere (IGBP) and the European Connnunity, which alse participate8 in CCAMLR.

In the part 12 month8 open Antarctic symposia have been held in Paris, New
York, Hobart, siena, 0slo, Canberra, Santiago and Brussels.

There is thus, unlike in the case of many other regional bodies, no barrier to
receipt of information or participation by any country with a serious interest in
Antarctica. We encourage such interest and would urge the international community

to make greater use of the information that is available.
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Unfortunately, draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.63 is, as it stands, unacceptable
to the Antarctic Treaty Parties in a nunber of respects. |t goes beyond past
resolutions on this subject and has been presented late in the session, allowng
little time or opportunity for the negotiation of a return to consensus. This
pronpts me to repeat what | said in myopening remarks about this item having
become an annual ritual and one which does not contribute to a useful dial ogue on
the practical ongoing management of activity in Antarctica through the Antarctic
Treaty system

There is one aspect of draft resolution As/C.1/45/L.63 which the Treaty Parties
wi sh to single out for comment. It iS the request to the Secretary-General to
undertake a study on the establishment of a United Nations-sponsored station in
Antarcti ca.

Leaving aside for the present the legal, financial and |ogistical issues which
the proposal presents and the question whether it is consistent with the Charter
et us instead exanmine the rationale for the proposal. onthe face of it, the idea
that further scientific research mght be undertaken in Antarctica may have a
certain appeal. But what sort of research? Treaty Parties are already fully
engaged in conducting extensive research throughout the continent in co-oyeration
with expert scientific bodies and international organisations. Moreover, the
results of this research are shared fully with the international comunity.

Co- operation between the Treaty systemand the Wrld Meteorol ogi cal Organisation
which is nentioned in the draft resolution, dates fromthe earliest days of the
Treaty

Moreover, it iS well known that scientific research in Antarctica has been

conducted for nore than 30 years with the active participation of scientific

organi sations insuch a manmneras to enable those organisations to fulfil their
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objectives, Those are the only organisations that truly have a scientific interest
in Antaratio research.

Since no secientific rationale has been advanced for the proposal, it is our
conclusion that the proposal has a political purpose. It is based on a
misunderstanding of the way the Treaty operates and foreshadows romething whioh
would have no graotioal effeet whatever, The United Natioans caan ill afford to
squander scarce resources ON such a proporal.

According to paragraph 8 of draft resolution A/C.1/45/L.63/Rev.1, the
Secretary-General would be requested to submit to the General Assembly at its
forty-sixth session a report on

“the state of the environment in Antarctica and its impact on the global

system".

Because we became aware of this proposal only thir morning, we have been unable to
discuss it with fellow Treaty Parties amd so | cannot provide the Committee with
their views at this stage. In any cnse, We are uncertain as to precisely what is
sought or why. We would note, howver, that any attempt to prepare a comprehensive
report on these matters would require significant resources. We would be grateful
to have, as soom as possible, the Secretariat’s views on the implioationr of this
proposal. | would remind the Committee that | referred earlier in my statement to
the volume of scientific and environmental information available to the
international community.

The Antarctic Treaty system continuer to be stromg, dynamic, £lexible and
effective in managing activity in Antarctica and to enjoy the support of a diverse
and formidable range eof countries with differing political, economic and rooial
complexions. These include all those geographically close to Antarctica or nations
claiming sovereignty there, the most populous nations on earth, developed and

developing, aligned and non-aligned, large and small countries, all nuclear-weapon
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States and all permanent members of the Security Council. Participation continues
to increase. Switserland has receatly acceded to the Antarctic Treaty and, since
Monday, 19 November, the aumber of Consultative Parties bar grown by two, namely,
Ecuador and the Netherlands.

The 30 per cemt growth in the number of Contracting Parties to the Aatarctic
Treaty since this item war inscribed on the agenda of the General Assembly in 1983
is proof of the strength and dynamism Of the Treaty system. We reiterate our
invitation to those who coriticisze the Treaty, instead to demonstrate their real
concern about the future of Antarctica by joining their effort8 with ours within
the Treaty system.

M r : (Bangladesh) should like to take this opportunity to
express my delegation’8 supreme confidence in Ambassador Rana's able stewardship of
our deliberations.

Bven though Antarctica may be remote, largely uninhabited and undeniably
inhospitable, there is not the slightest doubt that the 1ives of all living beings
are affected by this vart land mass. |t makes a significant contribution towards
the maintenance of the delicate balance in the global ecosystem. |t helps preserve
and protect our envirommemt - a matter of increasing concern. It assists the
propagation Of knowledge by providing a most suitable venue for scientific
research, |t 4is of immense strategic importauce. It is fragile and therefore
vulnerable. Should the global community display a burgeoning interest in
Antarctica, it would indeed be most appropriate and welcome.

It is well known that in Antarctica the atmosphere, the oceans and the ice
sheet interact with one Mother, creating a profound impact on» the climate and the
weather of a large portion of our planet. There are ample reasons for apprehension

that unfettered mineral exploration entailing the use of mechanical tools could
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release \rrt amounts of energy iNt0 t he atmosphere, resulting in the melting of ice
and a consequent rise in sea levels. For low-lying countries like Bangladesh, and
others in a comparable milieu, this would, as the representative of PFiji pointed

out today, have disastrous implications.
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But this is not the only reason why we have an interest in the Antarctic,
There are certain principles that we fervently believe in. This vast continent
must be ¢ COm as nature's booa to mankind. In fact, the framers of the Antarctic
Treaty, Wwhich is the object of such atteation today, ® nvioionod just that. The
Treaty provirionr make that gquite clear when in its preambular paragraphr, as noted
earlier by the Ambassador of Australiu, it states:

".eso IT 48 in the interest of all mankind that Antarctica shall continue

forever t0 be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and shall not become the

e aono of international discord". (lUnited Nationm, Treaty Snries, vol. 402,

No. fi778, p. 7). preamble)

And that is not all. The framers had hoped that the fruits to be derived from
co-operation would aontributo to greater global understanding, for the Treaty
provirionr go on t0 express the fond hope that:

va treaty ® n8uring the use of Antarctica for peaceful purposes only and the

coatinuance of intermational harmony in Antarctica will further the purposes

and principles ® mbodiod in the Caarter of thr United Nations". (ibid.)

Unfortunately, not only har sueh harmony not boon realised, but the implicit
commitment to the valuer of the United Natioms ha8 been sadly spurned. The
Secretary-Gensral Of the United Nations, for instance, is not invited to Treaty
meetings, despite the urging8 of a broad seection of global public opinion, The
Treaty itself, notwithstanding assertions to the -ontrary, is not perceived by many
a8 an open one.

There are good ressons for this. A majority of State8 are precluded from
becoming Consultative Parties because of the requirement8 of financial and
technical wherewithal and know-how. The concept of non-exclurivity is severely
damaged by the obvious ala88 distinction created by the hierarchical difference8

between Consultative and non-Consultative members. While the Treaty may have
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worked well so far, it contains gernms of discord that must at sonme point transform
into a conflictual situation.

Because the Antarctic concerns us all, all nust be allowed to participate in
any decision-meking with regard to it. This is sinple but incontrovertible |ogic.
Any régime to be established for the protection and conservation of the Antarctic
envi ronment nmust be negotiated with the participation of the whole of the
international comunity. The United Nations would be the mostfitting context.
There is a need to ban prospective nmining in and around the continent. Such
activities would be certain to attract nilitary attention. As the flag followed
trade in the colonial past, the gun maytend to follow the mining shovel in
contenporary times. In any case, all activities should not only be directed
exclusively towards peaceful scientific investigations but should also take place
within the framework of a conmon agreement and under stringent environnental
saf eguar ds.

It is our belief that those ains could be furthered by the active invol venent
of the Secretary-CGeneral of the United Nations, as well as of Menber States. There
is much the United Nations could do. It could, for instance, as has been proposed
in draft resolution AsC.1/45/L.63, which is before us, sponsor the establishnent of
a station in Antarctica with a view to pronmoting co-ordinated international
co-operation in scientific research. The sponsors of the draft resol ution believe
that all mankind would surely benefit from this.

what | have talked offalls within the practicable. This is not just the
picture of an ideal scenario painted with our aspirations. This is not to
argue - and indeed, it would be naive to do so - that the awesone, pristine beauty
of the Antarctic should for ever remain untouched. It is natural that man should

want to derive sone benefit fromit, but all nust be allowed to deci de on how. As
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our sense of common human nseds growS keener and our sense of justice wider,
Antarctica will come to be recognised by all as the common heritage of mankind.

Let ws anticipate that inevitability and shape our conduct accordingly.

Mr. KIBIDI NGOVUKA (Zaire) (interpretatlou from Fremch):t The delegation
of Zaire is speaking today in the general discussion on Antarctica to demomstrate
its interest in this important question which is of concern to the international
community.

This question was first inscribed on the agenda of Pirst Committee at it8
thirty-eighth session, and since then the discussions that have taken place have
enabled the whole of the international community to reach a better understanding of
the nature of the problem8 of Antarctica, both in their 1iaks with the environment
and as they relate to the international legal order.

Scientific knowledge of &taratiaa has enabled all mankind to be informed
about the importance of that continent in the preservation of our fragile
ecosystem, the conservation of resources and the protection of the environment, as
well a8 the role it play8 in the world‘'s climate. International conferences on
environment questions that are held from time to time give our leaders a better
appreciation of what is at stake scientifically, legally and teahnologioally in the
problems of Antarctica.

The delegation of Zaire would like to take this opportunity to congratulate
the Secretary-General for the report (A/45/459) he has submitted, which gives an
outstanding ¢ emeémsSOR of the problems Of Antarctica and indicate8 the concerns of the
international community with regard to this issue.

The basic premise that Antarctica is the common heritage of all mankind is
enough to explain the major interest of the whole of the international community in

this question. At the meeting of it8 Council of Ministers held at Addis Ababa in
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19858, the Organisation of African Unity adopted a resolutioa in which Antarctica
was proclaimed the commoa heritage of all mankind, In 1386 the Eighth Conference
of Head8 of State or Govermment Of the Non-Aligned Couatries, hold at Rarare, also
proclaimed Antarotioa tO be the common heritage of mankind. This demonstrates that
that continent liea outside the jurisdiction of one country or group of countries
and that any wish expressed by any aouatry either for it38 annexation or its
exclusive control by a group of countries is nothing but the expression of an
outdated imperialiusm,

Zaire is a part of the third world that is Cut off from the scientific
activities concerning Antarctica. That faect, however, doer not preveat us from
having a positive over-all appreciation of the sclentific activities being oarried
out by the signatories to thr Antarctic Treaty. Zaire has never intended to
challenge the baaio merit8 of that Treaty, and we are pleased that it ha8
established a system that for 31 year8 ha8 froseam the claims to Antarctica and been
able to preserve the demilitarizad and denucleariszed status of that continent.

In the part we have deplored the fact that that legal instrument had one
essential flaw, namely, tho faect that it is not universal. \We deplore that again
today. The Treaty is opea only t0o aome States that possess a very high scientific
potential and aignifioant financial means. As a result, we regret that acceaaion
to the Treaty la always on a aelective, and therefore diaoriminatory and arbitrary,
basis. Everything oaour8 within one groups its member8 do not communicate the
rerulta of their research to the United Natioms and purely and simply ignore the
authority of the Secretary-Gemeral of the United Natioms., The Zaire delegation
deplores such unorthodox praatice8 and hope8 that they will be remedied, for we

regard them as a breach of international solidarity.
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Zaire expresses its concern at the minerals régime in Antarctica. W believe
that no nmining activity should occur in Antarctica, for such activities could have
unf oreseeabl e consequences for the continent's ecosystem W are pleased by the
reservaticas expressed by the CGovernnents of Prance, Italy, Australia and Bel gium

with regard to that ninerals régime.
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The status of a signatory State of the Antarctic Treaty conferred om South
Afrioa continues to cause problems to our delegation. \We know that comstitutional
development8 are taking place but the legal bases Of apartheid are still iatact and
as long as they have not been eliminated and as |ong as apartheld has not been
eradicated Zaire will continue to give its moral support to the victim8 of
apartheid.

As long as things remain as they are, 2aire will join the rest of the
international community in asking for samctions against South Afrioa and for it to
be excluded from the Aatarctic Treaty.

Zaire has no illusions, however, about the position of certain States on these
questions but we do hope that exchanges of view taking place here will improve the
climate of international co-operation.

Mc., POERNOMO (Indonesia): In racent years the question Of Antarctica has
become a matter of growing concern to the iateraational community. Widely
acclaimed as our 1last great frontier on earth, Antarctica’s global significance har
been generally recognised. Yet the functioning of the Antarctic Treaty system, and
especially the role of the Consultative Parties, have given rise to serious
misgivings and appreheasion. This year's debate is taking place against the
backdrop of an impending review of the Antarctic Treaty system during 1991, which
offers an unprecedented opportunity for deep reflection and a robot analyrir of
both the strengths and the weaknesses of the Antarctic Treaty system.

Ever since the question of Antarctica wae first included in the agenda of the
First Committee, members have made unequivocal statemeants on its political,
economic, juridical and scientific implications. The debates also evoked an
appreciation of the Antarctic Treaty system as a unique mechanism for promoting and
regulating scientific co-operation, the conservation of resources, and protection

of the environment. Member States readily acknowledged the importance of
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preserving the values of the Treaty, while protecting in perpetuity the |arger
interests of the international commnity. Asa result, a consensus has emerged on
the need to keep that continent free fromstrife and conflict over sovereignty
claims, to preserve its denuclearized and denmilitarised status, protect its fragile
ecosystem from man-made hazards and ensure that its exploration and exploitation
winbe consistent with the principles and purposes set forth in the Charter.

Concurrently, however, our consideration of this item has also brought to the
fore sone stark realities of the Antarctic Treaty system, especially its inherent
flaws and weaknesses. First, the Antarctic Treaty systemis not accountable to the
international commnity because of the secretive and exclusive nature of its
functioning. Secondly, it is a selective and restrictive régime, wWith all the
prerogatives being enjoyed solely by the Consultative Parties. Thirdly, it is
discrimnatory in its decision-mking processes, whizh are confined to a few,
privileged nations endowed with scientific and technological prowess. Fourthly, it
has failed adequately to address and resolve the critical problens of environnental
degradation and resource depletion in amannerequitable to the interests of the
international comunity. Fifthly, it lacks a regulatory mechanism to enforce the
rules relating to the environment and other pertinent aspects. In short, the major
concerns of the non-signatories have continued to persist as perpetuation of the
status que has been sought. Divergent perspectives also remainregarding the
extent and nodalities of interaction between the Antarctic Treaty systemand the
united Nations, particularly in the context of ensuring the protection and
utilizatiom Of Antarctica for the benefit of all mankind.

It has become increasingly apparent that the conplex issues attendant upon
antarctica carry far-reaching inplications beyond that region and inpinge upon the

fundanental interests of all nations. Severe ozone depletion over Antarctica has
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become a matter of grave concern. Syathetic chemical8 released into the air by
human activities have reached the stratosphere, where they can break apart and
destroy the osome layer, These developments are viewed with alarm by the
international scleatific community as they pose unacceptable health hasards. There
iSs a growing awareness that changes in the environment of Antarctica can have an
unpredictable impact on the climate and ecological balance in other parts of the
world. Compounding these problems are global warming, the ‘“greenhouse effect**, oil
spills, marine pollution and the over-harvesting of marine resources - all of which
affect the already delicate ecological balance on which life on this planet
depends. These critical problems are not adeguately addressed under the present
régime.

The Antarctic Treaty system appears to be in disarray and turmoil as
fundamental differences among the Consultative Parties have come to the surface in
resolving these and a multitude of other issues. The most conspicuous, the
Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities, which was
concluded in undue haste and secrecy, may already have become a dead letter as some
of the signatories are having second thoughts about ratifying it. They have held
the Convention to be incompatible with protection of the fragile Antarctic
environment and have prohibited their nationals from prospecting for minerals. It
is gratifying to note that these nations have instead endorsed the General
Assembly’s proposal to regard the Antarctic continent as a world park and for it to
be the collective responsibility of all States to protect and preserve this
pristine environment for posterity.

Given the preseat and anticipated importance of the scope and intensity of
concern about Antarctica, there are indeed legitimate grounds for concern with
regard to certain aspects and issues affecting this vast continent. A8 a nation in

close proximity to Antarctica and as a archipelagic State, Indonesia cannot remain
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indifferent to the devel opnents taking place in Antarctica, which may have a direct
bearing on its ecosystem its coastlines, its cities, its industries and its
agriculture.

In addressing the nultiplicity of problenms, it is incumbent on the Antarctic
Treaty systemto recognise the legitimacy of the international comunity's
interests in and concerns about Antarctica. It is widely recognised that the
probl ens of global atnospheric changeand the increase in the "greenhouse effect"”
are global in scope and can only be resolved through co-operation. International
responsi bility for collecting data to nonitor these problens can bring a consensus
on how to proceed. The Antarctic Treaty system needs to be morefully opened up to
participation by interested United Nations agencies, especially the United Nations
Envi ronnent Programme (UNEP), rel evant international organisations and

non- gover nnent al organizations.
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The® 435§ @X22OMé of internationalscientificbases and research expeditions
should replace the preseat sytem of national bases, with the attendant advaatage of
avoiding the proliferation of bases and dupliaatioa of scientific activities. My
delegation alro ® adorrer the proposal that multidisoiglinary programmes devoted to
scientific research of global impact be undertaken on aa international basis,

The world ha8 undergone a radical transformation since the Antarctic Trraty
system went into ® ffeat nearly three decades ago, There changes and realities murt
necessarily be reflected in the operation and functioning of the Treaty, if it is
{0 be credibleand ® ffective. In the port-oold-war period of xrapprochement and
accommodation, of settling disputer through dialogue and negotiatioas, a new spirit
of pragmatism rhould also inspire our efforts to resolve the question of
Antarctica. Inthese ® ndoavourswe should take into accountthe ® [XIX(J4X 5V, realities
and possibilities with a view to ensuring the dynamiec adaptation of the Antarctic
Treaty asystem and the removal 03 its deficiencies. Given the wide recoguition of
Antarctica's importance, the need for an internationally negotiated consensus under
the auspices of the United Natioms has become imperative.

My delegation believes that implementing draft resolution A/C.1/4%/L.63 would
enhancu the oredibility of the Treaty and the oft-repeated professions of its
Parties that it is indeed an opem and transparent system. So far the Consultative
Parties have not shown themselves tO be ready to address purposefully the
misgivings and apprehemsions of the non-Treaty nations. We therefore hope that in
reviewing the Treaty next year they will seriously reassess their positions and
contribute positively to strengthening the Treaty in term8 that are acceptable to
the comity of nations.

It is self-evident that flexibility on the part of the Consultative Parties is

a prerequisite for international co-operation, thereby ensuring the future
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stability of Antarctiea. In the coatext of the rapidly evolving developments in
that region, as well as golioy changes by some of the Treaty signatories, my
delegation hoper that we shall reach conseasus on the draft resolution, consensus
which has ® ludod us in the past. Consequently, in @  xpresring our support for the
draft resolution, we urge the Consultative Parties that have 8o far remained
adamant 10 reconsider their positions and respond positively to the legitimate
interests Of the international community.

Mr. HERNANDEZ BASAVE (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): As humanity
evolves it continually faces problems affecting everybody equally, and that
inevitably fosters interdependence between all peoples. The accelerated industrial
development of this century has presented us with a now challenges the
preservation Of the environment.

The high priority that the international community is now giving to
vavironmental problems clearly shows the importance Of united efforts to preserve
040 @ nviroameat. The United Nation8 ha8 initiated comcrete action in this
connection by convening the Conferemce on Environment and Developmeant, to be held
in Brasil in 1992.

During the first phase of the work of the Preparatory Committee Of that
Conference thore Wwas greater recogmnition of the affect Of the Antarctic continent
on the global environment, and the need to take Up the questiom at the Conference
in 1992 was emphasised. At the sanme tinme, the proposal by some Parties to the
Antarctic Treaty of 1959 to create a reserve or intermational natural park ‘here
and %o declare a moratorium or total ban om mineral exploitart.lion on the continent
reflects the growing concern to preserve the Antarctic environment.

The meeting of the Parties to the Treaty which began yesterday in Santiago,

Chile, will primarily discues gproposals concerning the moratorium. My delegation
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believes that initiatives to protect the Antarctic environment should be considered
by the whole internati onal community and not by just a fewcountries. Therefore,
Mexi co supports calls for a constructive debate within the United Nations framework
to identify the legal basis on which wgive Antarctica a definitive, universal
status, guaranteeing satisfactory protection and adninistration.

The détente in East-\West relations has nade possible, under the aegis of the
United Nations, greater international co-operation in the Settling of various
problenms. It is therefore nore unacceptable than evertoday that this
international Organisation should be excluded from decision8 about the future ofa
continent of vital interest to the whol e internaticnal community, because ofits
nat ural resources and its great influence on the planet's environment.

Negotiation within the United Wations of a definitive legal status for
Antarctica woul d guarantee the creation of a systemof international peace and
security for that continent and the protection ofit8 environment, while hel ping
pronote international co-operation to use the Antarctic continent exclusively for
peacef ul purposes and for the benefit of all State8 egually.

Mci ORDONEZ ¢Phildppimesyse o O U T session we a I €
addressing the vital issue ofAntarctica. Antarctica is inportant twusfor
sever al reasons, which have becone increasingly evi dent since we began debate on it
in 1983.

Atthe inception orour debate it was pointed out that Antarctica, a8 a
di sarmament -rel ated issue, was a prime example of how a majorpart ofthe planet
could be kept freeofconflict through a régime of co-operation, Nowthat the cold
war is over, we can look back witb satisfaction te a period when, despite
i deol ogi cal rivalries and persistent hotbeds of conflict, the Antarctic Treaty was

negotiated and, in the, followingyears, successfully respected and upheld.
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In its Preanble, the Antarctic Treaty recognized t hat
"it is in the interest of all mankind that Antarctica shall continue forever
to be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and shall not becone the scene or

object of international discord". (United Nations. Treatv Series, vol. 402,

No. 5778, D. 72)

This objective has been, on the whole, maintained. The Antarctic, together
with the areas covered by the Treaty of Tlatelolco and the Treaty of Rarotonga
respectively, is today one of the world' s three recognised nucl ear-weapon-free
zones. Even as a conflict once raged not far fromits shores, and while the unjust
régime of a Party to the Treaty holds sway on the tip of Africa, the Antarctic
Treaty has generally attained its goals. Today, however, though not in a literal
sense, the Antarctic Treaty threatens to become "an object of international
di scord“, as countries not party to the Treaty question States Parties in this
forumas to the fairness and even wi sdom of present arrangements governing this
vast continent.

Even anong the Antarctic Treaty Parties, the conflicting clains to alleged
sovereignty over various areas of Antarctica to this day still result in rancour
and disagreenent. This was evident in recent declaration8 on Antarctica, as well
as Objections to them occasioned by the ratification by certain Parties ofthe
1687 Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer.

There is a second reason, related to security, why Antarctica is inportant for
all of us. The Antarctic is a vast area, covering about 10 per cent of the Earth'8
surface. Before theAntarctic Treaty was Signedthe continent was at |east in
theory open t0 colonization by fiat and to poaaeasion through diverse alleged

claims. It thus became a security issue relevant to all nations.
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The Antarctic Treaty, as it was negotiated and agreed upon at a time when nost
of today's United Nations Menbers werestill not sovereign, was essentially a
holding pattern and a stop-gap neasure until today's more auspicious
circunmstances. Notably, the Antarctic Treaty in its preanble al so expressed the
conviction of the Parties that
"... @ treaty ensuring the use of Antarctica for peaceful purposes only and
the continuance of international harnony in Antarctica will further the
purposes and principles enbodied in the Charter ofthe United Nations". (ibid.)
A third reason has becorme nore dominant in the course of our debate. As
security has been broadened fromits previously narrow nilitary definition, the
envi ronnent has come to play a bigger role in our debate. Here is where eventually
we may find the strongest rationale yet for ensuring that the Antarctic is
recognizedas formng a crucial part of the conmon heritage of mankind and,

accordingly, be brought nore within the purview of the United Nations than has been

the case.
The Antarctic is one of the last wilderness preserves of mankind. It contains
70 per cent of the world's available fresh-water resources. It is well known by

now tbat the continent exerts a fundamental influence onthe atnosphere, oceans and
bi ol ogi cal conditions of the entire global ecosystem Any change in the Antarctic
environment affects other parts of the world. For instance, the nelting of the
Antarctic ice sheet alone would raise the sea |level, wping out not only |owlevel
countries but also populations in coastal areas. Wre anything to disturb this
equilibrium the inplications for countries such as the Philippines, an archipel ago
of 7,000 islands, would be at the very least terrifying.

It is significant that the discovery of an ozone hole in the atnmosphere was

first made over Antarctica. |t reninds us of the vantage point of this polar
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contirent. Indeed, other arucial phenomenma, ruah as global warming and global
pollution, may be better observed from this continent.

Indeed, there arc indications that the coatineat may not be as pristine a8 it
war once before. Last year alone, there had been three cases of spills, the worst
of whieh oauurrod in February 1989, when the supply vessel BRahia Paraisg ran
aground two miles from the Palmer Station, Off the Antarctic peminsula, polluting
about 15 kilometres Of Antarctic coast.

However, the principal source of pollution in Antarctica is thr "day-to-day"
operation Of scientific research facilities. Waste disposal by stations and
vessels, pollution from burning of fossil fuel, rpillr from wvessels and storage
pumps and the burning of combustible waste in opean pits are among the main sources
of pollutionand @ E<XOOWMON| méJe degradation in Antarctica.

At preseant, plant and animal 1ife have to compete with the bases, which are
loaatod in the 2 per cent area Of Antarctica that is ice-freu. The number Of
stations ha8 been increasing steadily., 1In 1903, there were Only 34 stations.
Today there are 57 bases operated by 20 nations, an increase O 23 bar.8 in just
six years. 8ince Consultative Parties e 3 required 10 ® 8tabli8h scientific
stations Or dispatch scientific @ paditionr, this would add considerably tO the
deterioration of the fragile ® nvirownt of Aatarctica.

Our efforts (0 Awzkea the intiornational community to the importance Of the
issue of Antarctica over these past years have borme fruit. This ha8 coincided
with a sweeping awareness Of ¢ nvironmeatal issues by peoples and nations.

We continue t0 regret the lack of transparency in the operations of the
Antarctic Treaty, a8 evidenced hy the failure tO respond {0 United Nations
resolu~ions calling for the Secretary-General or hiS8 representative to be invited

to the meetings Of the Consultative Parties.
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However, we wolcome the initiative undertaken by oertaia States Parties to the
Treaty - notably Auatralia, France and New Zealand -~ to ban mining and prospecting
in and around Antarctica and decisions undertaken by soma countries Consultative
Parties not to sign the Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic Minerals Resource
Activities.

In this connection we support the call for the establishment of Antarctica as
a nature preserve or world park, which would best guarantee against harmful human
activities in this area. In our opinion, this would beet be done within the
context of the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, scheduled
to be held in Brasil in 1992.

We note that at the first substantive session of the Preparatory Committee of
the Conference, held in Nairobi from 6 to 31 August. this year, the international
community manifested its concern over environmental degradation in Antarctica. In
the working groups at that session, such items were covered as the protection of
the atmosphere, conservation of biological diversity and the protection of the
oceans and of all kinds of seas and coastal areas, and the protection. rational use
and development of living marine resour ces.

It is our hope that such ideas as we have proposed here will be seriously
considered by the States Parties to the Antarctic Treaty in their forthcoming
review in 1991, as well as at their current eeesion in viiia del Mar, Chile.

In a few days we will be taking action on the draft resolutions submitted on
the subject of Antarctica. It is a subject of vital importance, one that certainly
deserves more consideration than an expressed vote of non-participation.

We have seen what great strides have been made in recent times through the
spirit of dialogue and openness. We would hope that our discussion of this item,
as well as our decisions on the draft resolutions, will be marked by these

attitudes,
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The CHAIRMAN (interpretation from Russian): With regard to the question
raised by the representative of Austialia about possible programme budget
implication8 of draft resolution A/C,1/45/L.63/Rev.1l, | have consulted the
Secretariat and it is looking into tht matter. It may also be necessary to hold
further aonrultations on the text of the draft resclution. In this connection, the
possibility of taking a decision on this draft resolution will depend on whether we
can obtain the necessary information about the programme budget implications, The
Secretariat hopes to make this information available to the Committee today or
tomorrow, so when we have the information, we shall decide when to take a decision

on the draft reselution on this item,

The meeting rose at 4.20 p.m.



