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INTRODUCTION 
I envisage greatly improved access to the Continent.  Jet aircraft 
flying from South Africa, South America, New Zealand and 
Australia will land on airfields of compacted snow to discharge 
passengers and cargo for the continental establishments.  Here and 
there, harbours will provide summer ports for ships, which will 
work through the short summer season to load cargoes of mineral 
concentrates from the Antarctic mines.  Several atomic icebreakers, 
of massive construction and great power, will have spent the late 
spring opening up the harbours and clearing shipping lanes for the 
cargo vessels. 
The changeover of mine workers taking summer furlough will be in 
progress.  Mining, deep inside the rock of the peripheral mountains 
of Antarctica, will have proceeded unceasingly through the long 
winter months.  With the advent of summer the mine work will have 
ceased and the workers and their families will be flying to their 
home continents for a short New Year vacation before returning for 
a further year underground.  Hollowed out of the rock, irradiated 
with simulated sunshine generated electrically from nuclear power, 
the mining townships will be independent of surface meteorological 
conditions and shift work will proceed around the clock through the 
months between March and December.  Housewives will work and 
cook and tend their infants, children will go to school, doctors and 
nurses will attend their patients in the small efficient hospitals and 
all the busy activity of a normal township will proceed in this 
human anthill. 
The heart of this underground town will be the nuclear power 
station.  Charged with fuel once every three years, this giant of 
man’s ingenuity will have made possible the whole mining project, 
for the transport of bulk fuel oil from other continents to Antarctica 
on the required scale for power production will have been quite 
impracticable.  With its small staff of highly skilled operators this 
power plant will churn out the many thousands of kilowatts of 
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electric power required for the town, the mine working and the ore 
treatment plants. 
As the main logistical limitation to production in Antarctica will be 
transport, it will not pay to carry untreated ores even as far as the 
coast.  As part of the mine complex, therefore, treatment plants will 
have been established to reduce the ores of zinc, lead and silver 
concentrates and to separate the noble gold from the base quartz. 
On the surface of the ice plateau, some miles from the mine, will be 
the transport from which fly the jet aircraft, which will provide the 
main transport link with the outside world.  Here will be a queer, 
spider-like village.  Barracks for airport workers, control rooms for 
directing aircraft, meteorological observatories, aircraft 
navigational and approach aids will all be erected on stilts.   
Between the mine and the airport fast, small, beetle-like hovercraft 
will swiftly transport passengers and stores to the waiting jets. 
I have tried to picture what may lie twenty years ahead of us in 
Antarctica.  These things may eventuate or they may not.  Of one 
thing, though, we can be sure; they certainly will not come to pass 
unless we work to make them possible.  The effort, the thinking, the 
expense associated with the technological research which will be 
required if we are to make Antarctica pay dividends must all be 
provided by us and not by any vague un-named generation in the 
future.  It is with this thought in mind that the ANARE is pushing 
ahead, within its rather limited resources, to develop improved 
techniques of working and living in the most difficult environment 
in the world. 

 
That was the view, in 1964, of the first Director of the Australian Antarctic 
Division.1 
 It is, of course, extraordinarily difficult to predict the future.  Antarctic is 
no exception.  We are all familiar with Captain James Cook’s infamous forecast 
that no one would ever venture further than he and that the land to the south 
would never be explored2.  We charitably accept he was wrong. Douglas 
Mawson also had a view: 

The killing of whales is so regulated that it is hoped to avert 
extinction of the species…the penguin and seal life of the Antarctic 

                                                 
1 The complete vision can be read in: Law, Phillip.  Antarctica – 1984.  Adult Education Board of 

Tasmania, 1964.   
2  Quoted frequently, see for example Cook, Graham.  The future of Antarctica.  Manchester 

University Press, 1990. p1. 
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coasts and pack-ice zone also offers opportunities for economic 
exploitation.   
A certain amount of coal, of late Paleozoic age, is known to exist 
over a large area between King George V Land and Ross Sea.  
Ores of many of the metallic elements have been met with in small 
quantities, and there is always the prospect of explorers stumbling 
upon economically valuable deposits.  Finally, the Antarctic 
continent may have a future as a source of power by harnessing the 
phenomenal winds which in some areas sweep down as a steady 
torrent from the cold ice plateau to the sea.  There is some 
possibility, therefore, of the eventual establishment of a sparse and 
strictly limited population on Antarctic shores.3 

 Forecasts of the resource potential of the Antarctic have not been confined 
to minerals and energy.  Relatively recently we have had speculation about the 
potential of icebergs for peaceful and not-so-peaceful uses: 

As the world resources are being rapidly drained, man will be 
forced to turn northward and southward to polar regions.  The 
abundant Arctic and Antarctic resources will eventually be 
exploited to produce the basic needs of the earth's population.  
There is no doubt that the time has come for man, who desperately 
needs water and energy, to look forward to the use of the abundant 
energy and water stored in frozen form in the polar ice.  At the turn 
of the space age, it is likely that we are heading to the "iceberg age. 
Until now the monstrous icebergs have been regarded as one of the 
useless phenomena…with deserts creeping all over the earth, and 
with the shrinking of green land, NOW seems to be the high time to 
tame icebergs and use them for human welfare rather than let them 
melt away, wastefully, in the open seas. 
Although icebergs come in various shapes, some of them are like 
floating islands.  If their drift is controlled, tabular icebergs can be 
used in military and civilian activities.  During World War I, the 
allies seriously considered using icebergs as aircraft carriers in the 
Atlantic Ocean … Although the aircraft carrier project was 
abandoned, due to increase in aircraft range, the idea can still be 
used to provide landing stations and rest areas for transoceanic 
flights. 
Man's ingenuity has never stopped short of challenging the 
impossible and taming natural objects for human benefit.  There 

                                                 
3  Mawson, Douglas.  Unsolved problems of Antarctic exploration and research, in Joerg, W L G 

(ed).  Problems of polar research.  American Geographical Society, 1928.  p 266. 
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are many technical problems and difficulties in making friends of 
ice and in navigating, breaking and disintegrating ice.  However, 
man, under pressure of scarcity of water and other resources, is 
ready to cope with these difficulties.4 

 Those predictions obviously did not get picked up with the enthusiasm that 
the authors contemplated, and certainly not in the time frame they may have 
envisaged.  Perhaps, with the privilege of hindsight, they may now be 
considered quaint.  But it would be wrong to criticise them, and it would be 
brave for anyone to claim to have infallible insight into Antarctica’s destiny.   
 This paper therefore does not pretend to have the answers, and I hesitate to 
predict too far ahead.  Whatever the future of Antarctica, and our place in it, one 
thing that we can be sure about is that in the 21st century the Antarctic is no 
longer remote and disconnected from the rest of the world: global environmental 
processes are inextricably linked with Antarctica; technology and wealth ensure 
that Antarctica is no more immune from resource pressures than any other 
remote part of the planet; legally and politically, Antarctica is part of the 
thinking of decision makers and regulators on the other side of the world. 
 This paper therefore steps cautiously into the 21st century and presents 
observations on three key areas that are likely to present challenges – at least in 
the few years immediately ahead of us.  First, it looks at Antarctica’s place in 
the globe — from the perspective of the environmental challenges it faces, and 
the scientific and management response to them.  Second, it turns to 
Antarctica’s place in human geography - as a potential resource, which needs to 
be managed and conserved.   Finally, it addresses some of the issues facing 
Antarctica in the political and legal context.   
 
ANTARCTICA AS PART OF THE GLOBE 
As much as anything, it is our knowledge of global climate systems that will, in 
future, keep us conscious of Antarctica's place in the world.  Global oceanic 
circulation and atmospheric processes are profoundly influences by Antarctica; 
and, critically, the drivers of climate change will be measured in Antarctica.5  In 
future, I believe that we will increasingly rely on knowledge of what is 
happening in the Antarctic and in the Southern Ocean to predict change 
elsewhere in the world. 

                                                 
4  Galal, Salah in Husseiny, A A (ed) Iceberg utilization — Proceedings of the First International 

Conference and Workshops on Iceberg Utilization for Fresh Water Production.  Pergamon, 
1977.  p8. 

5  The importance of climate studies in the future of Antarctic science is elaborated in: Australia’s 
Antarctic Program Beyond 2000: a framework for the future.  Antarctic Science Advisory 
Committee, 1997. 
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 Depletion of atmospheric ozone was first detected in Antarctica.  In the 
Southern Hemisphere we are well aware of this issue and, since the thinning 
over the Arctic has been detected, global concern about its impacts is high.  
While studies in Antarctica will continue to have the lead role in measuring and 
predicting atmospheric ozone depletion, increasingly the issue for the 
community will be managing the problem.  As with climate change, we already 
have a good understanding of the factors causing change — the focus will move 
to understanding the consequences of such change, and toward developing and 
implementing the technology and lifestyle changes that will provide adequate 
responses to it. 
 We know also that global pollutants can now be detected in Antarctica.  
The Antarctic increasingly will serve as a barometer of change and an indicator 
of human impact elsewhere in the globe.   
 Non-indigenous species have been introduced to Antarctica and there is 
increased risk of further introductions as a result of inter-continental and intra-
continental population movement and climate change.6 
 Antarctica cannot stand aloof as a pristine laboratory in which to measure 
the changes occurring elsewhere — the continent is itself vulnerable to change, 
and this raises the second issue facing us in the future. 
 
ANTARCTICA AS A RESOURCE UNDER HUMAN PRESSURE 
Antarctica is no longer the last place on earth.  Whaling and sealing in the 19th 
and early 20th century are stark examples of the frontier attitudes of the past and 
its consequences.  Those industries may have stopped, but there are new human 
pressures on the Antarctic.   
 Scientific research and national programs continue to develop.  As the 
Antarctic Treaty system gathers new members the number of stations and bases 
continues to grow.  New technology and transport options mean that established 
programs are extending their reach into new areas with remote field camps and 
stations.  No part of the Antarctic can be regarded as inaccessible. 
 Tourism and recreational visits to the Antarctic are exploiting Antarctica as 
a resource for new experiences.  Some operators seek a marketing advantage by 
specifically targeting activities at unvisited areas.  This creates new potential 
pressures on the environment, as well as potential degradation of sites for 
baseline research. 
 How long can we keep referring to Antarctica as the last pristine 
wilderness?  There is little doubt that impacts are cumulative in sensitive areas.  

                                                 
6  Consider also the risk of the introduction of diseases into Antarctica, as discussed in: Kerry, K et 

al.  Diseases of Antarctic Wildlife.  Australian Antarctic Division, 1999. 
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The Madrid Protocol requires monitoring of impacts, but the Antarctic Treaty 
System is struggling to come to grips with how to measure them.  National 
programs and tourism extend their footprint, but in many parts of the Antarctic 
we do not have good baseline information to detect and measure change. 
 The economic uses of the Antarctic continue to evolve.  The early 
predictions that the Antarctic economy would be based on minerals and energy 
have not proved correct, but that has not stopped the establishment and growth 
of other industries.  
 Tourism is driven significantly by novelty, adventure and disposable 
income — and Antarctica is now an established credible destination with 
increasingly sophisticated logistics and infrastructure.  In the new economy of 
the 21st century the level of disposable income will foster the desire for 
somewhere different to go.  This will be a major factor in Antarctic tourism. 
While the level of tourism may not attain the heights predicted by some,7 at least 
not in the next decade, the extent of the growth is unpredictable.  The fact is that 
there are as yet no signs that the market has been saturated.  Growth in tourism 
is inevitable.   
 In fisheries the pressure on the Antarctic region is increasing.  As fisheries 
around the world collapse, Antarctica is no longer too far way and too expensive 
to exploit.  The market for Patagonian toothfish was in part created through the 
world oversupply of fishing vessels.  The toothfish fishery is relatively new, and 
the fact that there are already serious management problems from illegal, 
unregulated and unreported fishing, reflects the worldwide demand for fish and 
the ability to make money in the fishing industry.  The high prices that are being 
realised act as incentives for unscrupulous operators who are prepared to 
conduct the industry beyond the scrutiny of regulators and take enormous risks 
to be part of the action.  The demand for quick and big returns will continue to 
challenge CCAMLR's8 ability to manage the fishery.  If the oversupply of 
vessels continues and high prices are sustained the threat will intensify.   
 Apart from pirate fishing, the search for new resources and ways to exploit 
them quickly may well outpace the capacity of science to determine a 
sustainable harvest.  The ecosystem implications of overfishing a particular 
stock are still not fully understood and the need to better understand the 
ecosystem is still a critical issue, despite the fact that within CCAMLR we have 
one of the best examples of the use of science and precautionary principles to 
manage fisheries. 

                                                 
7  A “back-of-an-envelope” calculation in 1998 predicted a figure of 1.5 million visitors — see 

Tetley, G (ed).  Antarctica 2010, a notebook: proceedings of the Antarctic Futures Workshop.  
Antarctica New Zealand, 1998.   

8  CCAMLR: Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources. 
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 A further economic opportunity in the Antarctic, which is only just 
beginning to be explored, is in the exploitation of genetic resources.  Money is 
now being invested to screen organisms, which have not yet been identified by 
science.  Some 80% of marine micro-organisms are yet to be described, and 
their first discovery may be in the context of a search for ways to manipulate 
and exploit them for pharmaceutical benefit.  If this work is successful, it could 
well become for many years the single most profitable economic activity of the 
Antarctic.  And all this from a resource that was not even contemplated just one 
and a half decades ago.9 
 Other potential resource uses of the Antarctic have been identified in the 
past, and while they have not been developed they have not been rejected.  They 
range from the appealing to the bizarre.  The prospect of harvesting icebergs as 
an “inexhaustible” supply of fresh water will inevitably be raised again as water 
becomes an increasingly valuable commodity for human consumption and 
agriculture.  Icebergs have also been identified as a potential energy source.10 
 The prospect of tapping into the energy potential of Antarctic winds and 
tides has been suggested as a long term possibility, thus echoing Douglas 
Mawson’s 70 year old predictions.   
 Ice as a resource has also been mooted as a storage medium.  It is not so 
long ago, during a time of depressed meat prices, that the Australian Antarctic 
Division was approached to see if it was interested in a venture to store lamb 
carcases in Antarctica until the market improved.  The use of deep ice storage 
for cryo-research, including for the storage of human bodies pending research 
into cloning, has also been a proposition in recent years.  
 Possibly more practical, but potentially contentious, have been suggestions 
that the Southern Ocean be used for iron fertilisation with the aim of increasing 
the storage of CO2 as a way of addressing greenhouse concerns.  If such storage 
mechanisms were to become part of global carbon accounting, the global 
economic value of such an enterprise could be enormous. 
 Because of the great costs of conducting scientific research in the 
Antarctic, possibly over many years before a return can be realised, I believe we 
will see a move toward greater international collaboration with coordinated 
planning and shared use of logistics.  
 

                                                 
9  The Senate report of 1985 made no mention of genetic resources.  See:  Senate Standing 

Committee on National Resources.  The natural resources of the Australian Antarctic Territory.  
AGPS, 1985.  The closest it came was to consider the pharmaceutical properties of seaweed, 
which could be harvested from the subantarctic islands. 

10  Schwerdtfeger, P (1979).  On icebergs and their uses.  Cold Regions Science and Technology 
1, 59-79.  This article summarises a range of issue relating to iceberg harvesting. 
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THE POLITICAL AND LEGAL CHALLENGES FACING 
ANTARCTICA 
Human interest in the Antarctic continues to evolve, whether for science, 
resources or recreation. In the past Antarctica has been somewhat insulated 
legally and politically — cocooned in a view that just as Antarctica is physically 
remote, it will always remain politically isolated.  Antarctic solutions have 
traditionally relied on the unique characteristics of the continent — but can this 
continue in an increasingly globalised environment?  The Treaty system is a 
regime, which has lasted for 40 years, and although it has had its fair share of 
difficulties it has survived by devising unique and innovative solutions to its 
problems.  Most observers argue that the Antarctic regime is sufficiently robust 
to handle future challenges and that it has succeeded in a way that no other 
regime could have done if applied to Antarctica. Continuity of the Treaty is 
strategically important because other regimes, such as the UN, can not provide 
an alternative, which would achieve as much in peace, cooperation and 
environmental protection. 
 There is no doubt that Australia’s interests have been well served by the 
Antarctic Treaty system (and of course we have worked hard within the system 
to ensure that it does so).  The system works well for us for many reasons, 
including because it deals effectively with the sovereignty issue.  It has also 
handled super power tensions.  But the question has been asked whether the 
States which have for 40 years acted together will increasingly be driven to 
protect only their own interests?  I believe that the signs are there that the Parties 
will continue to act to protect each other’s interests, despite the occasional 
tension between them. 
 What are the prospects for long term stability of the Treaty, and what do 
we need to do as a nation to ensure that our interests continue to be served by it?  
Will the attitudes that have shaped the last 40 years enhance or retard the future 
of the system?   
 
POLITICAL CHALLENGES 
 One of the threshold issues is the further growth in membership of the 
Treaty.  Originally there were 12 Consultative parties, of which 9 were 
claimants or asserted the basis of a claim and thus (notwithstanding it as a 
consensus system) had some weight of influence, particularly with respect to 
claimant-related issues.  The number of accessions has subsequently grown to 
the point where there are now 27 Consultative parties and a total of 45 acceding 
States.  Thus, even the original signatories, let alone the states with claimant 
interests, are in a minority.  Furthermore, changes in attitude to what is required 
to achieve consultative status mean that in a consensus system it is possible for 
States with little or no on-the-ground presence in Antarctica to frustrate the 
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interests of those who do.  Nevertheless, we still seek with good reason to 
extend the membership of the Treaty.   
 But whether or not we wish to increase adherence to the Treaty, the 
prospect of exploitation of Antarctica’s economic potential may attract new 
players wanting to be part of the action.  The last surge in membership occurred 
during the 1980s negotiation of the minerals regime.  In CCAMLR11 we have 
seen accessions from nations such as Namibia and Vanuatu and interest from 
Mauritius.  New resource activities in the Antarctic (such as bio-prospecting) 
may see the same effect within the Treaty itself, and the re-building of Asian 
economies may well see rekindled interest and enhanced capacity to become 
part of the Antarctic community.  
 This raises the question of the future viability of consensus decision 
making.  Some would argue that it stifles progress.  Others argue that it is 
fundamental to the Treaty and must be retained as it achieves solidarity not met 
in other regimes.  But growth in the membership of the Treaty must inevitably 
lead to increased difficulty in achieving the consensus on which the system 
depends. 
 And what is the prospect for a review of the Antarctic Treaty?  While the 
Treaty made provision for a review after 30 years, the original “use by” date of 
1991 passed without a murmur in the context of resolution of the 
minerals/environment debate.  But this does not mean that a review will not in 
future be requested if some of the intractable problems are not adequately dealt 
with.  Moreover, there is little to stop a new State becoming a Consultative Party 
and immediately calling for a review conference.  How would the Treaty system 
deal with what could become an internal threat to its stability? 
 The Antarctic Treaty could be described as a political re-unification of 
Gondwana.  The Treaty has served effectively as a refuge from differences 
elsewhere in the world.  I believe that the success and value of the system, 
flawed though the Treaty may be in the eyes of some, will outweigh the 
difficulties encountered by the system.  The negotiation of CCAS,12 CCAMLR 
and CRAMRA13 illustrated a remarkably proactive approach to problem solving. 
We can expect this to continue. 
 But this does not mean that we can bury our heads in a snowdrift and 
remain aloof from the rest of the globe?  The Treaty’s interaction with other 
multi-lateral regimes will increasingly need to be addressed.  For example, the 
relationship with the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (LOSC), 
in particular the rights inherent in maritime zones, remains to be clarified.  

                                                 
11  CCAMLR: in this case the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living 

Resources. 
12  CCAS: Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Seals. 
13  CRAMRA: Convention for the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resources. 
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Indeed, the interaction with the UN more generally will remain on the agenda of 
both regimes.  We may continue to come under scrutiny as we defend the 
Antarctic Treaty system as the best way to manage the region.  The Malaysian 
concerns of the 1980s were addressed successfully through many sessions of the 
UN General Assembly, but we need to remain alert to other forums that may 
also question of the Treaty’s competence.  For example, Japan’s actions in the 
FAO may in effect be rephrasing the questions asked previously by Malaysia — 
that Antarctica’s marine resources are common heritage and outside the 
province of the Treaty.  There are also emerging regional issue, which may 
challenge the Treaty to assert its pre-eminent role while remaining engaged with 
other organisations. 
 We may also see evolution in the attitudes to Antarctic claims.  Will 
sovereignty interests continue to drive the positions of the claimants and those 
who don’t recognise claims?  By announcing that it will collect data to define 
the limits of the Antarctic continental shelf in accordance with its rights under 
UNCLOS, Australia’s actions have recently highlighted such issues.  Some have 
seen this as an assertion of sovereignty contrary to Article IV of the Antarctic 
Treaty, others argue that the exercise of rights under one regime is without 
prejudice to another.  Putting aside the debate on the merits of either position, 
the question for the claimants is whether it is important to maintain the claims 
because of a potential future benefit.  For Australia, an additional question is to 
what extent does a sovereign position contribute to achieving the Government’s 
goal of influence.14  Australia takes comfort from the fact that the occasional 
differences over such issues have historically been solved through compromise 
and that the Treaty system has consistently withstood the pressures raised by 
differences of view over sovereignty. 
 The next area to examine is the future role of science — I believe that 
science will continue to change, and must do so to remain relevant to 
community aspirations for Antarctica.  The policy relevance of science will 
inevitably increase.  Future Governments will continue to insist that they are 
getting value for money in Antarctic science.  The value of science will be 
measured in terms of how it delivers information that answers fundamental 
questions and how it delivers a benefit to society.   
 Several things will happen in science. First, we will no longer rely on 
strictly discipline-based research — increasingly, key questions will be 
addressed through inter-disciplinary cooperation which integrates the skills and 
resources of programs that have traditionally operate independently.  We will be 
looking at the functioning of ecosystems and global processes as a whole, rather 

                                                 
14  For a description of the Australian Government’s goals for the Antarctic program, at least for the 

first few years of the 21st century see: Our Antarctic Future: Australia’s Antarctic Program 
Beyond 2000.  Australian Antarctic Division, 1998. 
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than describing individual components in isolation.  This will have significant 
resource implications for science. 
 Second, more science will be ‘commissioned’.  Rather than relying on 
simple curiosity and basic research, science will be directed at very specific 
questions which either address issues of global concern, or issues relating to the 
future protection and management of Antarctica and its resources. For example, 
research into the repair of past environmental damage highlights this kind of 
commissioned or directed research.  Such research underscores the inevitable 
strengthening of links between science and policy.  Research will also focus on 
policy and resource issues such as sustainable use of the Antarctic (for example, 
in relation to marine resources or tourism). 
 Third, the international coordination and direction of science will change. 
SCAR,15 unless it reforms itself, will continue to decline in influence.  More 
science will be driven by issues arising in the CEP,16 by obligations emerging 
out of other international regimes and by Governments seeking to derive a social 
or economic benefit from the region.  CCAMLR provides a unique example of 
research being driven by the management requirements of the regime itself, 
rather than strictly by curiosity and motivation. 
 Fourth, science will be driven by the potential to derive a commercial or 
industrial advantage.  Governments may be involved in such science, but 
increasingly we will see research funded by industry.   
 Fifth, science will be less constrained by the presence and location of 
stations and there will be a continuing trend towards research in the marine 
environment.  Furthermore, research will increasingly rely on remote sensing 
technologies and automated observatories.   
 The final policy issue to address is that of accountability for what occurs in 
Antarctica.  As noted earlier, we have succeeded in ensuring that Antarctica is of 
global interest.  Increasingly our actions are in the public domain and our sense 
of stewardship is greater than it has ever been.  Importantly, the Treaty will need 
to remain responsive to the concerns of the global constituency, which is more 
aware and better educated about Antarctica and its environmental issues.  How 
will the Treaty Parties communicate with the other Governments and NGOs, 
and how will the Treaty system engage with other regimes?   
 
THE LEGAL CHALLENGES 
While we are justifiably proud of the Treaty’s achievements over 40 years, there 
is still unfinished business.  There are legal vacuums that must be addressed.  In 

                                                 
15  SCAR: Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research 
16  CEP: Committee for Environmental Protection 
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the past the Treaty Parties have, in many instances, sought to put in place 
regulatory mechanisms in advance of potentially divisive issues emerging. 
 Currently the question of intellectual property rights is before us.  While 
bioprospecting may be of significant benefit to humankind, the Antarctic Treaty 
system (like other regimes) does not have in place mechanisms to deal with it.  
The exploitation of Antarctica’s potential genetic resources will focus attention 
on this issue.  The Treaty is yet to address the potential of bioprospecting to 
conflict with the obligation to freely exchange scientific results.  The general 
issue of commercial information and access to data was addressed in the 
negotiations of CRAMRA,17 but the Treaty parties have not subsequently 
returned to the issue in the context of bioprospecting.  The development of 
science as a significant commercial activity will force a response on this. 
 Tourism, adventure expeditions and other non-government activities in the 
Antarctic are not specifically regulated, even though they present special 
problems.  The total number of operators involved, and the number of 
individuals they are dealing with, now far exceeds those affiliated with national 
Antarctic programs.  The emergence of tourism as a major industry has shown 
how little States are able to regulate their own nationals in Antarctica.  Some 
States, like Australia, regulate non-government activities to the extent of 
controlling their environmental impacts but, like others, we have not regulated 
activities or required, for example, mandatory insurance.  Some Treaty States 
appear reluctant to exercise any controls over their nationals in Antarctica.  This 
will increasingly emerge as an issue for the Treaty parties to address as national 
programs are called on to assist in times of emergency. 
 Agreement to rules providing for liability for environmental damage also 
remains a key piece of unresolved business among Antarctic Treaty members, 
despite the repeated commitment of the Parties to meet the obligation they 
placed on themselves with the adoption of the Madrid Protocol.18  Unlike the 
proactive approach that the Parties have previously taken, to head off problems 
before they are realised, the slowness of the liability debate is risking a major 
environmental emergency occurring before the rules are in place.   
 We are also yet to put in place permanent institutional support for the 
Treaty, despite the agreement that it is critical to the Treaty’s effectiveness.  
How long can we leave such simple issues unresolved?19  And what will happen 
if the Parties continue to fail to meet such challenges?  Some would argue that 
                                                 
17  See Article 16 of the Convention for the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities 

which provided that information obtained from Antarctic mineral resource activities shall to the 
greatest extent practicable be made freely available, subject to Article 37 which allowed that 
information generated by prospecting may be held for up to 10 years, or longer if it is certified as 
having commercial value. 

18  Madrid Protocol: Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty 
19  Since the presentation of this paper, a decision was taken at the Antarctic Treaty Consultative 

Meeting in St Petersburg in June 2001, that Argentina will host the Antarctic secretariat. 
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the Treaty system will be eroded by reduced commitment and enthusiasm.  I am 
not so pessimistic and believe that there is enough will for the Treaty to face and 
deal with its challenges — but I also believe that the Parties should not be 
complacent. 
 The Treaty system must be alert to complacency on issues that have been 
dealt with.  For example, while CCAMLR has adopted a detailed catch 
documentation scheme to tackle the illegal, unreported and unregulated 
harvesting of toothfish, the scheme must be continually monitored for its 
effectiveness.  As pirate fishers seek ways around the rules, the Parties to 
CCAMLR will have to devise ways of responding and, if possible, staying 
ahead of the poachers. 
 A further challenge for the Treaty is finding ways to deal with compliance 
and enforcement issues.  There are increasing concerns including the growth of 
States and operators who are outside the Treaty system.  We cannot rely on 
sovereignty to achieve compliance, and more than ever Treaty parties must act 
collectively to encourage external States and operators to adhere to the Treaty; 
and for those operators inside the system there are still concerns about the 
quality and consistency of compliance with existing obligations. 
 
FUTURE OPERATION OF THE ANTARCTIC TREATY SYSTEM 
Before concluding, I want to briefly consider some if the ways of operating that 
the Treaty system may need to change if it is to adapt to the environment in 
which it will work in the coming years. 
 Firstly we can expect that the traditional blocs may dissolve.  Parties will 
evolve new groups in which to caucus, and new allegiances will form as policy 
issues evolve.   
 Likewise, we can envisage improved flexibility in the structure and 
frequency of meetings so that construction of the agenda and the formation of 
working groups will more readily react to the policy issues confronting the 
system.  In particular, the use of inter-sessional contact between Parties will 
improve consultations and better prepare the ground for the meetings at which 
the decisions will be made.  Improved relationships with other regimes will 
develop.  Such mechanisms will keep the system responsive to changing 
demands and the capacity to monitor progress in implementing the system’s 
decisions will benefit20. 
 We can also expect some harmonisation of relationships within the Treaty 
system, with better communication between the Treaty and CCAMLR, and 
                                                 
20  These and related issues are discussed in: Jackson, A (Ed) On the Antarctic Horizon: 

Proceedings of the International Symposium on the Future of the Antarctic Treaty System.  
Australian Antarctic Foundation, 1995.  See in particular comments by Karev and Wolfrum. 
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between the CEP, SCAR and COMNAP.  The effectiveness of the CEP will 
continue to grow and will achieve the scientific and environmental objectivity 
that is demanded of such an important institution. 
 Finally, we can look forward to a greater public profile for the Treaty 
system, which will inevitably be underscored by significantly better access to 
information about the system.  We will also see better transparency of operation 
of the system and the conduct of the Parties to the Treaty. 
CONCLUSION 
The future of the Antarctic, as I see it, is quite different from that seen by those 
quoted at the start of the paper.  Whereas they saw the future of Antarctica as 
driven solely by a quest for resources, this paper suggests that Antarctic 
decision-making will equally be driven by management needs, by accountability 
to the rest of the world and by harmonisation with other regimes.  While the 
resource potential of Antarctica may be somewhat less dependent on minerals 
and extractive industry than predicted by my predecessors, the resources of 
Antarctica will not be ignored.  Sustainability will be enshrined in decision-
making.   Tourism will be compatible with protection of the environment.  We 
will be securing the scientific values for a broader benefit for humankind and, 
while there may commercial gain, it will be regulated to ensure that the enduring 
environmental values are maintained.   
 The overarching framework will continue to be a robust and effective 
regime centred on the Antarctic Treaty.  While that Treaty of 40 years was born 
in an era with a relatively narrow range of uses for Antarctica, we now have a 
system that has successfully evolved a framework, which allows responses to 
new issues to be devised.   
 That leads to a final comment on the future of Antarctica as a resource — 
the Antarctic Treaty will continue to act, as it has in the past, as a legal and 
political resource which can be drawn on for creative and cooperative solutions 
to international problems.  Within the Antarctic, the maturation of the Treaty 
will see enhanced responsiveness to the environmental, scientific and policy 
challenges that confront it.  Externally, the experience of the Antarctic Treaty 
system will continue to provide a model for the resolution of similar challenges 
elsewhere.  Which takes us back to the Governor’s opening address at this 
workshop in which he aptly described the Antarctic Treaty as inspiring and 
informing other regimes and, through them, the rest of the world. 
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