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Abstract 

From a past supporting British exploration and the eventual annexation of the Ross 

Dependency in 1923 (with claim issues set aside by the 1959 Antarctic Treaty), New 

Zealand's governmental interests in the Antarctic are exercised primarily through 

scientific endeavour. Reflecting growing international concerns, strong domestic 

legislation ratifying the 1991 Protocol provides environmental protection of New 

Zealand's activities in the Antarctic. The tensions of territorial interest and 

responsibility in the Ross Dependency, increased environmental protection, practice 

of scientific fieldwork, pressures of commercialisation, and the legacies of a 

colonialist history create an uneasy template on which domestic perceptions of the 

New Zealand/Antarctic relationship are constructed and government policy is 

formulated. 

Critical geopolitics, a postmodern approach addressing spatial and temporal 

dimensions of the construction and expression of power/knowledge, is used to analyse 

these complexities. An interpretative examination is made from documentary and 

interview sources to explore the construction of New Zealand Antarctic geographs 

and the formulation of these into policy. Feminist and postcolonial perspectives are 

adopted, exploring the recent challenge posed by these to critical geopolitics. 

The thesis concludes that the Antarctic remains one of the last vestiges of colonial 

expression and masculine endeavour retaining notions of territorial sovereignty 

expressed through commercial, environmental and scientific activities. A feminist 

and postcolonial 'inspired' geopolitics highlights the ways in which discourses 

become marginalised and the relationship New Zealand Antarctic policy has to both 

domestic and global influences. This study has implications for the ongoing 

development of a 'feminist postcolonial geopolitics', highlighting the ways in which 

such positioning can add fruitful dimensions to critical geopolitical debates. 
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Preface 

In the 1980s, as a student at the University of Canterbury, I became involved in 

political activism, driven partly by my theoretical disciplines of sociology and novice 

readings of Karl Marx, and piqued by the radical neoliberal policy shifts of the time. 

During this same period the New Zealand government was standing up against the 

United States of America over issues of access to New Zealand ports by nuclear

powered warships. Boosted by widespread support throughout New Zealand (though 

not uncontested), the Labour Government, lead by David Lange, took a stand. 

New Zealand/Aotearoa became Nuclear Free. I became an environmental and 

political activist. I remain one today, with an ethos of justice, non-violence, 

democracy, and ecological wisdom. 

Struck by the mesmerising beauty of Antarctica and its surrounding ocean, and 

harbouring wonder about its ecological processes that seemed so far removed from 

the rest of the planet, I applied for the Graduate Certificate in Antarctic Studies 

(GCAS) at Gateway Antarctica, University of Canterbury in the winter of 2001. 

During the intensive four months of the summer course, I was exposed to many 

different aspects of the Antarctic and developed an appreciation for its complexity in 

ways I had never before contemplated. With a history of activism and advocacy for 

radical change in the political structures, I came to believe that the Antarctic could not 

be isolated from the pressures facing the rest of the globe. 

For ten days at the end of 2001, I had the privilege of spending time in the Antarctic. 

As time passes, I increasingly recognise how significant those ten days were in 

shaping my convictions. For me there is no place like it on Earth. 

My awareness of my connectedness with the Antarctic surroundings was both 

incongruent and intense. I could only survive if I had access to the logistical 

trappings that industrialisation provided; I could also only survive if my senses 
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remained heightened throughout the 24-hour encircling light. Within this awareness I 

recognised the way in which human activity has become entrenched on the Antarctic 

continent. 

The Graduate Course then became a beginning. This thesis was driven by the desire 

to explore more deeply the way in which New Zealand, through policy and action, has 

established a relationship with Antarctica, and inevitably, the Ross Sea region. 

Many people have assisted me on this journey and I pay them tribute. I acknowledge 

the support given to me by being the recipient of a University of Canterbury Masters 

Scholarship and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade Ross Dependency 

Scholarship. I am grateful to those who shared information with me, both formally 

and informally. For inspiring critical thought, I extend my deepest thanks to Klaus 

Dodds, from the Royal Holloway in London; also to my University of Canterbury 

supervisors, Bryan Storey and Julie Cupples. To my family and my friends, your 

support has been vital. To my daughter, Tessa Amy, arohanui. 

May the gentle rain always fall on your face 
May the sea-fresh air be borne to you on the wind 
And may you always walk in the light of the sun 
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1 
Introduction 

'For Peaceful Purposes Only' 

It is in the interest of all manldnd that Antarctica shall continue forever to 
be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and shall not become the scene 

or object of international discord. 
From the Preamble to the 1959 Antarctic Treaty 

Achieving peace is very much about the melioration of power. 
Negative peace refers to the absence of direct violence that causes 

physical harm, and positive peace refers to the absence of structural 
violence manifested as the uneven distribution of power and resources. 

Jon Barnett (2001, 3-4) 

The Antarctic means many things to many different people. As a landmass having no 

undisputed internationally recognised sovereignty, these many perceptions contribute 

to a confusing array of agendas about how the Antarctic should be managed 

internationally. Twenty-seven nation states share responsibility for the management 

of Antarctic affairs through a consensual framework known as the Antarctic Treaty 

System (ATS). As one of seven claimant states before 1959, New Zealand is a 

member of this system. 

This thesis seeks to consider how New Zealand constructs its relationship with the 

Antarctic. Utilising the theoretical frameworks of critical geopolitics, feminist and 

postcolonial analysis, it (re)constructs the discourses1 used by groups influential in 

the formulation of New Zealand governmental positions and policies on the Antarctic, 

whilst providing a platform for any marginalised discourses. These positions are 

contextualised against a backdrop of New Zealand and international literature on 

current issues affecting the Antarctic. The limitation of the timeframe of analysis to 

1Discourse is a Foucaldian concept regarding the production of ideas and knowledge and the 
dissemination of these through various communication methods (Hajer, 1995). 
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curves northeast, dictating the weather systems and migratory flows of Southern 

Ocean species. The ability of the Antarctic to have such an influential effect on our 

climate and the susceptibility of islands with high percentages of coastline to 

inundation are some of the many reasons why this vast continent and its surrounding 

waters are important to Aotearoa/New Zealand. 

Our more recent history is one of human contact. Before the southern landmass was 

sought by Northern explorers venturing south, there are anecdotal reports of Maori 

witnessing large columns of ice riding northward upon ocean currents2
• With the 

colonisation of Aotearoa/New Zealand by white settlers from the north and eventual 

annexation to the rapidly expanding 'British empire' 3
, New Zealand's geographical 

proximity ensured it became inextricably involved with early missions south in 

attempts to discover, record and assert sovereignty over Antarctica. New Zealand's 

early embedding in Antarctic political strategising was officially sealed with the 1923 

Order by the British empire for New Zealand to administer British territorial interest 

in the Ross Dependency (Logan, 1979; Templeton, 2000). Figure 1. 1 is a map of the 

Antarctic showing the territorial boundaries of the seven claimant nations. 

The process was not altogether untroublesome for New Zealand. As an active and 

supportive member of the Commonwealth, New Zealand felt bound to responsibly 

administer its claim. However New Zealand's political interests in the Antarctic, and 

the Ross Dependency in particular, waxed and waned according to the strategic and 

economic perceptions of successive R.rime Ministers, governments and officials 

(Logan, 1979; Templeton, 2000). 

New Zealand's political engagement to the Antarctic was not of its own volition, but 

driven by the desire of the British empire to secure colonial advantages in the form of 

territorial rights providing access to resources. New Zealand became the final port of 

call for a number of expeditions to survey, explore, and claim the Antarctic for the 

British. Scientists were among the early expeditions south, and having very close 

2 I am unable to find a reference to this in literature, but it is anecdotal within the New Zealand 
Antarctic community. 
3Due to a history of colonial expansion, the British empire was formalised as a noun, thus adopting 
capital letters. Given the postcolonial (de)construction in this thesis, I will dispense with this formality. 
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the 'environmental era' (a period that commences from the signing of the Antarctic 

Environmental Protocol in 1991 to the present day) enables the thesis to examine 

current predominant themes in the Antarctic, recognising that a reconstruction of 

these themes inevitably involves historical considerations. It also signifies the time 

when the major debates surrounding minerals extraction and environmental protection 

reached a closure through the signing of the Protocol and ushered in a new way of 

managing the Antarctic environment. Qualitative methods of analysis are used to 

examine a variety of sources, including documentation and semi-structured interviews 

with government and Antarctic agency representatives in New Zealand. 

This chapter will contextualise New Zealand's involvement in the Antarctic by 

considering a history of both New Zealand's political role and the ATS. It will place 

this history in the framework of New Zealand environmental legislation before 

highlighting the predominant themes to emerge. This chapter will then move to 

provide rationale for the choice of theoretical frameworks adopted in this research and 

will outline the recent challenges to critical geopolitics by feminist geographers. 

Consideration is then given to the ways a feminist postcolonial approach to critical 

geopolitics can contribute to knowledge of New Zealand's relationship to the 

Antarctic. The chapter concludes with an outline of the key tenets in the remaining 

chapters. 

Historical Background 

Aotearoa/N ew Zealand has a connection with the Antarctic that predates human 

history. Until 82 million years ago both were part of a shared land mass known as 

East Gondwana (Korsch & Wellman, 1988). In this vast continent's twisting, turning, 

and upheaving, continents and islands became divided, the Antarctic eventually 

blanketing the South Pole and Aotearoa/New Zealand sitting astride the junction of 

two major tectonic plates. During the Quarternary, freshwater alternatively locked up 

and released from the polar icecaps has had a major influence on the extent of New 

Zealand's landmass, at times encouraging our flora and fauna to spread and, at other 

times, isolating small communities of species. New Zealand rests within the ocean 

polar current driven by the Antarctic landmass that sweeps below Australia and 
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curves northeast, dictating the weather systems and migratory flows of Southern 

Ocean species. The ability of the Antarctic to have such an influential effect on our 
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connections between the British and New Zealand communities of scientists and 

politicians, lobby groups formed within these circles to advocate for an increased 

proactive New Zealand presence in the Antarctic (Logan, 1979). However, politicians 

were less interested in mounting expeditions for scientific prestige and were 

concerned primarily with the protection of territorial interests. It was somewhat 

worrisome for both officials and politicians in Wellington that large influential 

nations such as the United States were ignoring assertions of sovereignty. 
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Figure 1.1 Antarctic territorial claims (sourced from US Department of State, 2000) 
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It was not until post-World War II, through the realisation of its geographical isolation 

from the British empire, that New Zealand began to act independently and in its own 

interests (Templeton, 2000). Eventually overwhelmed by the cost, territorial tensions, 

and Commonwealth imperatives, Walter Nash, then Deputy Prime Minister of the 

Labour Party, led New Zealand's call for a regime of international co-operation. It 

was not until a decade later with the Cold War at its height, that tensions over 

strategic geographical positioning in the Antarctic drove endeavours to negotiate an 

agreement that would effectively satisfy all parties. The International Geophysical 

Year (IGY) of 1957 /58 set a precedent of international collaboration on Antarctic 

science. This gave a basis for the negotiation of the Antarctic Treaty, granting science 

the right as common denominator for future Antarctic-related activity. Claim issues 

were put aside by the Antarctic Treaty in a text that neither denied, asserted nor 

renounced any claims or potential claims. It also enabled nations involved in its 

negotiation to directly address the threatening issues of increasing militarisation such 

as that witnessed by the United States' Operation Highjump involving a dispatch of 

4700 troops for training in 'frigid' zones (Rose, 1980). The Treaty declared the 

Antarctic a demilitarised zone and asserted its use was to be for peaceful purposes 

only4
• 

The signing of the 1959 Antarctic Treaty and its subsequent adoption into New 

Zealand legislation committed New Zealand to an ongoing relationship with the 

Antarctic that continues to the present day. During the course of the past 40 years, 

New Zealand has remained a dominant player in the ATS, the original Treaty since 

sparking off a number of other consensually negotiated regimes aimed at protecting 

Antarctic's environment and resources from unregulated activity5
• The ATS currently 

comprises 44 countries, 27 of which have full voting rights according to their 

commitment, evidenced through scientific endeavour, to the Antarctic (Berkman, 

2002). The remaining seventeen nations are acceding members to the Antarctic 

4See Appendix One for the full text of the 1959 Antarctic Treaty. 
5Other agreements since negotiated are the Agreed Measures on the Protection of Flora & Fauna 
(1964), (now incorporated into the Environmental Protocol); Convention for the Conservation of 
Antarctic Seals (1972); Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (1980); 
Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities (1988), (not ratified); and the 
Environmental Protocol (1991) (Berkman, 2002). 
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Treaty without voting rights. 

Antarctic Issues in a Changing World 

Science remains the key by which nations retain a physical presence in the Antarctic, 

enabling them to play a significant role in Antarctic affairs through the ATS (Articles 

2 and 3). Scientific endeavour in the Antarctic was conducted according to the 

colonial framework of early exploration and territorial claims, and it is within this 

framework the Antarctic Treaty was negotiated. As a consequence, science is given a 

privileged position in Antarctic affairs, a position not granted to scientists on any 

other vast landmass in the world. The Antarctic differs to other landmasses in that it 

has no indigenous peoples to claim 'ownership'6• Even given this absence and 

although heavily regulated by national frameworks of Antarctic endeavour, it remains 

that a privileged group of people in society have been given the right to retain a 

presence in an area that is the focus of international scrutiny. 

Science and its associated activities have not always behaved benevolently towards 

the Antarctic environment. Through its methodology, science has interfered with the 

natural processes that have evolved over millions of years. In addition, the logistical 

support used to conduct the scientific programmes has impacted negatively on 

sensitive environments, e.g. oil spills and construction of buildings on ice-free areas 

(Szabo & Dalziell, 1994). 

The consciousness of western 7 society has also evolved over time, and during the 

1960s and 1970s a growing awareness towards the potential for long term 

environmental harm emerged. Amongst the first of these publications was the 

warning by United States environmentalist Rachel Carson in her 1962 book, Silent 

6Land 'ownership' is a dubious term ascribing title to property, often imposed on indigenous peoples 
by colonising nations (Plumwood, 2002). 
71 struggle to find an appropriate terminology to express the colonial powers and the communities that 
spring from them. Western is a concept widely used, but it implies a fixed geographical position 
shown to be spatially and temporally constructed through geographical mapping originating in the 
middle ages (Lewis & Wigen, 1997). Geographically it is somewhat irrelevant to New Zealand. Other 
alternatives are to use the dichotomies of North/South (once again irrelevant to New Zealand) and 
first/third worlds, as well as other heavily value-laden constructs such as developed and developing, 
underdeveloped or undeveloped. 

6 



Spring, to consider the effects of the 'green revolution' growth upon the environment 

(Carson, 1962; Sachs, 2002). Occurring as it did in nations involved politically in the 

Antarctic, it could not be ignored by the intellectual community. The concept of 

'sustainability' as an environmental paradigm arose in the 1980s and was adopted by 

the western community following the publication of Our Common Future8 by the 

World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) in 1987. 

The 1970s and 80s were a time of unparalleled interest in environmental concerns 

throughout the western world and continued the exponential growth in environmental 

and ecosystem treaties aimed at staving off threats of resource depletion and 

environmental degradation that began in the 1950s9 (Berkman, 2002). The 

geographical isolation of the Antarctic did not exclude it from environmental concern. 

At the same time as Antarctic Treaty parties were meeting in New Zealand's capital 

city to develop a regime dealing with potential mineral extraction from the Antarctic 

(the Convention on the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource Activities -

CRAMRA), environmental non-governmental organisations (NGOs) originating from 

the United States and other treaty nations sought to ensure the Antarctic environment 

was fully protected by advocating for a World Park (Templeton, 2002). There was 

also increased interest in and opposition to CRAMRA by third world 10 nations 

heightened by the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) in 

1982 (Templeton, 2002; Dodds, 2003, pers.comm). Despite being signed in 1988/89 

after intense negotiations chaired by New Zealand's Chris Beeby, CRAMRA was 

never ratified and was eventually usurped by a comprehensive environmental 

protection regime, commonly known as the Madrid or Environmental Protocol 

(1991)11. 

To suggest that environmental group pressure brought about this tum of events is too 

simplistic. Both economic and political strategising amongst key players were also 

8Our Common Future is commonly known as the Brundtland Report, after Gro Harlem Brundtland, 
Norwegian Prime Minister, then chair of the WCED. 
9 An unprecedented 21 treaties and conventions were signed in the 1970s, with a further 13 in the 1980s 
(Berkman, 2002). 
10Once again the terminology is socially constructed, carrying connotations of what is 'best'. However, 
Young (2003) details how activists and writers claimed the term third world as a positive construct in a 
postcolonial context. 
llFor a detailed analysis of New Zealand's policy position in the Minerals Regime negotiation and 
subsequent abandonment see Michael Kyriak's doctoral dissertation (1996). 
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significant factors. Australia and France were the first nations to speak out against 

CRAMRA. Australia had always been concerned to prevent subsidised mining by 

wealthy industrialised nations but was unable to insert clauses in the convention 

tackling this issue (Kenward, 1989). National elections were approaching and 

environmental issues were high on the agenda of voters. France also had looming 

elections, and the public campaigns by Greenpeace and Jacques Cousteau were 

having a large influence on voters (Templeton, 2002). Because New Zealand initiated 

the negotiations, both politicians and diplomats from this country persisted with trying 

to negotiate a consensus (Palmer, 1990). However, there could be no doubt that the 

wave of public sympathy was rolling in favour of a comprehensive environmental 

protection regime for the Antarctic, including within scientific and political circles 

(Palmer, 1990; Greenpeace International, 1991). Consequently many senior level 

politicians usurped the process that had been quietly led by diplomatic officials and 

beginning with Australia and France, CRAMRA was abandoned and the 1991 

Environmental Protocol was hastily negotiated in Madrid (Templeton, 2002; Palmer, 

1990). 

Since 1991 and the adoption of the Environmental Protocol ( eventually coming into 

force in 1998), a general feeling surrounds the Antarctic community that measures are 

in place to ensure the Antarctic environment is protected from mining interests (Doyle 

& Kellow, 1995; Palmer, 2003). As a consequence, the energy of the environmental 

movement that dominated the 1980s has receded. At the same time international 

environmental movements have also been less prominent. It has been suggested that a 

green 'backlash' may be responsible for some of this (Rowell, 1996). Doyle (1998, 

771) suggests that the adoption of 'sustainable development' has served to co-opt 

environmental activists and "almost completely dismantle active environmental 

critiques of existing political and market systems." Doyle & Kellow (1995) assert this 

is true with the Antarctic environmental community, witnessed by the willingness to 

operate within the established Antarctic Treaty structure rather than attempting more 

radical reforms. 

At the time of the CRAMRA negotiations in New Zealand and increasing western 
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environmental awareness12
, a similar evolution was occumng m New Zealand 

domestic legislation. The Resource Management Bill was going through a lengthy 

parliamentary process in an attempt to overhaul disparate environmental pieces of 

legislation into one overarching document. Eventually passed in 1991, the concept of 

'sustainable development' was finally ensconced into New Zealand law. The 1991 

Resource Management Act (RMA) was but one of a platform of environmental 

policies including the Conservation Act 1986, an independently-funded Parliamentary 

Commissioner for the Environment (PCE), and the establishment of the Ministry for 

the Environment (MfE) (Palmer, 1990). During the years of its negotiation and 

afterwards, the RMA was heralded as an example of brilliance in environmental 

legislation; adopting into law such issues as ecosystems management, qualitative 

environmental values, and contextualising Maori issues (Palmer, 199 5). 

Concurrent to the revamping of environmental laws, New Zealand was undergoing 

massive restructuring in the pursuit of neoliberal policies, lead by the Labour Party's 

then Minister of Finance, Roger Douglas (Lamer & Walters, 2000). It was a process 

involving the privatisation of a large number of government-run services. This policy 

of reform was shared by the National Party (Upton, 1987) and upon their resumption 

of power in 1990, the programme of implementing policies aimed at deregulating the 

market place continued. A report from the PCE (2002) suggests that the intent of the 

RMA to comprehensively protect the environment has been thwarted by the 

neoliberal market-led approach13
. 

Neoliberalism has its origins within W()Stem nations and is mooted by some as the 

latest wave of domination by first world countries over the third world (Laurie et al, 

1999; Falk, 2000; Houtart & Polet, 2001). Neoliberalism advocates the reduction of 

state regulation and relies upon the market place to create an efficient sharing and 

allocation of resources (Upton, 1987). New Zealand was one of the first nations to 

rigorously pursue this agenda and comparative studies suggest such policies have not 

12Frequently this awareness is ascribed as a global process. Many dispute this assertion, claiming 
increasing environmental awareness is a western construct that negates the environmental agendas and 
discourses pursued by other nations (particularly third world) for a number of years (Guha & Martinez
Alier, 1997). 
13 'Sustainable development' is a contested term, and some have argued it has led to a wave of 
legislation and corporations who use this concept as a means to continue with 'business as usual' 
(Escobar, 1995; Doyle, 1998; Visvanathan, 1998; Bradford, 2000). 
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only had a negative impact on economic performance (Quiggan, 2001), but have also 

increased inequity of wealth (Lamer & Walters, 2000). This is most evident in the 

unequal distribution of wealth between first and third world nations, but can also be 

evidenced within nations (Quiggan, 2001). Neoliberal agendas have often been 

linked to environmental degradation in both the first and third worlds as development 

continues to pursue goals of economic growth and expansion under the umbrella of 

'sustainability' (Escobar, 1995; McCully, 1996; Harcourt, 2002). 

Recognition of 'intellectual property rights' has been identified as the latest phase in 

the domination of the first world over the third world with particular regard to genetic 

resources (Escobar, 1995). It is widely recognised that the majority of genetic 

material is located within third world countries and that the issues of ownership 

remain contested and are yet to be resolved (Nijar & Ling, 1994; Shiva, 2001). 

Intellectual property rights, the ownership of resources, and the pressures of market 

forces, have not been kept out of the Antarctic. This is not surprising given the shared 

origins of both colonialism and neoliberalism. Tourism, fishing, and more recently, 

bioprospecting are the major commercial ventures to reach into the Antarctic 

environs. During the negotiations surrounding CRAMRA a number of third world 

countries, most notably Malaysia, were very vocal in expressing their view that 

Antarctica was the 'common heritage of mankind' (CHM) and minerals negotiations 

within the framework of the ATS maintained a colonial exclusivity (Templeton, 

2002). Any issue involving the extraction of wealth from Antarctica has the potential 

to raise concerns about 'resource rivalry' (Barnes, 1982). 

Critical Geopolitics: A Postmodern Deconstruction 

Geopolitics encompasses a vast subject area, with some key writers asserting anyone 

who engages in discussions regarding foreign policy is being geopolitical (0 Tuathail 

& Agnew, 1992). Historically geopolitics was used by the state intellectuals of core 

powers and hegemonic states to 'spatialise' international politics, representing the 

world as being characterised by particular types of people, places and dramas. Its 

relevance as an academic discipline in the anglophone world diminished following 
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World War II and it was not until the early 1990s that geopolitics underwent a 

paradigmatic shift. 

Historically the realm of Western male thought, geopolitical writers were influenced 

by a F oucaldian postmodernism. Central to this thought was the premise that 

geography as a discourse is a form of power and knowledge (0 Tuathail & Agnew, 

1992). Agnew & Corbridge (1995, 7) asserted that a critical geopolitics should refer 

then "not only to the material spatial practices through which the international 

political economy is constituted, but also to the ways in which it is represented and 

contested." Thus a critical geopolitics pays particular attention to the construction(s) 

of reasoning as opposed to the essentialist 'spatialised truths' of the past. It 

recognises that hegemonic discourse is always under contestation with 'counter

hegemonies' often neglected. The political neutrality of geopolitical study is 

challenged, with O Tuathail & Dalby (1998) asserting that knowledge is always 

temporally and spatially 'situated'. 

Academically, geopolitical reasoning has been divided into three types, known as 

pluralities (0 Tuathail & Dalby, 1998). Although each of these pluralities have 

different sites of production, distribution and consumption, there exists the ability to 

mutually influence each other to a greater or lesser degree. Practical geopolitical 

reasoning is conducted by the practitioners of statecraft. It is the most predominant 

and results in foreign policy decisions and statements. The second is formal. This 

type of reasoning focuses on the thinking produced by strategic thinkers and 

intellectuals. It is less concerned with the political nuances of practical geopolitical 

reasoning, whilst providing input to such processes. The final type of geopolitical 

reasoning was elucidated more recently. Known as popular geopolitics, this form of 

reasoning arises from thinking created within mass media, for example, cinema, 

novels and cartoons. Typically adopted by the public at large, popular geopolitics 

also has an influence on practical geopolitical reasoning, particularly when trying to 

appease a mass voting public. 

Critical geopolitics has adopted the poststructural paradigm shared by feminist and 

postcolonial geographies. Its exposition by Gearoid O Tuathail (1996) in Critical 

Geopolitics is not without its critics. Smith (2000), whilst broadly supportive of the 
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aims, takes issue with the silences, the visual representation, and the tendency of 

poststructuralism to create another positivist reform. Most particularly he brings 

focus to O Tuathail's absence of attention to class and related economic issues. Smith 

concludes by suggesting the connection of O Tuathail' s argument to political 

economic analyses of global and local change would provide a powerful agenda. 

Heffernan (2000) raises the ambiguity of O Tuathail's centrality of visual 

representation, arguing that the importance of the visible is diminished by its neglect 

of critical self-examination. He also queries the relevance of geopolitics, and suggests 

that by O Tuathail's refusal to clearly define critical geopolitics, it is anti-geopolitical. 

If it indeed truly adopts a poststructuralist framework, then of necessity, it suggests 

the existence of numerous geopolitical discourses, debunking the formerly accepted 

hegemonic geopolitical discourse. 

Finally Sharp (2000) argues that O Tuathail's account remasculinises geopolitics. 0 

Tuathail's panoptic eye fails to identify the strengths and weaknesses of his own 

location. His analysis focuses on the formal and practical geopolitical reasonings, 

reasonings produced entirely by men (of which he then proceeds to discuss). Not 

only is popular geopolitical reasoning neglected, but it is also subject to condemnation 

as crude and propagandistic. 

A Feminist Geopo/itics?14 

The issues raised appear valid. The majority of critical geopolitical writings continue 

to focus on the normative discourse of visible statesmen and male geopoliticians ( e.g. 

Dodds, Dalby, 0 Tuathail). Their reluctance to identify their own location continues 

to legitimate a covert complicity with the colonial framework from which they are 

positioned (i.e. white, class-privileged males). Geopolitics, as a practice, has failed to 

redress the gender imbalance shifts witnessed in other parts of geography (Dowler & 

Sharp, 2001). Since the 1980s and critical feminist works by Enloe (1989), Harding 

(1991), and Seager (1993), there has been a concerted effort to deconstruct some of 

the premises of science and modernity from a feminist perspective. Not only has 

14This subheading is taken from an article of the same name by Lorraine Dowler & Joanne Sharp 
(2001). 
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women's participation in science been questioned, but also the way in which science 

has been constructed in ways that marginalise other groups, either by neglect or 

conscious exclusion. 

As a feminist geographer recognising the strength critical geopolitics has to offer an 

Antarctic analysis, I initially felt restricted by the tendency of critical geopolitics to 

perpetuate the same undeconstructed masculine and colonial imperatives that 

dominated the Antarctic scene. The challenge by Lorraine Dowler and Joanne Sharp 

(2001) to address the issue of 'a feminist geopolitics' was, for me, very timely. 

Despite assertions by Staeheli (1996, cited in Dowler & Sharp, 2001) that the two 

may be incompatible, there are a number of :parallels. One of the major feminist 

assertions has been to recognise that the 'personal is political' (Enloe, 1989; Harding, 

1991; Kobayashi, 1994). Decisions regarding choice and questions of study and 

publication have political outcomes. This thesis acknowledges the reflexivity of such 

choices and seeks to elucidate them. However, the 'personal is political' may have 

tended to downplay the relevancy of important and immediate issues highlighted in 

critical geopolitics (Dowler & Sharp, 2001). Feminist approaches to critical 

geopolitics open the potential to examine both the personal and public spheres of 

political geographies. Hyndman (2001, 210) suggests feminist geopolitics is "an 

approach to global issues with feminist politics in mind." 

Crucial questions to critical geopolitics are issues of war, nationalism and science 

(Dodds, 2003, pers.comm). Assumptions surrounding these issues in conventional 

geopolitics are challenged by feminist scholars and critical geopoliticians and thus 

form a worthwhile focus for feminist geopolitics. Harding (1991, 3) notes both the 

progressive and regressive tendencies of science, contending that "from the 

perspective of women's lives, scientific rationality :frequently appears irrational." 

Science may be viewed as a social problem, through its contribution to the creation of 

waste, the continued refinement of weapons of mass destruction and the profiteering 

of health through pharmaceuticals. The use of geographical maps in colonial projects 

asserted hegemonic 'truths' about national identities, constructing the world in a way 

that reaffirmed claims to power (Blunt & Rose, 1994). Nationhood is also 

constructed and maintained in ways that are profoundly masculine, exercising 

sovereignty through the activities of "surveillance and power over precisely 
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demarcated spaces" (Dalby, 1994, 603). 

Feminist critiques of critical geopolitics challenge the focus on the deconstruction of 

dominant political discourse and the neglect to pay due attention to alternative 

possibilities and resistances (Sharp, 2000; Dowler & Sharp, 2001; Hyndman, 2001). 

Routledge (1996) focuses his research in a critical geopolitical framework from the 

'terrains of resistance', assuming a reflexive position amongst these alternative 

possibilities. This type of study, alongside the deconstruction of some popular 

geopolitical reasonings (for example Sharp, 1998) suggests that a critical geopolitics 

can be more reflexive. Thus an attempt to feminise the geopolitical holds great 

attraction. 

Adopting a Postcolonial Vantage 

The discussion is also framed within a postcolonial context, a theoretical structure 

having no tradition rather a "multiplicity of origins or theoretical foundations ... far 

from singular and coherent" (Castle, 2001). Postcolonialism is a contested term and 

can be imagined in two ways that inform the practitioner of postcolonial theory (Blunt 

& Wills, 2000). The first is to consider the meaning of 'post-' as after, behind, 

denoting postcolonialism as a temporal period following from colonialism. However 

many writers now adopt the notion of postcolonialism as that which exists beyond 

colonialism and therefore addresses the ways in which "colonial power was exercised, 

legitimated, resisted and overturned over time and space." (Blunt & Wills, 2000, 170). 

Postcolonial discourse is thus the discourse of the colonised and "doesn't stop when 

the colonisers go home" (Ashcroft, 2001, 12). It therefore more appropriately 

represents the struggles undertaken by the colonised in dealing with the various forms 

of colonial oppression (Blunt & Wills, 2000; Ashcroft, 2001; Young, 2003). Ashcroft 

(2001) sees postcolonial as discursive and identifies it as a 'form of talk' rather than a 

'form of experience'. In keeping with the critical and deconstructing nature of 

geopolitics and other postmodern approaches, the notion of postcolonialism as beyond 

colonialism is the most compatible. 

It has already been shown that the Antarctic was constructed as a colonial endeavour, 

actively sought and annexed at the height of British imperialism. However it differs 
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from other colonised nations in that there are no indigenous peoples. All writing on 

postcolonialism I have evidenced has always referred to an indigenous population and 

thus makes it difficult to identify literature about previously unoccupied colonial 

spaces. However, there are crucial elements of postcolonial assertions that are 

extremely relevant, e.g. territorial assertion, sovereignty, the 'heroic/exploration age', 

trade and neoliberal agendas, modernity and science. These concepts will be utilised 

throughout the thesis in deconstructing some of the colonial imperatives that go 

unchallenged in New Zealand Antarctic discourses. 

Geopolitics in the Antarctic 

Given the 'political' of geopolitics, this subdiscipline has been utilised by writers to 

examine the evolving nature of Antarctic politics and its complexity. It was initially 

through exposure to some of the writing by Klaus Dodds (Beck & Dodds, 1998; 

Dodds, 2000a) and his challenge to the colonial complicity in the Antarctic that I first 

became aware that a critical geopolitical approach held potential to explore my own 

Antarctic interests. Dodds (1997, 2000b & 2002) has written extensively about the 

Cold War geopolitical strategising in the Antarctic, the colonial assertions of the 

British empire, and the fraught geopolitics of resource strategising ( e.g. toothfishing). 

There remams an absence of indepth examination of the construction of New 

Zealand's Antarctic policy from a critical geopolitical perspective, particularly one 

that adopts some of the feminist and postcolonial critiques of modernity, science, and, 

importantly, geography. Most New Zealand writing on Antarctic politics has tended 

to focus on an historical reporting of 'significant events' (e.g. Logan, 1979; 

Templeton, 2000 & 2002). These reports provide a very informative and concise 

account of the geopolitical strategising of statesmen, but do little to critically examine 

some of the assumptions upon which Antarctic policy and government action is 

constructed. Their authorship also parallels that found within geopolitics, that is, they 

are written by white, class-privileged males. A number of historical accounts address 

issues surrounding the minerals regime (for example, Templeton, 2002) but 

assumptions regarding the Antarctic are not addressed, and the dominant storyline 

remains the key focus, with only incidental mention of the discourses and strategising 

of the counter-hegemonies and 'terrains ofresistance'. 
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Since the 1990s a number of unpublished reports and theses have examined issues 

focussing on the implementation of the environmental protocol (Cody, 1990; 

Rippingale, 1992). Kyriak's (1996) doctoral thesis examined New Zealand's 

Antarctic Policy focussing on the critical years relating to the minerals debate of 

1988-1991. This account very effectively uncovered the subtle nuances and shifting 

dynamics involved throughout the debate, considering the interplay between 

politicians, officials and environmental NGOs. Such an analysis moves our 

knowledge fonvard in very important ways by elucidating the complexity of such an 

issue. In complementing the likes of such a report, the current study hopes to explore 

more deeply the geopolitical reasonings adopted by such agencies in current Antarctic 

debates. 

Offering a Feminist Postcolonial inspired Critical Geopolitics 

The preceding discussion outlined critical geopolitics and the challenges to this by 

feminist thought. It also identified the relevance of a postcolonial examination in 

light of the imperial nature of Antarctic annexation. 

Postcolonial feminists have stressed that the prima,y concern of 
postcolonialism is to decentre Western knowledge and the primary concern of 
feminism is to decentre masculinist knowledge. Accordingly they emphasise 
that it is imperative for postcolonialism to consider issues of gender, and point 
out that (Western) feminism has engaged only marginally and recently with 
issues of race and imperialism. (Kothari, 2002, 46). 

Kothari (2002) provides the questions that a feminist postcolonial critique may cover. 

Given these antecedents, what does this theoretical framework offer to an examination 

of New Zealand's relationship to the Antarctic? 

New Zealand's geographical position in the South Pacific means it frequently acts as 

the final port of call befory journeying to the Antarctic, the 'last frontier' beyond New 

Zealand. Within the South Pacific there is a relative geographical absence of zones of 

conflict that impact directly upon the colonialist New Zealand and the Ross Sea 

region of the Antarctic. Operating as the 'gateway' to the Ross Sea region, New 
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Zealand has a paramount interest in maintaining peace and security in the region as 

will be evidenced in chapter 3. The Antarctic has remained ostensibly for peaceful 

purposes only. This may be challenged by increasing commercialisation, neoliberal 

global discourses, and dubious claims of 'sustainability' that are fingering the ice 

sheets and seas of the southern polar region. 

Nationalistic fights over territory and resources are increasingly evidenced with 

numerous internal and international conflicts ( e.g. East Timor, Eastern Bloc nations, 

and the oil wars). The geopolitical reasonings for these events are less than simplistic, 

however in the western world events are increasingly being framed as 'terrorism' and 

the remembrance of the September 2001 bombing of the Twin Towers in Manhattan, 

USA, has usurped the role of other resource and sustainability debates (Harcourt, 

2002). The refusal of the United States president to attend the 2002 World Summit on 

Sustainable Development (WSSD) comes at a time when there is a growing, often 

violent, backlash against those who speak out for the rights of the environment and 

indigenous peoples (Rowell, 1996; McCully, 1996; Beder, 1997; Shiva, 2001). Given 

my background in environmental and political activism, I have concerns about the 

ability of the Antarctic (in its physical and geopolitical constructions) to resist the 

potential for encroachment of these disruptive activities. 

New Zealand is but one of twenty-seven full consultative parties to the Antarctic 

Treaty. Its geographical proximity and territorial aspirations give New Zealanders 

with a colonial attachment, a sense of responsibility and ownership of the Antarctic -

a theme that will recur frequently throughout this thesis. How New Zealand conducts 

its activities and its political negotiations on Antarctic issues in the international 

forum become part of the tapestry seeking to manage the vast continent and 

surrounding ocean that has no indigenous voice. In a postcolonial framework, 'who 

speaks (Spivak, 1999) for the Antarctic'? New Zealand through its complicity 

(Castle, 2001) with the Antarctic colonial project, offers such voices. This thesis 

explores New Zealand's geopolitical reasoning in attempting to manage the Antarctic 

'voices' that emanate from within. My concern is to explore what the voices say 

about issues of commercialisation, colonial assertions, the role of science and 

environmental stewardship and to some extent, question their validity. Due to 

increasing interest in and participation by global organisations in the affairs of the 
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Antarctic (Dodds, 2000a), I also utilise some of the feminist and postcolonial 

constructions to raise consideration of discourses occurring internationally, discourses 

marginalised by the geographical and colonial isolation of the Antarctic. 

One of the tendencies with postmodern critical geopolitical analysis has been to adopt 

an impartiality to the different discourses (see for example Dalby, 1993 and 0 

Tuathail, 2002). In outlining the different geopolitical reasonings, the author does not 

assert the truthfulness nor rightness of any particular assertion, instead offering the 

discourses in a way that deconstructs their central tenets, "question[ s] assumptions in 

a taken-for-granted world and examin[es] the institutional modes of producing such a 

world vis-a-vis writing about the world, its geography and politics (Hyndman, 2001, 

213). 

I want to deconstruct this postmodern premise of essentialism that I am coming to 

believe offers a stagnant return to neutrality and impartiality - perhaps due in part to 

the colonial complicity of many of its authors and the freedom that they/we have to 

engage in theoretical debates15
. Spivak (1990, 11) argues "you are committed to 

these concepts [universalism and essentialism], whether you acknowledge it or not. It 

is absolutely on target not to be rhetorically committed to it ... and to take a stand 

against the discourses of essentialism, universalism as it comes in terms of the 

universal. ... Situate it at the moment, let us become vigilant about our own practice 

and use it as much as we can rather than make the totally counter-productive gesture 

of repudiating it." Feminist praxis involves exposing oppression, domination, and 

resistance within the hegemonic structures (Staeheli & Lawson, 1994; Rosser, 1999; 

Hyndman, 2001). Such an analysis involves in an engagement with the political, an 

engagement that is the forte of feminist scholars (Kobayashi, 1994). 

Being political is at the heart of academic activism, challenging the historical location 

of much geographical practice in the scientific 'modernity' of objective non

alignment (Routledge, 1996; Maxey, 1999). Hyndman (2001, 213) supports the 

usefulness of critical geopolitics, but asserts "its deconstructive impulses are 

15Cindi Katz (1994, 71) notes the predominance of theoretical debate over applied work in feminist 
literature where "practice takes a beating in the high stakes debates of academia." 
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insufficient to generate change for building alternative futures. .. . We are left with 

well-interrogated but tacitly masculinist categories, and no clear way forward in 

practice." It is time to address the potentially constricting nature of such a 

postmodern deconstruction and, with the assistance of solid feminist and postcolonial 

critique, two 'dissident' geographies (Blunt & Wills, 2000), offer deconstructions that 

recognise both the regressive and progressive tendencies of all these issues and seek 

to elucidate these based on sound empirical observations. Why? Because in the end a 

geopolitical script is written - one that formalises New Zealand's political position. 

Anyone asserting an Antarctic voice in New Zealand must recognise their obligations 

in speaking to this. 

Thesis Outline 

To achieve the aim of a feminist postcolonial analysis of New Zealand Antarctic 

geopolitics, the remainder of the thesis is now outlined. Because of the way in which 

the field interplays with the research and the researcher (Rose, 1997), the division into 

chapters is a heuristic device attempting to provide some logical coherence. In 

identifying the key tenets it becomes obvious that overlaps occur, and the decision to 

locate the information relies upon the contextuality of the argument in the chapter. 

Therefore issues may reappear in different chapters, each time within a different 

context. 

Chapter 2 outlines the ways in which a critical geopolitical examination can be 

undertaken that is responsive to issues of reflexivity and positionality - endeavouring 

to counteract the 'panoptic' eye that a failure to locate can engender. It also seeks to 

identify the methodological choice that is most conducive for a feminist and 

postcolonial deconstruction. In adopting a meso-level discourse analysis utilised by 0 

Tuathail (2002) and constructing geo-graphs of the key New Zealand interests (Dalby, 

1993), a framework is laid enabling critical consideration of both hegemonic and 

counter-hegemonic discourses. The chapter concludes with a discussion and 

exploration of the ethical implications. 

Chapter 3 relies heavily upon feminist and postcolonial literatures to deconstruct the 
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hegemonic discourse of colonial imperative in the Antarctic. From early annexation 

and continued assertions of sovereignty, to the enthusiastic commemoration of the 

'heroic age', New Zealand's relationship with the Antarctic remains enframed by 

colonial re-presentations. The hegemonic use of legal frameworks to claim power 

and authority are deconstructed (Blunt & Rose, 1994), alongside the challenge to 

romantic views of imperialist adventure (Mills, 1994). It concludes with a brief 

discussion on New Zealand government's attempt to engage in domestic postcolonial 

debates. 

"Scientific knowledge characterised the imperial adventure" (Mills, 1994, 40). 

Initially planned to reside within chapter 3, the complexity of issues surrounding the 

practice and legitimating of science in the Antarctic gave rise to a separate chapter. 

Recognising both the progressive and regressive tendencies within science (Harding, 

1991), chapter 4 explores the construction of Antarctic science, particularly 

addressing the area of fieldwork. It moves to look at the role science plays in New 

Zealand's Antarctic agenda, recognising its centrality to environmental stewardship as 

well as the contentious issue of bioprospecting. Challenges to the political nature of 

science are raised considering the assertion of the functioning and intent of science to 

"provide resources for some people's domination over others." (Harding, 1991, 36) 

Frequent assertions of good environmental stewardship by New Zealand organisations 

are critically examined in chapter 5. By exploring the role science plays in 

maintaining this assertion, examining the colonial imperatives in environmental 

discourses, and challenging some of the unquestioned assumptions about the 

constitution of 'global environmental problems', the various discourses of Antarctic 

organisations are traversed (Merchant, 1980; Oelschlaeger, 1991; Seager, 1993; 

Hajer, 1995; Pepper, 1996; Guha & Martinez-Alier, 1997; Doyle, 1998; Bradford, 

2000; Barnett, 2001). Challenges to the first world constructions of 'environmental 

problems' are raised (Guha & Martinez-Alier, 1997) and the implications this has in 

constructing a New Zealand environmental programme (including the science strategy 

of AntNZ). Despite the political assertions by New Zealand government, recent 

reports suggest that New Zealand has not realised the promise of increasing 

environmental stewardship suggested by legislation in the 1980s and 1990s (PCB, 

2002). This chapter considers what implications this may have for the Antarctic, 
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particularly with issues relating to resource exploitation and continued fieldwork 

programmes. 

Undoubtedly, the dominant concern held by people within the New Zealand Antarctic 

community is the management (to a greater or lesser extent) of the commercialisation 

of aspects of the Antarctic. Chapter 6 explores the discourses used by various 

Antarctic organisations on commercial issues including trade aspects of 

bioprospecting and a lengthy examination of the issues of New Zealand's 

participation in the fishing of toothfish in the Ross Sea region. Commercial Antarctic 

interests do not operate in isolation from an increasing globalised world economy. 

Issues of market-led pressure and international legislative structures prescribe trade 

and economic frameworks that underpin commercial activities in the Antarctic. Smith 

(2000) challenged the field of critical geopolitics to engage more closely with issues 

of political economy. This chapter in considering the pressures and injunctions of the 

global political economy, hopes to move towards this engagement. 

Chapter 7 gathers together the information heuristically divided in chapters 2 - 6 and 

provides the framework for an attempt at (re)constructing some of New Zealand's 

'performative geopolitical script' (0 Tuathail, 2002). Primarily it considers the 

direction of New Zealand's policy, and the influences predominating amongst the 

Officials Antarctic Committee (OAC) and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

(MF AT) in their recommendations to the Ministers of the Crown. The role played by 

the Cabinets of political parties in the approval of Antarctic policy is addressed, 

considering if parallels exist between party philosophy and international ideologies. 

In contrast to the other areas in which Antarctic policy is constructed, the political 

realm is much more responsive to the influences of a voting 'community' (Palmer, 

1990). This chapter seeks to highlight the comparative influences of commercial 

imperatives and environmental aspirations and concludes that the environmental 

impetus of the late 1980s has become diminished within a political atmosphere where 

increasing pressures exist to commodify the Antarctic environment and its associated 

ecosystems. 

The concluding chapter returns to the question: what has a feminist postcolonial 

inspired critical geopolitics offered to an understanding of New Zealand's relationship 
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to the Antarctic? It re-asks the questions posed by O Tuathail (2002) and answers 

them with consideration given to the preceding chapters. Finally it looks at the ways 

that both feminist and postcolonial knowledges and literatures have provided a solid 

framework for challenging some of the assumptions in the discourses on the Antarctic 

in New Zealand. 

Throughout this thesis I will remain cognisant of the limitations of critical geopolitics 

and seek to deal with these by employing tactics to assist with situating my 

knowledges (Rose, 1997). I will ensure the reader remains aware of the reflexivity 

between the research 'field' and myself. The initial step in this has been to outline my 

own positionality in the preface. I acknowledge my personal connections to NGOs 

involved in the Antarctic, and have tried to be explicit about my motivations in 

conducting this research. Initial discussions with some members of the Antarctic 

community revealed both resistance to and inadequate knowledge of the theoretical 

foundations for this research. This opened up the opportunity for dialogue on issues 

of feminism and postcolonialism that this thesis seeks to address. As such, the 

reflexivity within this thesis has already been partially realised. Inherent within this 

thesis is the requirement to recognise and deconstruct some of the essential 'truths' 

that circulate within the everyday discourse of the New Zealand Antarctic community. 

I have welcomed this opportunity to be engaged in this process. 

This is the first New Zealand study to employ feminist and postcolonial perspectives 

within a critical geopolitical framework to deconstruct New Zealand's relationship 

with the Antarctic, and particularly the realisation of this through policy and 

geopolitical strategy. In so doing, it is hoped that some of the complexities and 

possible contradictions in the way in which New Zealand expresses its relationship to 

the Antarctic may be better understood. It would also be anticipated that longstanding 

assumptions about the nature of New Zealand's involvement in the Antarctic would 

be able to be witnessed in all their "messy historical contextuality" (0 Tuathail, 1996, 

cited in Heffernan, 2000, 347). 
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2 
Methodology 

Positioning a Geopolitical Analysis 

The processes of research analysis and the dissemination of findings rely 
on the thought processes of a positioned individual . ... It must be 

acknowledged that there is always a need for inte1pretation and the 
expression of personal opinion on any particular data set, so that 

research is more than simply storytelling. There will always be an 
element of literature that we must take on trust from the author(s) . ... 

Recognition of motivation, differences of position and an awareness of 
personal reasons for the promotion of particular issues can all be put to 

valuable use to piece together a more complete picture of society. 
Ruth Butler (2001, 274) 

The present research involves an interpretative examination of Antarctic documentary 

sources and interviews with key New Zealand Antarctic people in an attempt to 

identify the assumptions underlying geopolitical reasoning. The aims of a feminist 

postcolonial framework outlined in chapter 1 highlight the need to identify a method 

that provides the complexity required to uncover layers of discursive assumptions, the 

tenets of multiple organisations, and the construction of these into policy. This 

chapter will identify the processes used to both identify the Antarctic agencies and 

organisations and to conduct a discourse analysis of document sources and interviews. 

Critical geopolitics provides a number of methods that are useful in deconstructing 

geopolitical reasoning. Outlined are foci of analysis provided by Dalby (1993 & 

1996) including his conception of geographs; and the four-part framework for 

analysing practical geopolitical reasoning at a meso-level by O Tuathail (2002), the 

latter being a methodological tool that can be adapted to the (re)construction of New 

Zealand Antarctic policy. · Finally methodological and ethical issues are identified, 

including decisions regarding methodological choice and interviewing. It also 

considers the positionality of the researcher and the dynamic interplay this has upon 

the research. In delving into the structuring of policy, issues surrounding the 
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'political sensitivity' of some of the information and the nature with which they are 

dealt with is discussed. 

Antarctic Organisations 

Identification of sources of information necessitated knowing all the agencies, 

governmental departments, NGOs, academic think-tanks, and less structured 

communities that include the Antarctic either as their primary focus, or as part of 

other policy areas. As no definitive directory existed, one of the earliest tasks was to 

identify these agencies and to establish the relationships that existed between them 

(see Figure 2.1). This was constructed using the knowledge gained during completion 

of the Graduate Certificate in Antarctic Studies (GCAS) at Gateway Antarctica, and 

was clarified and refined over a period of months with key Antarctic people (within 

MFAT, Gateway Antarctica, and an AntNZ Board member). It can be seen from this 

chart that the web of Antarctic relationships is very complex with the lines of 

communication interwoven throughout. Individuals also belong to a multiplicity of 

organisations thus increasing the complexity of influence. For example, a member of 

the AntNZ Board is also part of the science community and works for one of the 

universities, while another person with an extensive history working for the 

environmental NGO, Greenpeace 1s a representative on the Environmental 

Assessment and Review Panel (EARP). Numerous people with a variety of Antarctic 

interests belong to the Antarctic Society. 

Antarctic Policy Unit 

Although government cabinet must formally approve all foreign policy decision

making, the seat of activity resides in the Antarctic Policy Unit (APU) at MFAT. I 

wish to outline this division of MF AT at the outset as it provides the central focus for 

the development and construction of Antarctic policy in New Zealand and is therefore 

pivotal. MF AT (Head of the APU) holds the chair of the OAC, a group of 

representatives from a number of government departments that have statutory 
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obligations or interest in the Antarctic, plus the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of 

AntNZ. Membership of this group has varied since the Terms of Reference for the 

OAC were established in 1996, although a consistent core has remained (see Table 

2.1). The APU has endeavoured to ensure the membership of the OAC remains 

relevant, and has sought the inclusion of other government departments as issues have 

arisen (Trevor Hughes, 13 March 2003). The Ministry for Economic Development 

(MED) is one such department, having been brought in since 2002 to provide expert 

knowledge relating to issues surrounding bioprospecting. The OAC is the reference 

body providing recommendations to the Government caucus on Antarctic policy. It is 

the responsibility of the OAC to consult widely with interested parties before making 

recommendations to caucus. This does not only include the government departments, 

which are members of the OAC, but a number of other parties. These are outlined in 

Figure 2.1 and include environmental NGOs, Maori, scientific community, crown 

research institutes, heritage organisations, partner governments, and industry. 

Table 2.1 Membership of the Officials Antarctic Committee (OAC) 

Government Department/ Agency Included in Terms of Reference? 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade Yes 
(MFAT) (Chair) 
Department of Prime Minister and Yes 
Cabinet (DPMC) 
Treasury Yes 
Ministry of Research, Science and Yes 
Technology (MoRST) 
Ministry of Defence (MoD) Yes 
New Zealand Defence Force (NZDF) Yes 
Department of Survey and Land Yes 
Information (LINZ) 
Ministry for the Environment (MfE) Yes 
Department of Conservation (DOC) Yes 
Ministry of Commerce [now Ministry of Yes 
Economic Development (MED)] 
New Zealand Antarctic Institute (AntNZ) Yes 
Ministry of Fisheries (MFish) No 
Te Puna Kokiri No 

Secondly it provides the connection between New Zealand and the international 

community by co-ordinating the policy positions and making recommendations to the 

Minister on appointing the official delegations to annual Antarctic Treaty 

Consultative Meetings (ATCMs) and the annual meetings of the Convention for the 
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Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR). The Minister of 

Foreign Affairs appoints New Zealand's representatives on the Committee for 

Environmental Protection (CEP), an international group co-ordinating environmental 

advice to the consultative parties at the A TCMs. 

The Board of Management of the New Zealand Antarctic Institute was established on 

1 July 1996 under the New Zealand Antarctic Institute Act. Board members and 

Chair are appointed by the Minister of Foreign Affairs with the support of Cabinet 

and are responsible to the Minister. The New Zealand Antarctic Institute is 

commonly known as Antarctica New Zealand (AntNZ) and is a Crown entity 

managing New Zealand's physical Antarctic operation. AntNZ comprises four main 

areas: the science programme, operational and logistics, environmental monitoring, 

and communications. A CEO is appointed and is responsible both to the Board, and 

through this to the Minister of Foreign Affairs. The CEO automatically belongs to the 

OAC and the Committee of Managers of National Antarctic Programmes 

(COMNAP). 

Finally New Zealand continues to appoint an Officer of the Government of the Ross 

Dependency. This appointment is made by the Governor-General and is usually the 

Manager of Scott Base ( or the person standing in). It is a legal requirement enabling 

the proper conducting of law in the Ross Dependency as was established in 1923. 

AntNZ is the organisation that is the most publicly visible in terms of Antarctic 

operations in New Zealand. The science programmes cater for 70 per cent of New 

Zealand government-sponsored trips to the Antarctic (Sanson, 14 February 2003). 

The remainder are primarily for education purposes or through the distinguished 

visitor programme, with a total of 450 people going to the Antarctic via AntNZ in the 

2002/03 season. AntNZ has the responsibility to administer the government's 

interests in the Antarctic at a logistical level. With this as the framework, a science 

strategy is formulated withi~ AntNZ upon consultation with the science community -

primarily universities and other research organisations. It is from this science 

community that the majority of travellers to the Antarctic are drawn. 
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Methodologies of Critical Geopolitics 

This research utilises a critical geopolitical framework to analyse the geopolitical 

reasoning involved in New Zealand's relationship with the Antarctic in the 

environmental era. It does this through adoption of Dalby's (1993) geograph model 

and O Tuathail's (2002) four-part framework to analyse the themes arising out of the 

first chapter surrounding issues of colonial inheritance and continued issues of 

sovereignty, the dominance of modernist premises in scientific methodologies, 

contested constructions of environmental discourse and the impact of issues of trade, 

commercialisation and neoliberal economic policy upon the construction and 

articulation of New Zealand's relationship to the Antarctic. 

Used by Simon Dalby (1993) to examine the geopolitics surrounding New Zealand's 

nuclear-free policy, a geograph explores " ... the ontological and geopolitical 

presuppositions that structure particular modes of peace, security and defence 

discourse" (Dalby, 1993, 440). This study used geographs to examine the 

construction of discourses surrounding the nuclear issues, exploring how a counter

hegemonic discourse usurped the hegemonic discourse and became New Zealand's 

national policy. The example of the Lange Labour Government's adoption of a 

nuclear-free policy against strident international opposition has some interesting 

parallels with the 1980s mineral regime negotiations (CRAMRA) that occurred at a 

similar time. Both outcomes were strongly supported by a highly profiled 

environmental campaign and effectively utilised public pressure to shift political 

positions. 

This model is useful in the Antarctic context for a number of reasons. It specifically 

deals with consideration of geopolitical reasoning and assumptions in the construction 

of policy. More importantly it considers the construction of not only the hegemonic 

discourses, but also of dissident texts. Dalby (1993, 440) rejects the 

oversimplification of discourses, and argues for an examination that " ... reinserts the 

contextual complexity of place." It is Dalby's assertion of the need for a situational 

analysis of the complexity of discourses - both dominant and counter-hegemonic, that 

makes the geograph model attractive to the current research. Dalby's study has some 

limitations. It does not provide a strong methodological framework for considering 
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the construction of discourses, nor the way in which policy-makers draw from this 

information to construct a 'normative' policy discourse. 

Meso-leve/ Analysis 

However, 0 Tuathail's (2002) study on the United States' response to the war in 

Bosnia provides a further framework for a critical geopolitical analysis. He argues 

that such an analysis needs to focus on the internal argumentative space within a 

nation on the issue of foreign policy and that this approach recognises policy is not 

always internally coherent, but may encapsulate tensions and conflicts. In 

reconstructing practical geopolitical reasoning, 0 Tuathail argues that the complex 

shifting nature of multiple actors means any attempt at coherence in a broad 

reconstruction fails to recognise this dynamic process and attributes an unjustified 

consistency to foreign policy. 

Although there are some obvious contextual, temporal and spatial differences between 

the US response to the war in Bosnia and New Zealand's construction of Antarctic 

policy, I find O Tuathail's recognition of the different levels helpful in the current 

situation. 'Discourse analysis' provides a tool for analysing the construction of policy 

as a dialogical process encompassing all the language of statecraft. A meso-level of 

discourse analysis focuses on "the everyday working of discourse in public policy and 

social debate" (0 Tuathail, 2002, 606). This type of analysis adequately addresses the 

perceived complexities of Antarctic policy construction in Aotearoa/New Zealand, 

considering both the requirement to consult widely with all Antarctic shareholders 

and the diverse array of themes and potential conflicts. 

0 Tuathail devised an heuristic framework to analyse the practical geopolitical 

reasoning relevant to an 'international crisis' (see Figure 2.2). It privileges the role of 

media images and representations in structuring people's perceptions on an issue quite 

deliberately, acknowledging people's information on international crises tends to 

come from media portrayals of events. The situation is then processed through a 

series of discursive processes (categorisation and particularisation, story-line 

construction and performative geopolitical script) all of which are influenced by 

people's prior knowledge base - the 'storehouse of common-sense'. The final 
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performative geopolitical script dictates the foreign policy process. 

Foreign Policy 
Process 

Deliberative 
Public Arena 

Figure 2.2 

Problem 
Definition 

Geopolitical 
Strategy 

Geopolitical 
Accomodation 

PERFORMATIVE 
GEOPOLITICAL SCRIPT 

STORY-LINE CONSTRUCTION 

CATEGORIZATION & 
PART! CULARIZA TION 

Problem Closure 

A framework for the analysis of practical geopolitical reasoning 
(taken from O Tuathail, 2002, 608) 

At this stage I wish to consider each of the steps and its relevance to the process of 

Antarctic policy construction. 

Media images and representations O Tuathail's model sees media images and 

representations as valid means of communication from which people derive their 

information about international crises. In the Antarctic and the situation surrounding 

policymaking in New Zealand I suggest the process will be different, principally 

because the immediacy factor is not present. People's information about the Antarctic 

can therefore derive from a variety of sources, e.g. personal experience, literature, 

media representations and academic exposure. It is also contended that a certain 

amount of this information is not externally sourced, but is produced by organisations 

already operating within the framework of New Zealand Antarctic circles. 

Categorisation and particularisation This stage enables individuals and groups to 

make sense of the information derived and to begin the process of assimilating it 

against some of the other 'commonsense' notions that may be held. Conflicts may 

occur and this process may either deal with these or leave them unresolved. 0 

Tuathail has identified five questions that can be used to approach the construction of 
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the individual/group storyline to arise from this process. These questions have been 

derived from a dramaturgical analysis by Burke (1945, cited in O Tuathail, 2002) to 

create a 'grammar of motives'. 

WHERE? Location Specification Answers to this question are not geographically 

factual, but rather contextual. They consider such things as proximity, perception, 

and degree of impact. Range of focus may be at local, regional or global levels. In at 

least one New Zealand perspective, the Antarctic is seen to have geographical 

proximity as has been identified in the history of Antarctic annexation. 

WHAT? Situation Descriptions What does the group or individual construct the 

situation to be to render it meaningful? It may be that certain aspects are omitted or 

particular focus is paid to certain issues, areas or activities. In the case of single 

policy events, as in the CRAMRA debate, the issue of mineral extraction was the 

central focus. 

WHO? Actor Typifications Who are the parties involved in this issue? In the 

Bosnian situation, the warring factions were the focus of this question. In the 

Antarctic the situation is somewhat more complex. Each situation involves different 

players - some may be involved in a multiplicity of events and others restricted to 

only a few. Consideration of New Zealand's storyline construction would take into 

account issues of lead roles, protagonists, 'repeat performers', heroes and villains. 

Each group will of course structure this differently depending upon their 

interpretation of other questions. 

WHY? Attributions and imputations of causality (blame strategies) Given the 

storehouse of knowledge and the perception of the actors, 0 Tuathail used this 

question to isolate 'who is to blame'? Generally there is a tendency to assign blame 

in issues of international crises, particularly war. In the Antarctic actions are much 

more dynamic and complex, and 'situations' have generally evolved over time. 

However, issues can arise whereby groups attribute a degree of causality due to the 

behaviour of a certain community or group. Not all groups may lay blame, and this is 

also an attribution of causality, e.g. it was going to occur anyway, of course there was 

going to be demand for resources, etc. In a similar vein, Antarctic discourses may 

also recognise the progressive attributes of certain actions. 

SO WHAT? Strategic Calculation To be involved in creating a storyline, a group 

must have a degree of geostrategic interest. The question then arises: "what is at stake 

for 'us'?" (0 Tuathail, 2002, 616). Each of the groups identified as Antarctic 
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stakeholders, consultative parties, and government departments have their reason for 

being involved in the Antarctic. Their reason may well not extend to comprehensive 

coverage of all Antarctic issues, or it may well incorporate all aspects of actual and 

potential policy. 

It can be seen from the above discussion that the five questions posed by O Tuathail 

have direct relevance for the construction of storylines within organisations in New 

Zealand who have a strategic interest in the Antarctic and therefore have value in their 

application to the current research question. Although the original intent was to 

examine international crises, the questions are relevant to consideration of any 

constructed storyline on foreign affair policy. 

Storyline Construction "Storylines are sense-making organisational devices tying the 

different elements of a policy challenge together into a reasonably coherent and 

convincing narrative" (0 Tuathail, 2002, 617). Each interested Antarctic group 

constructs their narrative/s from the storehouse of information already held, against 

the knowledge building blocks gained from the earlier process of categorisation and 

particularisation. Storylines are evolutionary processes, with different groups 

presenting both complementary and conflicting narratives. It is at this stage that the 

less popular ones become politically and culturally marginalised. Dissident storylines 

can become suppressed, ignored or dismissed. Shared storylines can become the basis 

for 'discursive coalitions', an aligmnent of groups with common themes. These 

coalitions can then bring greater pressure to bear upon the formulators of policy and 

the way in which the performative geopolitical script is written. I contend that these 

sorts of processes are occurring within groups and organisations with an Antarctic 

interest. These alliances and marginalisations will be discussed within future 

chapters. 

Pe1formative Geopolitical Script Scripts are concerned with cognitive processing 

and the way in which these are eventually acted out. 0 Tuathail adapts this notion 

from psychology texts such as Berne (1966, cited in O Tuathail, 2002). He suggests 

the construction of a performative script gives foreign policy leaders direction and 

ways in which to approach the issue in public through political strategies such as 

negotiation, policy statements or media representations. This has very important 
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relevance to the Antarctic situation. The APU has responsibility for co-ordinating 

cabinet briefing papers to government caucus, they lead delegations to international 

negotiations, and from time to time make strategic media releases through the 

authority of the Minister for Foreign Affairs. Given the high degree of political 

sensitivity surrounding the Antarctic, there would be little doubt that these foreign 

affair positions would not be carefully considered and scripted before they are 

exposed to public scrutiny. 

Outlining Methodology 

Dalby's notion of geographs and his identification of both dominant and dissident 

discourses in foreign policy on issues of peace, security and defence is a vital starting 

point to the current analysis. Geographs provide the opportunity to explore the 

complexity of discourses, and the opportunity to elucidate those that are frequently 

marginalised. Geographs are usefully complemented by O Tuathail's methodology 

and questions regarding the construction of storyline and the consequent adoption of a 

performative geopolitical script. This adds greater density and understanding to the 

nature of policy construction in New Zealand Antarctic circles. 

Thus this study adopts the approaches used by Dalby and O Tuathail with a focus on 

the key areas identified in O Tuathail's 'deliberative public arena': categorisation and 

particularisation, story-line construction and performative geopolitical script. It 

recognises that a critical examination of the important area of where the initial 

information is gained is lacking in this analysis (media images and representations), 

but believes that a study of this nature is outside the scope of the present research 16• 

Although reference is made to press releases, a comprehensive examination of all 

media is far too extensive. 

Gathering and Accessing Information 

Using the organisation flowchart outlined earlier, the function and objectives of each 

16An analysis pursuing the role of media representations in the Antarctic would prove a useful parallel 
to the current research. Studies like Joanne Sharp's (1998) critical analysis of American movies 
provide a useful starting point. 
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government and non-government agencies and organisations were sought, either 

through information publicly available or via a direct request. Any clarifying 

information was initially sought through written communication. Finally, agencies 

were identified for interviewing where further clarification was deemed pertinent. 

This may have been for a number of reasons: 

1 They were a key agency, e.g. AntNZ, MFAT; 

2 Their objectives were not fully elucidated in written documentation, e.g. 

Environment and Conservation Organisation (ECO); 

3 The organisation figured prominently in the themes, e.g. Ministry of Fisheries 

(MFish); 

4 The organisation had a high public profile, e.g. Antarctic Heritage Trust 

(AHT); 

5 The organisation's involvement in Antarctic fora was noted to have changed 

over time, e.g. Department of Conservation (DOC); and 

6 They had often operated as a voice of dissidence, e.g. Forest and Bird. 

Interviews were then sought and conducted with spokespeople identified in the 

agency, either through personal knowledge, by virtue of position, or by a request to 

the organisation in question. These interviews were semi-structured and consisted of 

questions arising from the documentation and literature already to hand. Interviews 

lasted between 30 minutes to 1 hour. Not all interview requests were met, either due 

to personal reasons, changing circumstances, or failure to respond. In all nine 

interviews were conducted (two of these also had follow-up interviews) and three 

interviews were unable to be conducted as planned (see Table 2.2). Where possible, 

follow-up information was sought through written communication when interviews 

were not conducted. 

An audiotape was made of each interview and then transcribed. In one instance, the 

request to record the interview was declined, and this interview was written up in 

note-form. Validity of information taken at this interview was ascertained by the 

interviewee's preview of any written material relating to this interview and included 

in this thesis. 

Documents were requested from organisations, located through library sources, or 
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requested through the Official Information Act (OIA). Concurrent to the extensive 

process of document identification and interviewing outlined above, an examination 

was also made of government positions adopted since the 1990s. Parliamentary 

debates were used for this purpose and research identified a number of Cabinet papers 

revealing government positions on Antarctic activities during both National and 

Labour-led governments. These documents were used to guide the concluding 

discussion on the normative construction of Antarctic policy. The search for this 

information was also supplemented by an interview with Sir Geoffrey Palmer (ex

Prime Minister) and informal conversations with people who did not wish to be 

identified, but were willing to pass on hints and fruitful pathways for research. 

Table 2.2 Interviews conducted with key professionals 

Interviewee Date of Interview 

Andrew Bignell 13 May 2003 
Manager, International Relations, DOC 
Margaret Bradshaw 31 July 2003 
President, NZAS 
Trevor Hughes 13 March 2003 & 13 May 2003 
Head, APU/MFAT 
Geoffrey Palmer 11 March 2003 
former Minister for the Environment and 
Prime Minister 
Lou Sanson 14 February 2003 & 25 August 2003 
CEO,AntNZ 
Bryan Storey 25 August 2003 
Director, Gateway Antarctica, University 
of Canterbury 
Cath Wallace 12 March 2003 
co-Chair, ECO 
Nigel Watson 5 September 2003 
Director, Antarctic Heritage Trust 
Barry Weeber 12 March 2003 
Senior Researcher, Royal Forest and Bird 
Protection Society 
Alexandra Edgar Interview cancelled 
International Advisor, Ministry of Written communication 
Fisheries 
David Lange Unable to gain interview 
Former Prime Minister 
Ministry for the Environment Unable to conduct interview 
Te Puna Kokiri Unable to conduct interview 
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Constructing Geographs 

Transcripts of interviews, government documents, and other relevant literature were 

used to conduct a discursive analysis relating to the areas of research; namely, 

• Colonial inheritance and issues of sovereignty and territorial assertions; 

• The relevance, practice and application of New Zealand's Antarctic science 

programmes; 

• Assertions of environmental stewardship and notions of sustainability, wilderness 

and intrinsic values; 

• Information and discussion surrounding the commercial ventures of tourism, 

bioprospecting, and toothfish fishing; 

• Recognition of any similarities or marked differences between domestic and other 

foreign affairs policy, and that of the Antarctic; 

• Relationships with key governmental organisations and aspects surrounding the 

consultation processes; and 

• Information and thoughts regarding the direction of New Zealand's Antarctic 

policy. 

Assumptions upon which the storylines were based were examined critically utilising 

a wide body of thought, including postcolonialism, feminist, environmental 

discourses, and dissident political and geographical literature. As recognised by 

Cupples (2002) this process is continuous as inductive analysis moves between the 

documented material and the coded themes, rechecking back to the original material. 

An added dimension was the identification of parallels and contradictions between 

written documentation and recorded interviews. 

This analysis was then brought together into four geographs, framed around colonial 

and territorial imperatives, issues of science, environmental discourses, and issues of 

trade and commercialisation. These geographs provided the basis for the division into 

four chapters with discussions on the nature, historical antecedents, contested aspects 

of the geographs. These are positioned alongside analyses of their relationship with 

contemporary national and international perspectives framed within feminist and 

postcolonial thought. Less popular or dissident discourses were identified through the 
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analysis, and consideration made of the way in which these were marginalised or 

accommodated. 

Reconstructing Policy 

The final stage of (re)construction was to identify some of the performative 

geopolitical scripts to arise during the 'environmental era', and examine the way in 

which these evolved both within a political framework and from the geographs. In 

constructing the performative geopolitical script, it was important to consider the 

potential impacts of official and government's 'storehouse of commonsense'. 

Therefore this process also considered issues of related foreign and domestic policy, 

previous political statements and party manifesto. Hence the inclusion of issues such 

as the RMA (1991) and membership of the World Trade Organisation (WTO) 

throughout the discussions. The conclusion draws on this information to answer the 

questions posed by O Tuathail (2002). 

As a member of the Antarctic community 17, I have maintained an active attendance at 

seminars and lectures hosted by Gateway Antarctica. Information gained from these 

lectures is included within the thesis. During the course of this research, two 

significant Antarctic related conferences were held. The first was a two-day lecture 

and workshop hosted by Gateway Antarctica and assisted by MFAT, on the topic of 

bioprospecting. The second was the annual AntNZ Science conference held at the 

University of Otago, during which the current revision of the Antarctic science 

strategy was unveiled. Both these conferences contributed not only to the wealth of 

information gathered, but also to the ability to make connections with people in the 

Antarctic community and to help study the notion of policy development in all its 

"messy contextual specificity" (0 Tuathail, 1998, 17). 

17The Antarctic community refers to a group of people who maintain an active interest in Antarctic 
issues, principally, but not exclusively, through research, political involvement, or education. Other 
areas where people are involved are through tourism interests and historical and environmental 
concerns. 
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Methodological and Ethical Issues 

The central task in this research was to deconstruct the nature, structure and 

assumptions in New Zealand Antarctic policy. One approach would be to examine 

the policy and outline some of its key influences in relation to international pressures 

and other domestic concerns without destabilising the assumptions on which these are 

built. However as a critical researcher, avoidance of such assumptions would 

contribute nothing new to an understanding of the intricacies of New Zealand -

Antarctic relations. Critical geopolitics, supplemented by feminist and postcolonial 

critiques, offers the potential to destabilise these assumptions, to sift through some of 

the long-standing discourses upon which they have been built and to argue their 

contested relevance. The task was to find a methodology that was going to provide an 

adequate framework to enable this to be undertaken with adequate robustness, self

criticism and situational pertinence. The adoption of Dalby's geographs and 

adaptation O Tuathail's four-part framework were decisions made after extensive 

reading through methodologies of discourse analysis, international relations, and 

critical geopolitics. Whilst believing that the final choice is the most germane to this 

analysis, I am respectful that other methodologies may exist that offer the potential to 

provide a similar critical level 18
• 

Although the Antarctic community in New Zealand is relatively small and a number 

of people perform a multiplicity of roles, familiarity breeds a culture that relies 

heavily upon knowledge of consultative traditions rather than a clear spatial map of 

organisations and communications processes. As outlined earlier, the first task was to 

identify all the agencies that are involved in the Antarctic. The APU had the Terms of 

Reference to guide their practice, but as stated, this needed to be flexible to 

incorporate changing circumstances. The task of uncovering hidden discourses is 

more problematic. Some of the agencies identified and included in the model may not 

seem to have had any ongoing or in-depth association with New Zealand Antarctic 

matters, however as a framework for exploring both hegemonic and dissident 

discourses all identified organisations were included. Due to the nature of dissidence 

and a problem with circularity of communication processes, it is highly likely that a 

18Such a consideration has been thoughtfully elucidated by Jennifer Milliken (1999). 
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group or organisation may have been omitted. To overcome this I have used people 

with a wide knowledge of the Antarctic community and across a broad range to assist 

with verification. However in the end any omissions or errors remain my own 

responsibility. 

Ethical Considerations 

At the outset it was important to ascertain whether the research would require Human 

Ethics Committee approval. However as all interviewees were interviewed in a 

professional capacity regarding their role, ethical approval, according to the 

University of Canterbury guidelines, was not required. Because of the current and 

political nature of the research topic, it was evident that controversial and potentially 

sensitive issues would be explored. The handling of this information was therefore 

conducted according to the procedures of the various organisations involved. The 

MF AT is the primaiy example. It was through this organisation that most of the 

documents of a sensitive political nature were obtained, some through the OIA. 

Dealing with politically sensitive information impacted upon this research in two 

ways. Firstly I had a number of people within the Antarctic community who were 

willing to give me small pieces of information that were vital for me in pursuing lines 

of document research, asking pertinent questions, and interviewing relevant people. 

These people were unwilling to disclose their identity due to personal and/or work 

conflicts, particularly so if the issues were of a personal nature or were controversial. 

An example occurring on a number of occasions was the perceived performance of 

other Antarctic organisations. Other such examples include strong individual 

statements that may have been at odds with a person's appointed/elected position. In 

some instances people did not have the authority or mandate to speak for a certain 

group, but they held historic or recent information that suggested new courses of 

investigation for me. A number raised issues they believed were highly controversial 

and were unwilling for their thoughts and actions to become public knowledge. I owe 

a huge debt of gratitude to these people for their helpfulness in uncovering otherwise 

dormant or potentially contested information and for pointing out directions to me I 

would not otherwise have considered. None of the work presented in this thesis relies 
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upon the information given under these circumstances and all of those who spoke 

informally to me did so lrnowing this. All information is validated with references to 

actual recorded interviews or documents. Nonetheless this thesis would not have the 

richness it does if I did not have this information. 

Secondly, at official level, certain documents and other related issues remained 

unavailable to me, although I sought as much as I could through the OIA. However, 

even when such material became available, information was blacked out in some 

reports and some form of censorship had obviously taken place. Official departments 

were forthcoming with information that was publicly available and made efforts to 

assist with the provision of material having a high degree of political sensitivity, 

although there were also times when I had to await the public announcement of policy 

positions as they evolved throughout the research period ( e.g. tourism). A major 

limitation of this research type was not necessarily obtaining what I knew to be there, 

but obtaining important information from documents that I did not even know existed. 

In this regard, official and unofficial sources were extremely helpful, although I 

believe it reasonable to assume that documents may exist of which I am unaware. 

Research as an Embodied Process 

A process of gathering information can never be deemed to be complete. Only 

degrees of adequacy are somewhat dubiously assured (Chalmers, 1982). Feminist 

thought has cast many doubts over the heavy reliance upon quantitative objective 

information in western world (e.g. Enloe, 1989; Harding, 1991). A feminist 

postmodern methodology acknowledges the way in which the research is situated and 

the positionality of the researcher (Harding, 1991; Sharp, 2000). The embodiment of 

the researcher, simply by virtue of being creates a dynamic interplay resulting in 

mutual impacts upon both the researcher and the 'field' (Cupples, 2002). This section 

seeks to identify what parameters and effects such an acknowledgement means in the 

current research . 

.. . neither the researcher nor the researched remains unchanged through the 
research encounter. Both negotiate their knowledges through it. Rose (1997, 
315) 
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Positionality It is because of my deep attachment to the Antarctic and what it 

represents to me that I have embarked upon this course of study. The attachment is 

not just academic but has become imbued throughout my life. It affects what I read, 

the movies I choose to see and the personal relationships I develop. My moral 

commitments to environmental and political activism are now intricately woven with 

my accumulated Antarctic knowledge. My brief experience as a woman in the field 

gave me the limited knowledge I have of actual Antarctic life. I have no doubt that 

my own storehouse of commonsense lead me to see things in a way which are 

peculiarly my own. 

Routledge (1996) and Maxey (1999) offer positionality as a very effective tool to 

understand the complexities of academic activism and resistance. Situated in a 

history of environmental and political activism, has meant that I have engaged with 

the complexities of resistance and alternative discourses. Given this history and 

having gained some prior respect, I was able to approach these groups with 

confidence. Environmental NGOs are a group with which I have extensive 

expenence. I have been a member of Greenpeace for over twenty years and a 

member of Forest and Bird for the past five years. One of the first decisions I made 

was to make early contact with these groups, particularly with people I knew were 

active in Antarctic affairs. I was very aware of the crucial role environmental NGOs 

have played in Antarctic affairs, particularly in arousing public sympathy in the 

minerals regime negotiations, and the efforts by Greenpeace International to address 

polluting behaviour by bases in the Antarctic itself Some of these roles have been 

downplayed in texts ( e.g. Templeton, 2002) and I wished to ensure that these often 

dissident discourses received a voice. In the strangely insular world of the Antarctic 

science community and government officialdom, public opinion seemed to have little 

impression upon decision-making and the absence of such a consideration is 

noteworthy. However, the world of politicians is remarkably different. This became 

obvious in a book by Sir Geoffrey Palmer (1990), who was Minister for the 

Environment and Prime Minister during the time of the minerals regime negotiations. 

He argues in deciding to abandon the lengthy minerals negotiations " ... risks had to be 

taken to keep the policy growth up to the speed of world opinion." (Palmer, 1990, 

83). He also says "Those within Government who want to protect the environment 
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need as much help as they can get. The environmental pressure groups can be very 

effective if their efforts are well researched and well argued." (Palmer, 1990, 17). 

My experience as a political activist with a wide-ranging interest in international 

relationships has meant I have maintained an intense scrutiny of some of the 

geopolitical issues to arise from these debates. As such I approach some of the 

colonialist assertions with the eye of a sceptic. The choice of feminism and 

postcolonialism as vantage points allows these colonial assertions to be deconstructed 

in a framework that has substantial academic credibility. 

In choosing both postcolonial and feminist literatures to help guide my research on 

Antarctic policy decision-making, I initially walked with some trepidation through the 

Antarctic community (i.e. colleagues, supervisors and Antarctic researchers) doubting 

acceptance19• Eventually my academic knowledge, the support I received from my 

supervisors, and the interest shown by those around me affirmed my epistemological 

choice. 

It is important to acknowledge the biases I carry as I conduct this research. I have 

sought to recognise where these have influenced my thought, and not to accept them 

uncritically, but to utilise available literatures to substantiate my claims, to discredit 

some of my assumptions and to recognise the complexity and contradictions within 

my own storehouse of knowledge. In dispensing with pretences of a clean slate, I 

hope to create a rich tapestry upon which this thesis is situated. 

19In this sense I felt an 'outsider' status somewhat like Sara Wheeler (1997) experienced during her 
time in the Antarctic - overwhelmed periodically by the predominance of masculine identity, and 
stepping as an 'arts' person into the legitimated realm of 'science'. 
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3 
The Antarctic 

An Undeconstructed Colonial 
Imperative 

A real life testament to the spirit of human endeavour remains in 
Antarctica to this day. The wooden prefabricated huts and their 

contents, erected and inhabited by the pioneers of the 'heroic age ' remain 
relatively intact. .. . But they are more than just wooden huts. They are 
the last vestiges of the hardship, heroism, endurance and courage of the 

early Antarctic explorers. To these men, these huts were home. As 
Shackleton himself wrote: 

' ... the little hut, which had been our home for a year that must always live 
in our memories ... ' 

Antarctic Heritage Trust (2003) 

What is often expressed in place names is the dynamic of assimilation in 
that the land is defined in terms of colonial relationships, that exhibit 

eurocentricity and nostalgia for the European homeland. 
Valerie Plumwood (2002, 23) 

The power of attachment to the colonial history of the Antarctic region by some New 

Zealand citizens could never be overrated. Throughout my research in this thesis, 

praise and reverence of the early explorers was expressed consistently. On my field 

trip to the Antarctic as part of GCAS I witnessed this reverence firsthand. From an 

initial position of relative indifference I have since become very interested in this 

history, not only because of the extremes that were experienced, but also because of 

the ongoing power that this colonial endeavour has over the conscious activities of 

people one hundred years on. 

In the introduction to this thesis one of the themes identified was that of the legacy of 

colonial inheritance and its ongoing influence in current New Zealand Antarctic 

policy. This chapter seeks to further explore this theme by examining the relevant 

geographs or scripts elucidated by current New Zealand Antarctic organisations and 
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government departments. Centrally it seeks to consider whether these agencies 

continue to project some of the earlier colonial aspirations onto the Antarctic. 

The analysis will proceed with consideration of New Zealand's territorial interests in 

the Antarctic, before looking at the role played by the historic heritage in the Ross Sea 

region. It is around a century ago that the early explorers made some of the 'epic' 

Antarctic journeys heralding in a current period of commemoration. Consideration 

will be made of the geopolitical reasoning emerging from this interest. The chapter 

finishes with a brief discussion about efforts within New Zealand to establish an 

identity as a postcolonial nation in the South Pacific through recognition of 

obligations under the Treaty ofWaitangi. 

Territorial Inheritance: Protecting our Slice of the Pie 

Although it may be contested by those who believe environmental stewardship or 

science are more relevant, a pivotal reason for New Zealand's ongoing interest in the 

Antarctic is to maintain a territorial claim to the Ross Dependency. A perusal of the 

APU website last updated in November 2000 reveals a strong focus on the 

constitutional history and legal issues. 

New Zealand sovereignty over the Ross Dependency was established in 1923. 
An Order in Council of 30 July 1923 vested in the New Zealand Governor
General executive and legislative power in respect of the Ross Dependency and 
defined its boundaries as all the islands and territories in Antarctica between 
the 160th degree of east longitude and the 150th degree of west longitude. 
(APU, 2000). 

Brief mention is made of Article IV(l) of the Antarctic Treaty reasserting that New 

Zealand's decision to sign the Treaty did not construe any renunciation of territorial 

claim. 

New Zealand is committed to participating in, and supporting, the Antarctic 
Treaty System, Article IV(]) of which provides that 'nothing contained in the 
present Treaty shall be . .. interpreted as a renunciation by any Contracting 
Party of previously asserted rights of or claims to territorial sovereignty in 
Antarctica ... ' (APU, 2000). 

It is noteworthy that no mention is made of Article IV(2): 
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No acts or activities taldng place while the present Treaty is in force shall 
constitute a basis for ... supporting ... a claim to territorial sovereignty. ( cited 
in Berkman, 2002). 

Felicity Wong and Trevor Hughes are past and present heads of the APU of MFAT. 

Felicity Wong spoke to GCAS at the University of Canterbury in 2002 when I was a 

student on the programme. At that time she reiterated in a number of ways how the 

Antarctic Treaty did not nullify New Zealand's claim to the Ross Dependency. This 

was further supported by Trevor Hughes who, in response to my statement that claims 

were set aside by the Treaty, asserted that disputes over claims have been set aside by 

the Treaty and that New Zealand very much recognised and supported its claim to the 

Ross Dependency (Trevor Hughes, 13 March 2003). 

The 1995 Statement of Strategic Objective (prepared under a National Government) 

includes as its first of five bullet points: "Maintaining its long term interest in and 

commitment to the Ross Dependency"20
• Under a Labour-led Government, the 2002 

Revised Statement of Strategic Interest eventually settled on "maintaining its long 

term interest, commitment to and credible presence in the Ross Dependency" after 

initially dispensing with "long term interest and commitment to" in a draft document 

released in December 2001. In both of these policy statements approved by the 

respective Cabinets of the two major political parties, there is a clear emphasis on the 

need to maintain a presence in an area, known only to those who recognise Antarctic 

claims, as the Ross Dependency. The continuation of a 'credible presence' is 

regarded as necessary if New Zealand is to maintain its claim to the Ross 

Dependency, and, as will be outlined later, influence within the ATS (Logan, 1979; 

Templeton, 2000). 

The Antarctic Treaty has been in operation for nearly fifty years and due to its 

longetivity (if nothing else) has proved to be a very effective tool of international 

cooperation in the Antarctic. Its robustness has been noted by a number of 

commentators during a series of GCAS lectures on the Antarctic in 2001/02 and 

2002/03, (e.g. Paul Berkman, Christopher Joyner, and Klaus Dodds). Although not an 

20See Appendix Two for the full text of the 1995 NZ Statement of Strategic Objective and the 2002 
Revised Statement of Strategic Interests. 
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outcome New Zealand officialdom would desire, there is always the potential for 

international treaties to collapse and New Zealand officials and government are 

mindful of this possibility in continuing to maintain our claim to the Ross 

Dependency (Trevor Hughes, 13 March 2003). 

New Zealand's strong assertion of territorial sovereignty is in sharp contrast to the 

position taken in the negotiations prior to the Antarctic Treaty when New Zealand, 

under the leadership of Walter Nash, was prepared to renounce the claim in an effort 

to promote internationalisation of the continent (Beeby, 1972). Barry \Veeber (12 

March 2003) from Forest and Bird believes New Zealand's strong position on 

sovereignty is only a recent phenomenon occurring over the last five or so years. This 

coincides with the period when the National Government released the 1995 Statement 

of Strategic Objective and established AntNZ as a Crown entity under the New 

Zealand Antarctic Institute Act (1996), rearranging the management of Antarctic 

logistical and scientific operations following the disbandment of the Department of 

Scientific and Industrial Research (DSIR). Don McKinnon (then National Party 

Minister of Foreign Affairs) stated on the final reading of the Bill in Parliament: "One 

factor is our clear desire to put pegs firmly in the ground, or the ice and snow; to say 

that New Zealand does have an.interest in this part of the world, and therefore we will 

continue to be involved actively in a number of ways." (cited in New Zealand 

Parliamentary Debates, 1996b, 13174). 

It was also during this period that New Zealand became involved in fishing in the 

Ross Sea under the auspices of CCAMLR (Wong, 2002; Johansen, 2002). The 

increasing commercialisation of Antarctica is explored in chapter 6 and at this time it 

is suffice to say there was a period in the mid- l 990s when increasing sovereignty 

coincided with a period of restructuring and increasing commercialisation (including 

both tourism and fishing) in the Antarctic. 

It becomes apparent when reading the histories of New Zealand's involvement in the 

Antarctic that there was doubt about the legal validity of the 1923 Order in Council 

(Templeton, 2000). Debate continues to the present time about the validity of claims 

in the Antarctic (Joyner, 2001; Wong, 2002). Coming from a legal background, 

Felicity Wong (head of the APU from 1999 to 2002) spoke strongly in favour of the 
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legality of New Zealand's claim. The strength of this assertion on the website, and its 

continued observance by officials may arise :from this defence. 

When it comes to the actual operation of Antarctic activities, sovereignty issues are 

avoided. Lou Sanson, CEO of AntNZ (14 February 2003) says 

I always refer to the Ross Sea area, I don 't refer to the Ross Dependency. I 
know that creates tensions with the United States. New Zealand has some 
aspirations over the Ross Dependency, but those claims remain frozen. I think 
(( I went around talking about the Ross Dependency all the time it would 
unsettle other countries that work in the area. I can understand what our 
foreign policy objective is, but when I'm working with a logistics pool [United 
States] that is spending millions and millions of dollars clearing a passage into 
the Ross Sea to get our fi,el and food into Scott Base, and I start talldng the 
Ross Dependency ... ? 

There can be very little doubt that the annexations of various slices of the Antarctic 

pie were part of the colonial project of claiming land, relating to geopolitical 

strategising of nation states in the defence and claiming of territory for economic and 

political advantage (Logan, 1979). In the case of Argentina and Chile, the Antarctic 

represented a continuation of territory relating to geographical proximity (Dodds, 

2002). Other nations sought to extend their territorial claims already established (if 

contested) in the Southern Hemisphere (e.g. the Malvinas/Falkland Islands). Britain 

sought very consciously to extend its territ01y through the claiming of land it deemed 

terra nullius - an extension of similar claims through the 1800s including Australia 

(Johnston, 2001). The settler colonies of New Zealand and Australia were then 

'gifted' with the responsibility to maintain British Antarctic territorial interest. The 

United States and Soviet Union were also very active in the Antarctic, particularly 

through the heightened years of the Cold War, although not officially recognising any 

of the claims made by the previous seven nations (Joyner & Theis, 1997). Twelve 

nations comprising seven claimants, the US and USSR, and Belgium, Japan and an 

apartheid South Africa were the initial signatories to the Antarctic Treaty (Berkman, 

2002). The Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties (ATCPs) were therefore primarily a 

core group of 'colonisers' who enshrined their colonial 'ownership' on this continent 

and surrounding waters below 60 degrees South. 

The Antarctic Treaty group have not been isolated :from critiques of exclusivity, 
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particularly when issues arise regarding resource extraction (Auburn, 1982; Joyner & 

Theis, 1997; Puri, 1997). This lead to a period of rapid increase in the number of 

nations belonging to the Antarctic Treaty group during the late 1970s through until 

the early 1990s and the signing of the Madrid Protocol (Berkman, 2002). It is 

generally recognised that this period of exponential growth was directly related to the 

possibility of a minerals regime opening up mining opportunities in the Antarctic and 

Southern Ocean. There are fifteen new member nations with consultative party status 

and seventeen who have signed the Treaty, but as they have not conducted 

"substantial scientific research", they are known as acceding nations and do not have 

voting rights at ATCMs. 

The major focus of the APU is to ensure the longetivity and stability of the ATS, 

including CCAMLR and the Environmental Protocol, as well as the responsibility of 

retaining interest in the Ross Dependency (Trevor Hughes, 13 May 2003). Although 

this latter assertion is quite strong, it is to the earlier commitment that the energies of 

the APU are primarily directed. 

A key part of the Antarctic Treaty for the APU is Article I that focuses on the 

demilitarisation of the Antarctic, and aspects of the Treaty that reserve it as a 

'continent for peace and science' (Trevor Hughes, 13 May 2003). The continued non

alignment and demilitarisation of the Antarctic is important to New Zealand's defence 

strategy given our geographical proximity to the Antarctic. The opening statement on 

the APU/MFAT website reads: "The Antarctic continent is our closest neighbour and 

dominates New Zealand's geographical position." (APU, 2000). Below are some 

selected abstracts from the New Zealand Defence Policy released in June 2000 that 

provide an indication as to the impo1iance of the maintenance of peace and 

demilitarisation in the Antarctic for government defence policy. 

The Government believes that a comprehensive approach to security is the best 
way to protect New Zealand's interests and to promote regional stability and 
global peace . ... T,he primary reason for maintaining a defence force is to secure 
New Zealand against external threats, to protect our sovereign interests, and to 
be able to take action to meet likely contingencies in our strategic area of 
interest . ... New Zealand has special obligations to Pacific neighbours to assist 
in maintaining peace, preserving the environment, promoting good governance 
and helping achieve economic well-being. New Zealand wants a secure 
neighbourhood and must work towards that . ... The Government will continue to 
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maintain a nuclear free New Zealand and protect the integrity of its nuclear free 
policy. It will also promote a nuclear free South Pacific. (Ministry of Defence, 
2003). 

In a lecture to GCAS, Trevor Hughes (2003a) asserted New Zealand was not 

supportive of the management of the Antarctic under a United Nations (UN) 

framework over that currently operating under the ATS. In the negotiations for the 

establishment of a secretariat and the issue of cost, New Zealand was firmly opposed 

to a costing schedule that would be based on the capacity of a nation to pay - "[New 

Zealand] did not want UN-style politics imposed on the ATS" and "wanted to avoid 

the North-South problems of the UN." Although New Zealand actively promotes 

membership of the ATS by other countries currently outside the system, it could be 

construed that there is also a desire to maintain the monocultural and contested notion 

of equality in the ATS by New Zealand officialdom. 

It is an oft-repeated concern that those with a long history in the ATS do not want the 

'interference' of other nations who have no history of scientific involvement (Joyner 

& Theis, 1997). Their environmental practices may be dubious (Joyner & Theis, 

1997) or their interests may be for purely selfish gain (the case of Malaysia is often 

given as an example here21). Let us explore the assumptions within this position for a 

moment. Firstly, it presumes that scientific involvement in the Antarctic is always 

benign and for the 'good of humankind'. Secondly, it neglects the territorial 

assertions - whether overt or hidden - that Antarctic Treaty members have. It 

enshrines the current ATCPs as the 'gatekeepers' with the right to manage the area 

whilst neglecting to include the current economic interests of ATCPs. It also 

diminishes the relevance of any other party other than the nation state. 

The notion of the primacy of the nation state in Antarctic politics is crucial to this 

issue and I want to explore this further with particular reference to Dodds (2000a). 

He identifies three key theories in geopolitical reasoning. The dominant type is that 

21Malaysia is often targeted as the instigator of the Antarctic as the 'common heritage of mankind' 
debate whilst feigning interest only as a means to gain access to any resource wealth that may become 
available (lecture by Joyner, 2001). Such finger pointing by Antarctic Treaty nations is like the 
proverbial 'pot calling the kettle black' given their own strategic and economic interests. New Zealand 
has been supportive of Malaysian scientific programmes in the Antarctic as they attempt to establish a 
credible scientific programme (AntNZ, 2002) - one that is potentially acceptable if they choose to 
apply for consultative party status. 
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of the 'realist', whereby nation states are seen as the predominant force in world 

politics and are characterised by self-preservation and interest. The other two are: 

'liberal institutionalism', which is an attempt to include the presence of significant 

world players, e.g. UN, without compromising the importance of state and national 

interests; and 'globalisation' with world politics increasingly outside the realm of 

nation states. Enloe (1989, 46) states "The most stable political system, it is now 

thought, is one in which state power rests on a bed of national identity: a 'nation

state'. Most governments nowadays assert they rule in nation-states. The reality is 

less simple. State officials frequently lay claim to nationally rooted legitimacy 

because those who cannot stand on wobbly political ground." 

In research I conducted during GCAS, an exploration was made of these world 

political theories within the realm of the Antarctic. Results indicated that despite the 

obvious presence of some of the liberal institutional agencies ( e.g. the scientific 

community) and those of globalisation (e.g. transnational NGOs and multi-national 

companies), the political structures of the Ahtarctic remain dominated by the 

decision-making of nation states (Martin, 2002). 

This does not mean that there are not areas of contestation. NGOs have continually 

sought to increase the recognition given to them in the ATCMs (Kimball, 1998). 

Observer and advisory status has been granted to such groups as the Antarctic and 

Southern Oceans Coalition (ASOC), the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research 

(SCAR), and the International Association of Antarctic Tour Operators (IAATO) 

(Waterhouse, 2001). This status grants the organisation rights to various forms of 

participation in the ATCMs, but they are not given voting powers. It can also be 

argued that the Antarctic Treaty accords international scientific cooperation great 

importance and that therefore the politics of liberal institutionalism are also relevant. 

It remains though that the decisions and politics of the Antarctic are served by 

delegations from the ministries of nation states, and these delegations are instructed 

by policy statements iss1,1ing from the politicians ( elected or otherwise) of these same 

nations. That challenges to this structure continue to occur emphasises the spatial and 

temporal factors involved in geopolitics. 

With this in mind, it is relevant to return to the question of management of Antarctic 
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affairs. If it is (as mooted by Dodds 2000a) that the self-preservation and economic 

interests of nation states are the hegemonic driving factor in world politics, then it is 

timely to revisit the assertion that UN-style politics should be kept out of the Antarctic 

and only those with 'genuine' scientific interest in the Antarctic should be involved in 

its management. Scientific interest serves to legitimise the hegemonic influence of 

nation states. 

What are UN-style politics? Trevor Hughes (2003a) asserted New Zealand's position 

in the negotiations on the secretariat as unsupportive of the type of pro-rata division of 

costs that is a hallmark of UN policy. Benefit-sharing (as in the 1992 Convention on 

Biological Diversity [CBD]) and the Antarctic as the 'common heritage of mankind' 

(CHM) are other aspects of UN-style politics. Joyner & Theis (1997) assert that the 

United States (an influential ATCP) finds this form of 'international redistributive 

socialism' abhorrent and contrary to national interest. New Zealand's official position 

on this situation is more complex, and is interwoven with the issues of negotiation 

that have occurred with the Treaty of Waitangi and, in the Antarctic, the recent issue 

of bioprospecting through concepts such as benefit-sharing. UN-style politics 

therefore seem to be more reflexive and responsive to the interests of third world 

nations than the style of politics inherent within the ATS. 

Another question to arise relates to the nature of scientific interest and inquiry in the 

Antarctic. In what way is national interest in the form of self-preservation and 

economic gain contextualised in the exercising and legitimation of science in the 

Antarctic? Some of these commercial aspects will be explored in greater detail in 

chapter 6. The whole question of science in the Antarctic will be raised in chapter 4. 

New Zealand Military in the Antarctic - for peaceful purposes only? 

Militarisation of the Antarctic is an extremely contested issue, arousing debates about 

the nature of military use in the Antarctic, including from New Zealand. In this 

section I want to look at two issues surrounding the use of the New Zealand Defence 

Force in the Antarctic. Firstly, the use of military as a cost-effective option for 

logistical support and the relationship this may have with the assertion of national 

interests in the Ross Dependency. Secondly, the use of military (navy and air force) 
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to discourage illegal, unrepo1ied, and unregulated (IUU) fishing in the Ross Sea area 

under the auspices of CCAMLR. 

New Zealand uses the New Zealand Defence Force for logistical support to assist with 

the running of AntNZ's Antarctic operations. Primarily this involves the use of 

military aircraft for a contracted number of flights per season. In the 2002/03 season 

New Zealand put in fifteen flights to the flight pool that is shared between the United 

States, Italy and New Zealand. As the geographical 'gateway' to the Ross Sea region, 

these logistics are based out of Christchurch International Airport (Lou Sanson, 14 

February 2003). There is no doubt that utilising the Defence Force capabilities 

(particularly the Hercules aircraft) are an efficient use of resources, enabling New 

Zealand to take part in a potentially very expensive scientific and educational 

programme22
. In questioning the use of the military for logistical purposes, Lou 

Sanson, CEO of AntNZ (2003, pers.comm), states there is no other government 

organisation within New Zealand that can provide these services, and any purchasing 

of private services would cost an additional $2-3 million. The geographical location 

of New Zealand contributes significantly to the ability of New Zealand to run a 

comprehensive Antarctic programme at minimal cost. The collaborative 

arrangements with United States and Italy in terms of pooled resources, and the 

economic benefit to the region of having these two countries basing their Antarctic 

operations out of Christchurch23 are the envy of other nations. 

It has been suggested that the utilisation of military for logistical purposes in the 

Antarctic continues to aggravate issues of militarisation and as such logistical support 

should be undertaken by civilian agencies (Hemmings, 1990). In relation to the 

earlier identification of realism as a key theory in world politics, and the dominance 

of the nation state, it is interesting to consider whether the military community, as 

compliant employees of the nation, are used to assert the identity of the nation state in 

the Antarctic. However there is no acknowledgement that this is the case and use of 

the military is asserted to be for financial and practical reasons. 

22The United States programme has a budget of $450 million, Italy's budget is $50 million and the New 
Zealand budget is $8.5 million (Lou Sanson, 14 February 2003). 
23The US programme benefits the Christchurch economy by around $40 million per annum (Cabinet 
State Sector Committee, 1995; Lou Sanson, 14 February 2003). 
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As a visitor to the Antarctic, I was overwhelmed by the authority and presence of the 

military as they conducted the logistical operations. I travelled to the Antarctic on a 

Hercules supplied to the logistics pool by the United States programme and 

throughout my stay in the Antarctic shared shuttle buses and other transportation with 

members of the United States Air Force who were constantly organising and 

reorganising schedules for the United States South Pole programme. Certainly the 

United States military constituted a large presence in the Ross Sea region of 

Antarctica. The New Zealand Defence Force was not so visible, probably as they 

were no longer running the. pool to the Antarctic. However, during my trip a number 

of Armed Forces personnel were at Scott Base assisting with repairs and maintenance. 

Military are frequently the most visible means whereby a nation operates outside of 

its own boundaries24 (Seager, 1993). Consider the advancing of a nation's troops into 

'war zones' (e.g. Iraq); the presence of 'peacekeepers' in 'war-torn' states (e.g. East 

Timor); and the 'authority' of military personnel into nations struggling with 'internal 

warfare' (e.g. the Solomons). The military operate under the command of a nation's 

government, and the presence of military will be directly associated with a nation's 

interests in the region bringing with it connotations of authority and compliance. 

Even when I went to the Antarctic on the United States Hercules, I became a 

compliant traveller under the control of a 'loadmaster'25
• 

In 1999 the New Zealand naval vessel, Te Kaha, and Air Force Orions were first used 

to monitor for IUU fishing in the area between 60 and 74 degrees South (Hopper, 

1999). Their deployment indicated a "determination by the New Zealand 

Government to support the International Marine Living Resources Convention." 

(Royal New Zealand Navy, 1999). Despite the Antarctic Treaty that calls for the 

demilitarisation of the Antarctic, Te Kaha patrolled these waters with guns uncovered 

(see Figure 3.1) (Shades Stamp Shop Ltd, 1999). Weapons of naval vessels are 

normally covered as a mark of respect for the demilitarisation of the Antarctic Treaty 

24The military is extremely masculine, with women refused entry into most areas of the military until 
the latter part of last century. 
25 A loadmaster is the equivalent of an airline steward, with none of the niceties you come to expect on 
domestic and international airlines. 
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zone as the HMS Endurance did even after the 1982 Malvinas/Falklands war (Dodds, 

2003, pers.comm.). 

Figure 3.1 HMNZS Te Kaha in Antarctic waters (sourced from Shades Stamp Shop 
Ltd, 1999) 

This deployment of military troops to monitor for fishing has continued. In the 

2001/02 season, the Royal New Zealand Air Force continued its air surveillance 

programme coordinated by a New Zealand Government taskforce. No IUU fishing 

was found in subareas 88.1 and 88.2 of CCAMLR effectively covering the Ross Sea 

(CCAMLR, 2002a). 

The effectiveness of CCAMLR is brought into question by a number of commentators 

(e.g. Cody, 1990; Dodds, 2000b; Barry Weeber, 12 March 2003). One of the major 

problems with toothfishing in Antarctic waters is the high level of IUU fishing, 

reported to be around 12,000 tonnes per annum (Hemmings, 2003). Ongoing IUU 

fishing may threaten the very viability of toothfishing in the Antarctic, and New 

Zealand runs the largest fishing fleet in the Ross Sea subareas under CCAMLR 

(Johansen, 2002; Trevor Hughes, 13 March 2003 & 13 May 2003). The Ministers in 

charge of Fisheries and Foreign Affairs, Pete Hodgson and Phil Goff respectively, 

believe that: 

... international cooperation in a tightly managed exploratory commercial 
fishery still offers the best hope for controlling the exploitation of toothfish. 
(Ministry of Fisheries [MFish], 2000). 

In 2001 Foreign Affairs Minister Phil Goff stated: 

New Zealand takes its responsibility to monitor these waters seriously. 
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Monitoring efforts to enforce constraints on fishing are necessary to prevent the 
risk of the resource being fished to virtual commercial extinction. (MFish, 
2001). 

It appears then that New Zealand's decision to send surveillance vessels is in the 

interests of keeping New Zealand's commercial fishing operation in the Ross Sea 

viable. This positioning supports the hegemonic position of realist theory through the 

preservation of economic self-interest (Dodds, 2000a). Furthermore it could be 

construed as constituting a reassertion of sovereignty in Ross Sea waters, consistent 

with monitoring 'our turf. I raised this issue with the Head of the APU, suggesting 

that the use of the Defence Force to monitor potential IUU fishing in the Ross Sea 

could be seen as either an assertion of territorial sovereignty or military strength. 

Trevor Hughes (13 May 2003) stated that this use of military is purely for civilian 

purposes and should not be viewed in such a way. The co-chair of ECO notes that the 

use of military for peaceful purposes in the Antarctic is not prohibited under the 

Treaty (Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003). It has been suggested that despite the 

"eyebrows raised" by some at the deployment of Te Kaha, these efforts to reduce IUU 

fishing in the Antarctic are generally accepted by environmental NGOs (Hemmings, 

2002, pers.comm). 

One Hundred Years On: What 'Remains' to Commemorate? 

New Zealand's geographical proximity and identity as a British settler colony meant it 

was used as the final port of call in many expeditions to the continent during the 

'heroic era'. This era refers to the period from the first British naval expedition in 

1839-43 by James Clark Ross and Francis Crozier aboard the ships HMS Erebus and 

HMS Terror (Harrowfield, 2001) and concluded with the uplifting of the Ross Sea 

landing party in 1917 (Ladd, 1999). However, the flurry of continental exploration 

did not begin until the 1898-1900 British Antarctic Expedition lead by Carsten 

Borchgrevink. Once the esteemed 'prize' of reaching the Geographical South Pole 

was reached by Roald Amundsen of the Norwegian Antarctic Expedition on 14 

December 1911 (usurping the goal desired by Robert Falcon Scott of the 1910-1913 

British Antarctic Expedition), continental activity by British and New Zealand 

nationals both in terms of geographical exploration and scientific endeavour ceased. 
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The huts built during these years were left untouched by humans until a brief visit in 

the late 1940s by United States military (Harrowfield, 1981 & 2001; Ladd, 1999). It 

was not until the mid-late 1950s that British and New Zealand interest in the huts of 

the 'heroic era' was revived. 

The heroic era of Antarctic exploration is recognised world wide as having pre
eminent historic significance. It is characterised by well-documented 
outstanding feats of human endurance in the face of formidable odds. The huts 
and associated artefacts, monuments and field depots are the tangible remains 
of the early expeditions and as such play an important role in transmitting 
history, traditions and values to succeeding generations. . . . Relics of the past 
once gone can never be replaced. The Antarctic Heritage Trust has assumed 
the responsibility to ensure the survival of humankind's hard-won association 
with Antarctica - the last, loneliest and most challenging frontier on our planet. 
(Crerar, 1999, 50). 

The New Zealand-based Antarctic Heritage Trust (AHT) was established in 1987 to 

comprehensively "preserve and protect the historical heritage of human endeavour in 

Antarctica." (AHT, undated). The above quote by David Crerar, then a board 

member of the Trust, reveals the attachment that many of its members have to the 

physical remains of early endeavour in the Ross Sea region. The Trust's focus is on 

the period of the 'heroic era', although Director, Nigel Watson ( 5 September 2003 ), 

readily admits that historic heritage continues to accumulate, and the Trans-Antarctic 

Expedition (TAE) Hut built during the International Geophysical Year (IGY) is also 

worthy of attention. Formed by a group of New Zealanders concerned about the 

decay of the huts and associated artefacts, the AHT was the culmination of work that 

began with the clearing of ice from the huts during the 1950s (Harrowfield, 1981; 

Ladd, 1999). Early restoration efforts were conducted alongside renewed Antarctic 

'feats' and scientific endeavour aimed to maintain New Zealand's credible presence 

in the freshly signed Antarctic Treaty. 

Although the AHT identifies 34 historic sites in the Ross Sea region related to the 

'heroic era', the predominant public focus of the 'heroic era' endeavours in the Ross 

Sea region is now on the four huts of the early expeditions; namely, Borchgrevink's 

'Camp Ridley' hut at Cape Adare (also site of the Northern Party hut of Scott's 1910-

1913 expedition), Scott's Discovery hut at Hut Point, Shackleton's Nimrod hut at 

Cape Royd's, and Scott's Terra Nova hut at Cape Evans (Ladd, 1999). This is due to 

the increasing nature of tourism in the Ross Sea region, which uses the opportunity to 
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visit these sites as the draw card for modem-day travellers (Ladd, 1999; Hampson, 

2002). 

Serving Geopolitical Ends 

New Zealand's governmental interest in actively contributing to the preservation of 

the heritage in the Ross Sea region may, in part, be due to the maintenance of New 

Zealand's territorial claim (Ladd, 1999). The APU's website opens with the 

following paragraph: 

The Antarctic continent is our closest neighbour and dominates New Zealand's 
geographical position. The continent features largely in New Zealand's history 
with the early explorers being the first users of the New Zealand Gateway to 
Antarctica and thousands of New Zealanders since maldng Antarctica a part of 
their lives. (APU, 2000). 

Expeditions by the United States military into the Ross Sea region were viewed with 

askance not only by politicians, but also New Zealanders who had a tangible link with 

the earlier expeditions of the 'heroic era' (Logan, 1979; Ladd, 1999). This was 

expressed through the New Zealand Antarctic Society (NZAS) (established in 1933) 

and the Royal Geographical Society in London (Peat, 1983; Ladd, 1999). Cultural 

identity serves to strengthen people's notions of attachment to an area, and heritage 

becomes a powerful tool to maintain New Zealanders' sense of belonging to the 

Antarctic (Herbert, 1995, cited in Ladd, 1999). 

I think there is clearly an affinity with those expeditions. They departed from 
and returned to New Zealand. They are a part of Canterbury's history, New 
Zealand's history. There have been caretakers from New Zealand programmes 
since the Endeavour days in the mid 1950s taldng care of those huts. There's an 
historical link and an historical continuation of care for those buildings. MF AT 
might suggest that there is a geopolitical argument around the siting of those as 
well, but I think there are a wide variety of factors in terms of where that focus 
is . ... It's a pretty small Antarctic community in New Zealand. But it goes back 
a long way and there's a lot of people who worked in the 1950s, 60s and 70s 
who continue to show an interest . ... There's probably a stronger concentration 
in New Zealand than anywhere else [in the world] of people who have got an 
Antarctic link . ... That. shines through probably in the Antarctic Society as well 
as the membership of our Trust. (Nigel Watson, Director, AHT, 5 September 
2003). 

Nigel Watson suggests that the geopolitical arguments for maintaining an interest in 

the heritage of the huts remain separate from the issue of attachment. However, if 

57 



attachment and endeavour are indications of the right to claim sovereignty, then these 

issues cannot (nor should not) be separated in this context. 

Although effectively independent, the ART receives ongoing financial support from 

the government through the supply of administrative and logistical services by AntNZ 

(Nigel Watson, 5 September 2003). 

The Economics of Heritage 

Heritage is a highly valuable commodity in the tourism market (Ladd, 1999). 

Combine the environmental extremities of the Antarctic, with the opportunity to 

experience the huts 'preserved' from the heroic era, and the ingredients for a 

successful tourist venture are well satisfied. Antarctic tourism has grown rapidly, and 

although not receiving the thousands of tourists that visit the Antarctic Peninsula, the 

Ross Sea region is the second most popular Antarctic tourist destination, annually 

accommodating about 500 ship borne passengers (Hampson, 2002). The logistical 

requirements needed to launch a successful tourist vessel expedition to the Antarctic 

are comprehensive. Reality tourism is thus limited to those who can afford to pay the 

$15,000+ price tag (Heritage Expeditions (NZ) Ltd, 2003). 

Antarctic tourism can take place in situ or it can be readily transplanted into other 

places. Christchurch has prided itself on its location as the 'gateway to the ice'. With 

a heritage trail through the City Centre, and council and privately owned Antarctic 

enterprises, members of the Christchurch community aim to reap the rewards of the 

historical connection (Ladd, 1999). The International Antarctic Centre (IAC) 

established at Christchurch International Airport has capitalised on the 'gateway' 

concept, with many thousands of people taking the opportunity to experience the 

Antarctic through visual medium, interactive displays, audio tapes and the opportunity 

to ride in an Antarctic vehicle (Hagglund). Publicly declaring itself as the 'Gateway 

to Antarctica', the IAC (2003) greets his website visitors: 

The Antarctic Attraction is privately owned and operated and has been designed 
and developed to give visitors a fun and hands on experience of the frozen 
continent. Our indoor attraction is world class and in our ten years of 
operation we have achieved the position as one of Australasia's premier tourist 
attractions, twice being voted the best visitor attraction in New Zealand. 

58 



Canterbury Museum also has an area dedicated to the Antarctic, with the display 

predominantly focussing on historical artefacts and information from the heroic era. 

Emeritus curator of Antarctic History at the museum, Baden Norris, has extensive 

experience in Antarctic, and a tour of the wing under his tutelage provides fascinating 

detail and emotional depth to an Antarctic novice (such as myself). In July-August 

2003, Canterbury Museum ran a series of exhibitions and events entitled Antarctic 

Winter: a season of exhibitions and events inspired by the great southern continent. 

The promotional brochure's opening line reads "Christchurch is the gateway to the 

Antarctic so it is fitting that Canterbury museum is home to the world's premier 

collection of Antarctic items." (Canterbury Museum, undated). 

The Lyttelton Historical Museum also includes several Antarctic artefacts, and with 

its history as the final launching port for many Antarctic endeavours (including the 

icebreakers of today), this tiny museum asserts its links with the Antarctic. 

Christchurch brands itself as the 'gateway' city, in a nation of people that express 

their cultural attachment to the Antarctic through tourism, education and historical 

ventures. The New Zealand government and the Christchurch City Council 

acknowledge the capital gain these ventures provide (Cabinet State Sector Committee, 

1995; Lou Sanson, 25 August 2003). 

Commemorating a Heritage · 

Shaun Barnett (2002, 50), editor of New Zealand Wilderness monthly magazine wrote 

"[T]here seems to be unprecedented interest in Antarctica at present, particularly in 

the heroic age of exploration." That we are currently in the centenary years of the 

early expeditions of the 'heroic era' is not merely coincidental with this interest. The 

visit of HRH Princess Anne to the Antarctic in 2002 acknowledged the historical links 

of a century earlier in initiating a large-scale plea for international funds to head a 

US$30 million restoration project (AntNZ, 2002). 

This restoration project is under the management of the AHT and was initiated by the 

Trust following advice that the state of the huts in the Ross Sea region would continue 

to decay if serious restoration work was not undertaken (Nigel Watson, 5 September . 
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2003). The Trust was granted $400,000 towards this fund by the Minister of Arts, 

Culture and Heritage as seed funding. Jointly organised by AntNZ and the AHT, 

Princess Anne was joined on her Antarctic visit by Kevin Roberts from Saatchi & 

Saatchi, a multinational advertising agency. Saatchi & Saatchi have been working 

with the AHT developing a marketing programme to raise the required funds (Nigel 

Watson, 5 September 2003). 

This project has been challenged by members of the Antarctic community on a 

number of grounds (Margaret Bradshaw, 31 July 2003; Martin, 2003). Firstly, that 

the financial requirements are phenomenal and there are fears that New Zealand will 

bear the brunt of the fundraising and logistical costs required. Secondly, that the 

conservation plan aims to replicate some of the artefacts and buildings in the 

Antarctic, reconstructing parts of the heritage that would not withstand ongoing 

Antarctic climatic extremes. Baden Norris (cited in Martin, 2003) is concerned about 

the implications of using replicas over the original item - creating something that 

never was. One curator argued that the plan to preserve the huts was merely to cater 

for the tourist demand, and at the same time forever destroyed the integrity of the 

original buildings and their effects. Some of these thoughts were echoed in concerns 

expressed by Margaret Bradshaw, President of the NZAS (31 July 2003). Despite 

their acknowledgement that preservation work was needed and supported, she was 

aware of concern amongst members about the potential to tum the Antarctic into a 

Disneyland constructed of replicas. Even tourists are protesting - many of them want 

to ensure they see the original item, not a replica they could more easily view in an 

'Antarctic Disneyworld' (Maiiin, 2003). A.s the debate continues, the plans by the 

AHT to continue with the conservation project remain. 

There is nowhere else on Earth, no other continent has humans 'first dwellings 
still standing. And here, the last opportunity to save human 's first dwellings 
and its part of that significance and what it represents. It's probably worthy of 
the call. And when the Prime Minister launched one of the reports she said, 
'There is an analogy with the wildlife in Africa. Is it worth saving the wildlife in 
Africa because most of us never get to see it?' Of course it is. It is the same 
thing. I think it's a very shortsighted argument to say, 'let's let it go'. Are we 
going to be thanked in two or three generations? (Nigel Watson, 5 September 
2003). 
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Preservation for Whom? 

Preservation of the historic huts is argued to be for global interest. But who is really 

interested in this history? Overwhelmingly the visitors to the Antarctic come from 

European and British heritage, with Asian tourists in very small numbers (Ladd, 

1999). 

Some [tourists] will say their sole or overriding reason is to go and visit that 
heritage. And a lot of that comes out of British people, its part of the British 
fabric, culture and history. (Nigel Watson, 5 September 2003). 

Heritage is a cultural concept relating to identity and therefore may only really be 

applicable to those who recognise some form of connection with the heritage (Ladd, 

1999). To others it may be repugnant, or signify a colonial oppression26
• The 

Antarctic appears to be void of this critique of its heroic era heritage and, given the 

colonial nature of Antarctic endeavours, this is not surprising. 

In arguing that the preservation of the huts is of global significance, I suggest it may 

be more accurate to state it is of cultural significance to British and New Zealand 

history. Its significance in terms of historic human feats of "endurance and courage 

and discovery" (Nigel Watson, 5 September 2003) would, perhaps, be more widely 

accepted. The plan to target the United States and the United Kingdom for the money 

required (Martin, 2003), would suggest there is at least a covert realisation of the 

limitations of global significance. 

Assertions of Colonial Annexation 

This final section will outline the lingering reminders of New Zealand's colonial 

inheritance. 

Philatelic Interests 

New Zealand has used postal services to assert its territorial sovereignty since the 

26In the 1990s, a 'valued symbol' of Auckland - a lone pine tree on One Tree Hill - was cut with an axe 
by Maori activist Mike Smith to the widespread horror and incomprehension of many western-descent 
Aucklanders. His reasoning was that it signified the oppression of British colonisers over Maori. 
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early expeditions of both Scott and Shackleton (Logan, 1979; Peat, 1983). Not 

known as the Ross Dependency until 1923, the 1908 Shackleton's Expedition stamp 

was issued under King Edward VII Land and Scott's 1910-11 Expedition had two 

stamps issued under Victoria Land (Stirling & Co Ltd, 1993). 

Stamps were not issued again until the TAE in 1957 (Peat, 1983). They were issued 

again in 1971 to commemorate ten years of the Antarctic Treaty and again in 1982 

and 1992. Since then there have been three Ross Dependency issues: 1994, 1999 and 

2003. A common theme of the recent stamps is to depict the unique species of the 

Antarctic environment and are therefore mainly scenic or of animal life. In 1984 

there was a special New Zealand series of stamps commemorating Antarctic research. 

These paid tribute to the scientific fields of biology, geology, glaciology and 

meteorology27 (Stirling & Co Ltd, 1993). 

Geographic Place Names 

The Ross Dependency region of Antarctica is currently being remapped on a scale of 

1 :50,000 which is five times greater than the existing 1 :250,000 scale (NZAS, 2003). 

This involves naming physical features of the Ross Dependency region. People are 

invited to provide suggestions for names under the guidelines formulated by the 

Scientific Community on Antarctic Research (SCAR). The guidelines indicate their 

preference for names that are descriptive, relate to activity, historical, memorial, 

scientists, discoverers, administrators, cultural, thematic, mythological and Maori. 

The act of mapping and naming areas remains an integral part of colonial annexation 

(Plumwood, 2002). 

Governance 

New Zealand's laws are extended to the Ross Dependency and come under the 

authority of the Governor of the Ross Dependency (who is the Manager of Scott 

Base). This extension of law into the Ross Sea remains contentious, especially to 

citizens of other nations, and particularly to the United States who do not recognise 

New Zealand's assertion of law in the Ross Dependency (Templeton, 2000; Joyner, 

27It is interesting to note that all of the characters identified in this 1984 issue were men with beards. 
The masculine expression of science in the Antarctic is explored further in chapter 4. 
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2001). New Zealand treads cautiously in this assertion though, mindful of 

international ramifications (Logan, 1979; Templeton, 2000). 

It can be seen from the above that New Zealand's assertions of territory remain as 

they were constructed prior to the signing of the Antarctic Treaty. The legal status is 

stated by Templeton (2000, 132) as: 

In the simplest terms, the bottom line is that no other country had laid claim to 
any part of the Ross Dependency before the entry into force of the Antarctic 
Treaty, which froze all claims and forbade any new claims so long as it 
remained in force . ... New Zealand's claim seems most likely to remain frozen 
and unchallengeable for the indefinite future. 

Aotearoa in the South Pacific: Implications of The Treaty of 
Waitangi 

In 1840 the British Crown signed a Treaty with Maori chiefs known in English as the 

Treaty of Waitangi, and known in Maori as Te Tiriti o WaitangP8
• There were 

numerous reasons for both parties to agree to this treaty, including the desire to 

prevent ongoing fighting, the wish to secure land by the British, and the British 

perceived threat of eventual French annexation (Orange, 1992). Maori chiefs were 

divided over the issue and the discussions were heated and lengthy. Some saw 

benefits in trade and others were wary of the intent. Many chiefs never signed. 

The Treaty remains a valid document in present-day New Zealand/Aotearoa. The 

government has finally recognised the English version of the Treaty after ignoring it 

for over a hundred years. However, many argue (both Pakeha29 and Maori) that 

recognition should be given to the Maori version of the text as is recognised in 

international law (Turei, 2002, pers.comm). The two language versions of the Treaty 

contain different notions of sovereignty, governance, ownership and rights. These 

debates are continually arising in resource management issues within New Zealand. 

28Claudia Orange (1992) writes a comprehensive summary of historical issues surrounding .the Treaty. 
For those interested in the contested nature of the Treaty, it serves as a very good beginning. 
29Pakeha is a common name for the white colonisers of Aotearoa/New Zealand. 

63 



In the RMA (1991) several Maori concepts have been included in order to give 

consideration to Maori claims through the Treaty. Although this is much more 

inclusive than the explicitly racist legislation of the late 1800s and the early-mid 

1900s, there are criticisms about the co-option of Maori concepts into a Pakeha 

framework (O'Connor, 1999). 

New Zealand is thus having to address some of the postcolonial assertions within its 

domestic borders, recognising that the history of colonisation contained some 

reprehensible acts of violence through legislation and physical enforcement (Orange, 

1992). Te Puna Kokiri is the government department dealing with Maori affairs. 

Although given acknowledgement through membership of the OAC, Te Puna Kokiri 

has not been actively involved in Antarctic management (Trevor Hughes, 13 May 

2003). In the Antarctic, New Zealand is free of the indigenous voice of the people. It 

does not face the same requirement to address acts of wrongdoing and colonial 

misadventure. Does this give it a freedom to assert its colonial legacy more easily? 

Conclusions: Antarctic as a Colonial Space 

This chapter has explored the extent to which the colonial impetus for exploring and 

annexing the Antarctic influences Antarctic policy and activity today. I have 

highlighted the way sovereignty has continued to be exercised through territorial 

assertions in many forms, through heritage, overt management tools, and the 

acknowledgement by the lead policy department on New Zealand Antarctic policy at 

MF AT. The following chapter will continue to explore this theme as it looks at the 

question of New Zealand's scientific programme in the Antarctic. 

Informed mainly by postcolonial thought, this chapter explored the implications of 

making sweeping generalisations about the relevance of Antarctic history to the 

global community. Assertions of sovereignty in the Antarctic are problematic given 

the nature of the Antarctic Treaty and the contested nature of the claims. Within New 

Zealand there has never been a serious deconstruction of the colonial nature of the 

Antarctic, and to some extent, it is accepted without question by those active in the 

Antarctic community (pers.obs). Because the way the Antarctic is constructed and 
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reified through policy, there are not the usual avenues for widespread postcolonial and 

feminist critiques. As such the New Zealand Antarctic community remains 

committed to a colonially constructed Antarctic essentially unchallenged from within. 
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4 
Antarctic Fieldwork 

Progressing Science in an Open Air 
Laboratory 

In [Francis Bacon's] essay New Atlantis (1624) he portrayed a mythical 
island where a community of scientists was given high social status. Their 

leader bore the stamp of dignity - he (and it was a male group) was 
peaceful and serene, pitying and democratic. The community was 

dedicated to gaining knowledge not for profit, fame or power, but for the 
benefit of all. The members accepted no authority except that of the 

scientific method. They bore no allegiance to any particular social group, 
even keeping their knowledge secret if they felt it undesirable for the state 

to have it. So objective knowledge was produced and protected by a 
group dedicated to humanity as a whole. Therefore anything leading to 

the development of science was, by implication, good. And also by 
implication it was scientists who should have the leading decision-maldng 

roles. 
David Pepper (1996) writing about Francis Bacon (1561-1626), a leading 

figure in the scientific revolution. 

The imaginative New Atlantis was the epitome of pure scientific perfection as 

envisaged by the early practitioners and exponents in the enlightenment. Since 

reading this excerpt, I have often wondered if the Antarctic would have fulfilled that 

dream. I suspect so. 

Antarctic science is the means by which nations publicly justify their Antarctic 

programmes through the Antarctic Treaty. Science in the Antarctic is therefore 

temporally and spatially constructed, rather than inevitable. This chapter considers 

the way in which science has played a key role in shaping New Zealand's Antarctic 

affairs. Geographical. proximity quintessentially connects New Zealand to the 

Antarctic. As a discipline, geography has been conducted in and about the Antarctic 

through fieldwork and geopolitical debates since early encounters with the continent. 

This chapter outlines the rnle of geography in early colonial pursuit, and a wider 
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critique of science utilising feminist and postcolonial thought. Initially I will outline 

the progressive and regressive tendencies of science in the Antarctic (Harding, 1991; 

Schiebinger, 1999) in a way that acknowledges the essentialising of these within 

temporal and spatial locations (Spivak, 1990). The establishment of AntNZ provided 

a greater focus and direction for New Zealand's science, logistics, and other Antarctic 

programmes (i.e. education and distinguished visitors). As a result of the 

transformation to a Crown entity, AntNZ has conducted its scientific programme 

according to two community-negotiated science strategies30
. This chapter will 

explore the geopolitical implications of the science strategy by critically examining 

the rationale for its production. 

Science, as a discipline, has faced extensive critiques from feminist thought 

(Merchant, 1980, Harding, 1991, Seager, 1993, Schiebinger, 1999). This chapter 

explores how feminist critique relates to science conducted in the Antarctic and 

considers, not only the physical exclusion of women, but also the masculinist 

structures of Antarctic science. The chapter concludes by addressing the contentious 

role ofbioprospecting in Antarctic science, exploring both dominant and marginalised 

voices. 

The Institutionalisation of Science in the Antarctic 

[It is] only recently that geographers have started to write about the imperial 
complicity of the discipline, and to write about its imperial past in critical and 
contextual ways rather than celebrating exploration, 'discovery', and heroic 
explorers and geographers. (Blunt & Wills, 2000, 193). 

Geography is not the only discipline to conduct scientific research in the Antarctic, 

but geography is critical to some of the early scientific exploration. And as it is the 

discipline within which this thesis is grounded, reference to and awareness of its 

colonial origins and 'imperial complicity' is imperative. I do not wish to undertake a 

historical re-reporting of events more than has already been outlined in the 

introductory chapter, but I do wish to state the crucial role played by the Royal 

30The latest science strategy has neared the completion of its consultation process during the course of 
this thesis. It was publicly accessible in its final draft form with only minor changes anticipated 
(Peterson, 2003). 
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Geographical Society in seeking funding and supporting expeditions to the Antarctic 

continent particularly during the post-war period (Templeton, 2000). After intense 

lobbying by the revived NZAS, the New Zealand government announced a financial 

commitment to support a joint expedition to the Antarctic (Peat, 1983). New 

Zealand's participation in the Trans-Antarctic Expedition (TAE) and associated 

geographical mapping during the 1957/58 IGY were pivotal to the establishment of a 

permanent scientific base in the Ross Dependency. It was seen by many in the 

scientific community as the opportunity to conduct groundbreaking polar science. 

Logan (1979, 93) notes: "Some scientists, imbued with near missionary zeal, regarded 

it as a gigantic open-air laboratory." 

In the introduction to Neville Peat's book on the history of the NZAS, Bill Hopper 

(President) richly describes the Society's beginnings: 

' 
The society was born out of the imaginative minds of people. .. . They had one 
thing in common - an all-embracing love of the mystery and adventure of the 
vast ice-bound wastes of Antarctica and an interest in unlocldng its scientific 
secrets. (Hopper, 1983, 5).31 

It is readily asserted that the scientific co-operation engendered during the IGY laid 

the platform for the negotiations of the Antarctic Treaty ( e.g. Berkman, 2002). 

Science has therefore become enshrined in the Antarctic Treaty and becomes the 

'currency' for a nation's Antarctic involvement as an ATCP. Significant references to 

science in the Preamble and Articles to the Antarctic Treaty state: 

PREAMBLE ... 

Acknowledging the substantial contributions to scientific knowledge resulting from 
international cooperation in scientific investigation in Antarctica; 

Convinced that the establishment of a firm foundation for the continuation and 
development of such cooperation on the basis of freedom of scientific investigation in 
Antarctica as applied during the International Geophysical Year accords with the 
interests of science and the progress of all mankind; ... 

31The language used in this introduction indicates the powerful constructions people have of the 
Antarctic - Bill Hopper views the Antarctic as a vast wasteland waiting to be explored and known by a 
masculinised science (Merchant, 1980; Harding, 1991). 
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TREATY ARTICLES ... 

.. .Article II 
Freedom of scientific investigation in Antarctica and cooperation toward that end, as 
applied during the International Geophysical Year, shall continue, subject to the 
provisions of the present Treaty. 

Article III 
1. In order to promote international cooperation in scientific investigation in 
Antarctica, as provided for in Article II of the present Treaty, the Contracting Parties 
agree that, to the greatest extent feasible and practicable: 

a. infonnation regarding plans for scientific programs in Antarctica shall 
be exchanged to permit maximum economy of and efficiency of operations; 

b. scientific personnel shall be exchanged in Antarctica between 
expeditions and stations; 

c. scientific observations and results from Antarctica shall be exchanged 
and made freely available. 

Antarctic Treaty cited in Berkman (2002) 

Therefore it is seen that science in the Antarctic was established to ensure ongoing 

cooperation between nations, and to ensure the peaceful and efficient gathering and 

sharing of scientific knowledge in ways that contributed to the ideals shared by the 

original signatories: 

... it is in the interest of all manldnd that Antarctica shall continue forever to be 
used exclusively for peaceful purposes and shall not become the scene or object 
of international discord; (Antarctic Treaty, 1959, cited in Berkman, 2002). 

In New Zealand this desire to maintain the Antarctic as a peaceful continent for 

science is reflected in a statement by Bill Hopper (1983, 5): 

The pioneers have been followed by many others who, 50 years later, still 
contribute to that original ideal, the physical exploration of the continent and 
scientific quest for knowledge that can be of use for the betterment of manldnd. 

Progressive and Regressive Tendencies of Antarctic Science 

"Feminist critiques are ... linked thematically and historically to a rising tide of critical 

analysis of the mental life and social relations of the modem, androcentric, imperial, 

bourgeois West, including its sciences and notions of knowledge." (Harding, 1991, 
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viii). It has been criticised for being unable to shackle itself from the bonds of 

modernism (Rogers, 1994 ), resulting in a science that prides itself through assertions 

of objectivity and neutrality. Science as an objective, value-free knowledge has been 

widely contested, particularly within feminist thought (Merchant, 1980; Harding, 

1991; Blunt & Wills, 2000). In Sandra Harding's (1991) book Whose Science? 

Whose Knowledge?: Thinking from Women's Lives she posed five challenges to both 

science and feminism. Amongst these was the need to recognise that both contain 

progressive and regressive tendencies. 

The Antarctic is no stranger to these tendencies in the practice of science and has 

many examples. However any decision to construe something as either positive or 

negative involves discursive elements that are located specifically in both time and 

place. Such essentialising though is both necessary and pertinent to ongoing 

constructions of discourse in society (Spivak, 1990). Simply listing hegemonic 

perceptions of progressive and regressive tendencies would not reflect their contested 

nature. Therefore this discussion will outline some examples of these tendencies, 

recognising the way in which they are contested. 

Science as the preserver of stability 

Amongst the majority of New Zealand Antarctic circles (and certainly both the 

official and scientific circles) a progressive tendency is that science has contributed to 

the stability of the ATS. The following are a series of quotes from key people in 

prominent Antarctic or New Zealand decision-making roles. 

The Treaty is acknowledged as imaginative and far-sighted, and has created a 
framework, which has successfitlly managed international relations within 
Antarctica against the background of the Cold War. The dedication of the 
continent to peace and science is a key founding principle. (Dean Peterson, 
Science Strategy Manager, AntNZ, 2003, 3). 

There are obviously our obligations in terms of the Treaty. The Treaty's the 
driver of everything we do. It's why we 're there. (Lou Sanson, CEO, AntNZ, 
14 February 2003). 

The ATS is a very unusual one. Given the fragility of the environment, it is 
absolutely imperative - it is also a nuclear free area and the other great thing 
about it is that it is a scene of scientific cooperation and not a place for 
geopolitics and competition or military activity of any sort . ... The 1959 Treaty 
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has been a great success. (Geoffrey Palmer, former Minister of the 
Environment and Prime Minister 1989-1990, 11 March 2003). 

Security and science thus comprised the core values of the Treaty founders, ... 
(Stuart Prior, former Head of APU, 1997, 6). 

However, challenges to the A TS and the role of science within it do exist. Take for 

instance the 1982-88 negotiations of the Minerals Regime (CRAMRA), which were 

asserted by some parties to be about ensuring the rights of ownership to resources 

under the ATS umbrella (Wallace, 2002, pers.comm). Furthermore, the negotiation of 

CCAMLR has been advocated as a result of rigorous scientific supporting such an 

ecosystems approach to fisheries management (Berkman, 2002). However, it is 

asserted science was merely adopted by the ATCPs in these negotiations to provide 

territorial and economic benefit: 

The claimants argued that because the Antarctic Treaty itself does not deal with 
exploitation and ownership of resources, a failure to 'preserve' the right to 
control access to their claimed exclusive economic zones would be tantamount 
to denial of the existence of the underlying territorial claim. Obviously this 
argument covered a wider area than fish; both claimaints and nonclaimants 
were protecting interests related to potential minerals exploitation . ... 
The Scientific Committee appears to have played only a minor role during the 
negotiations. This was largely due to the relatively small number of scientists 
on the delegations and the general lack of political power held by scientists and 
conservationists in both the national and international political arenas ... No 
delegation was willing to expend political capital to assure that the Scientific 
Committee had the power, staff, funding, and independence that arguably would 
be required to furnish advice grounded in fact and risk assessment, instead of 
economics and politics. (Barnes, 1982, 265-266)32

. 

In practice, the picture is not so rosy. Since the Consultative Parties to the 
Antarctic Treaty considered themselves to have the prime responsibility for 
protecting the Antarctic environment, they were determined to control the 
drafting of the Living Resources Convention. (Templeton, 2002, 19). 

By using scientific data to create strategic economic and territorial advantage, it could 

be argued that science then becomes politics by another means (Harding, 1991). 

Although it is argued science has contributed to the stability of the ATS, it is also 

argued that it has been co-opted by politics to serve strategic ends. 

32It is also interesting to consider how these marginalised discourses may sometimes be discredited. 
When Chris Joyner, US lawyer and author on Antarctic affairs, visited GCAS in 2001/02, he expressed 
an opinion that the community who had negotiated CCAMLR were 'disappointed' that Jim Barnes (a 
member of the Antarctic and Southern Oceans Coalition [ASOC] who challenged the later minerals 
negotiations) had revealed the content of the negotiations. 
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Environmental Effects of Science 

In a similar way, the regressive tendencies can also be considered. Dming the 1980s 

detailed reports began to emerge about shoddy environmental practices by scientific 

and logistical staff 'on the ice' (Szabo & Dalziell, 1994). With images of ice

staging33, the sinking of the Bahia Paraiso (an Argentinian resupply vessel) and the 

French blasting of penguin colonies to build an airstrip, the public sympathy was 

aroused. This, and the subsequent Environmental Protocol meant that the 1990s 

focussed a period of environmental 'clean-up' in the management of scientific, 

education, visitor programmes, and logistical support in New Zealand's Antarctic 

programme. 

During the course of my research, I have not come across any organisation or 

representative of any organisation who does not agree that these practices needed to 

be changed. However, until the 1980s the disposal of waste and its potential effects 

on the Antarctic environment and associated ecosystems were not fully considered, 

although dramatic environmental disasters were becoming more worrisome. Science 

at that time focussed more on the discovery of new knowledge, rather than the 

management and conservation of ecosystems and the potential for human impacts 

(Lou Sanson, 14 February 2003). It also lacked a cohesive direction and tended to be 

reactive depending on the political abilities and economic strategising of different 

scientists and scientific groups (Prior, 1997). So the regressive tendency of these 

practices is located in time. Of course, it cannot be said that Antarctic activity 

(including science) no longer has detrimental environmental effects - this is still being 

challenged on a number of quarters, including within some of the key institutions. 

To date, scientific activities and their supporting infrastructure account for the 
biggest range and severity of impacts on the [Ross Sea] region 's environment. 
(Waterhouse, 2001, 7 .11) 

We know the biggest impact in Antarctica is the scientists - so it is being able to 
minimise that - and we know the damage they have done in the past can be 
permanent. .. . I would rather have a smaller science programme that was 
asking the key questions .. . rather than a bigger programme that was just 
achieving science . ... Some of the science you see going on is a bit spurious and 
it is all about being there. (Lou Sanson, CEO, AntNZ, 14 February 2003). 

33Ice-staging refers to the practice of dumping large amounts of rubbish on the winter sea-ice 
(including vehicles). In the summer melt, this rubbish 'disappears' into the sea. 
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The Absence of Women 

Although discussed in greater detail later in the chapter, another regressive tendency 

is witnessed in the lengthy delay before women were accepted as Antarctic scientists 

and over-winterers in the New Zealand programme. The first woman in a science 

expedition to the Antarctic was Pam Young who accompanied her husband as a field 

assistant in the summer of 1969-70 (Chipman, 1986; Crerar, 1999). Having spent two 

summers at Scott Base, Thelma Rodgers was employed as a technician through the 

winter of 1979 and until 1984 was the only woman to have wintered over in the New 

Zealand programme (Chipman, 1986). This reflected the delay of women's 

involvement in science more generally - although the concept of the Antarctic as a 

'virgin' continent (Hopper, 1983), the masculinised fieldwork of Antarctic science, 

and the fears about women's ability to 'cope' (and men's inability to resist their 

charms!) delayed the contribution and arrival of women to the continent. Clearly this 

delay was seen as positive by many - women in the Antarctic was perceived as a 

retrograde move. "It appears that women were seen as 'causing' problems rather than 

'solving' them or helping to broaden the range and quality of expeditioners." 

(Colebatch, 1994, 3). Although increasing in numbers particularly within scientific 

teams, women are still outnumbered by men in management and support staff 

(AntNZ, 2002). 

Perspectives on the imperatives of commercial science 

Another contested issue is bioprospecting. This commercial reach of science will be 

explored at various adjuncts of this thesis, however in this instance I want to consider 

that bioprospecting in the Antarctic remains one of those areas that has both 

progressive and regressive tendencies. Arguments in favour focus on the potential 

economic benefits accruing to New Zealand. 

Bioprospecting is a field of scientific research that can create a wide range of 
benefits for New Zealand. (Pete Hodgson, Associate Minister of Economic 
Development, 2002). 

Globally, bioprospecting is a multi-million dollar industry, and when carried 
out well, contributes to the greater well being of humanity, without adversely 
affecting the environment. . . . Each year brings new discoveries in Antarctic 
biodiversity, demonstrating that Antarctica is a rich area for bioprospecting. 
(Dean Peterson, Science Strategy Manager, AntNZ, 2001a). 
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Others note the potential to disrupt the free flow of scientific information as is 

outlined in the Antarctic Treaty. 

One of the founding ideas is that this is a place for science and freedom of 
exchange of information. As soon as you find people having reasons to not 
disclose what they 're doing and where - then you start getting suspicions that 
something being styled as commercial interests is, in fact, about military 
interest. (Cath Wallace, co-chair, ECO, 12 March 2003). 

The bigger question is how you resolve the conflicts or the potential coriflict 
between intellectual property rights/patent property right and Treaty principles. 
(Andrew Bignell, Manager, International Relations, DOC, 13 May 2003). 

Wider international concerns about bioprospecting, intellectual property rights and 

patents are expressed by a number of commentators (e.g. Kelsey, 2002), including 

activist and cultural ecofeminist34, Vandana Shiva (2001, 6): 

Patents are then intrinsically conflict laden. They embody conflicts between 
individual rights and the public interest. Patent systems are sites of a basic 
coriflict between private ownership, creation of monopolies and private benefits 
against public interest and the social benefits of science and technology. . .. 
Patents reflect human arrogance, treating scientists as 'creators' of living 
organisms. 

Bioprospecting is a very current issue for New Zealand in a way that the minerals 

debates were in the 1980s. These areas of contestation are yet to be fully explored. 

Given the regressive tendencies in the areas of science highlighted and the way these 

are constructed over time and space, it can be seen science and its associated support 

activities could not be cast in the benevolent light envisaged by Francis Bacon's New 

Atlantis. Instead it becomes even more imperative to understand the social 

situatedness of science, political and economic implications and to critically assess the 

motivations of scientific research in the Antarctic. These are issues that have been 

raised within feminist critiques as outlined earlier and are becoming increasingly 

common in other theoretical epistemologies (e.g. postcolonialism). 

34Ecofeminism is challenged by postmodern feminist writers because of its tendency to essentialise 
women's relationship with nature (Seager, 1993). Despite these criticisms Vandana Shiva has been 
recognised for her wide contributions to postcolonial thought (Rosser, 1999; Lee et al, 2000 ). 
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The Role of Science in New Zealand's Strategic Interests 

New Zealand asserts the role of science within the statements of Strategic Interests in 

1995 and in 2002. Its role was downplayed in the 1995 statement under the National 

government where it received mention only as a means of "promoting New Zealand's 

values and ideology". The 2002 Revised Statement of Strategic Interest under a 

Labour-led government received wider input in its formulation, and the resulting 

document includes a clause specifically relating to Antarctic science: "Supporting 

and where appropriate leading, high quality Antarctic and Southern Ocean science 

that benefits from the unique research opportunities provided by Antarctica." The 

role of science is also crucial in other clauses, particularly those relating to 

management and conservation of biodiversity, marine living resources, and 

environmental stewardship; as well as being the means whereby New Zealand 

maintains a 'credible presence'. 

Since the establishment of AntNZ in 1996, two science strategies have been produced 

with the latest one due to be released before the end of this year. I was able to witness 

part of this review, particularly during the Annual Antarctic Science Conference in 

Dunedin in April. The document went through a consultation process with the 

Antarctic science community involving numerous drafts and reconsiderations, 

although it has been asserted that the increasing tendency to consult via electronic and 

written mediums is not as satisfactory as 'round the table' discussions (Bryan Storey, 

25 August 2003; Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003). It is contended the potential for 

more open discussion involving active negotiation between parties is reduced. 

The strategy itself is a lengthy document that covers some of the scientific questions 

that remain to be answered. The themes reflect the dominant issues of concern in the 

Antarctic arising from global warming, increased demand on resources, and 

increasing the understanding of the complexity of the environment and the impacts 

humans have on the Antarctic and Southern Ocean (Peterson, 2003 ). Although the 

content of the strategy is interesting in itself, what is important to this discussion are 

the geopolitical reasonings for producing such a document, and what it hopes to 

achieve. 
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The 1995/96 review of the structure and objectives of New Zealand Antarctic policy 

highlighted the lack of direction for New Zealand research and science in the 

Antarctic and the need for greater accountability and relevance (Prior, 1997). The 

result is a strategy that provides rationale for potential and actual scientific endeavour. 

Peterson (2003) outlines three key reasons for New Zealand's investment in scientific 

research in the Antarctic and Southern Ocean. The first is for reasons of national 

interest. Territorial sovereignty and New Zealand's environmental stewardship35 in 

the Ross Sea region are cited as the nation's primary interests. The revised 

governmental statement of strategic interest is included in its entirety as an 
·•, 

affirmation of New Zealand's ongoing involvement. Research in the Antarctic is also 

believed to benefit New Zealand through active participation in the ATS, the 

implications it has for knowledge of New Zealand's environment, and the provision 

of information on global scale problems that guide environmental policies. Finally, 

close logistical relationships with the United States and Italy provide benefits to all 

three countries. 

The second reason is one of international cooperation. Cooperative research and 

logistics enhances the commitment to the Antarctic Treaty, it enables access to more 

advanced and expensive technologies as well as a shared logistical pool and enhances 

our scientific profile internationally. The relationship the United States has with our 

programme in particular, is fundamentally important to the abilities of the New 

Zealand programme to operate at the level it currently achieves (Prior, 1997; Lou 

Sanson, 25 August 2003). 

Finally, research in Antarctica and the Southern Ocean is very important to 

understandings of the global climate including ocean circulation, past climate, human 

impacts, and the processes involved in studies of the atmosphere, sea-ice and 

tectonics. These relate to the international environmental connections and treaties that 

are being negotiated. Although there are also contestations to the actual scientific 

assertions (as highlighted by Margaret Bradshaw, President of the NZAS, 31 July 

35I>eterson (2003, 2) states: ''New Zealand is a conscientious steward in the Ross Sea region". This 
assertion is contested and will be discussed further in chapter 5. 
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2003), there is also a significant resistance in postcolonial literature questioning the 

relevance of these problems to the majority of the world's population (Escobar, 1995; 

Guha & Martinez-Alier, 1997). Fundamental issues of equity and access to resources 

are deemed more relevant (Lee, 2000; Redclift, 2000). 

It can therefore be seen then that the geopolitical reasomngs accepted for New 

Zealand's involvement in Antarctic science are to uphold our territorial claim and to 

ensure we are a significant player both within the ATS and in science at national and 

global levels. There is also an obvious commitment to understand the processes of 

global climate change and our geographical proximity to the Antarctic provides the 

opportunity to capitalise on this as well as legitimising our Antarctic involvement. 

The ability to benefit from shared logistics and cooperation makes a potentially very 

expensive science more affordable. Furthermore, continued involvement in science 

enables the stability of a Treaty that preserves peace and security at our geographical 

'doorstep' (Prior, 1997). 

Science has been the 'currency' whereby New Zealand maintains its Antarctic 

interest. It is also the opportunity to play a key role in seeking information on global 

climatic issues. As such, no one interviewed in the course of this thesis, nor any 

documentation, seriously considered New Zealand should stop doing science in the 

Antarctic. The potential impacts of science on the Antarctic environment were 

weighed against the knowledge that the scientific programmes can produce. 

There should be certain tests of activity in Antarctica and one of them is 'is it 
necessary?'. What are its impacts and can it be done somewhere else? We 
certainly don't want to say 'never set foot on the continent'. But there 's a lot of 
what goes on that is of dubious necessity or it may be necessary to do it, but it 
doesn't necessarily have to be done there. (Cath Wallace, co-chair, ECO, 12 
March 2003). 

The fascinating thing about Antarctica is the value to science, the value of 
discovery. It's one of the last frontiers on earth and what it means in terms of 
climate change, environmental processes, what it can tell us about how the 
world's changing. The ocean systems are drivers of all our weather systems, 
our ocean currents, and it's all driven by the powerhouse of Antarctica. . .. 
Science is the currency that every country shares in Antarctica. For New 
Zealand to pull out and just say, 'Look, the best thing for Antarctica is to look 
after itself', you 're not really going to be a player in terms of the management 
of the continent. You do need to question when a population has been 
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researched to death and we've got to be careful in avoiding umpteen research 
projects on the same area. That's where the real challenge is at the moment . ... 
To be an active player, New Zealand has to be there. You 're not going to be 
able to influence the government of Antarctica unless you 're in there. To be 
active in terms of environmental stewardship you 've actually got to have data. 
(Lou Sanson, CEO, AntNZ, 14 February 2003). 

It can be seen that New Zealand utilises science to maintain a credible presence 

according to the Antarctic Treaty, and to maintain a physical presence as a statement 

of its territorial claim. It also views itself as a serious player in a scientific 

community assessing the impacts and potential implications of global climate change. 

The Nature of Antarctic Research 

Due to the operational costs, disputed sovereignty and agreement within the Antarctic 

Treaty, New Zealand's presence in the Antarctic is primarily limited to active 

scientific research, although a substantial amount of activity is related to logistics, 

education/arts and, to a lesser extent, a distinguished visitor programme (AntNZ, 

2002; Lou Sanson, 14 February 2003). The nature of the scientific activity is 

therefore focussed on fieldwork that progresses the science strategy prepared by 

AntNZ. Any group or person wishing to undertake research in the Antarctic is 

required to go through a lengthy process of application to get the support from the 

New Zealand government (Peterson, 2001b). One of the crucial things is to prove that 

travel to the Antarctic for fieldwork is a necessary component. Thus given the nature 

of the science strategy and the questions that are being asked, it is the fieldwork of 

physical sciences that are overwhelming supported by AntNZ. Figure 4.1 shows the 

number of science events36 and their disciplines during the 2000/01 and 2001/02 

seasons. Other than one psychology study, and three relating to human impacts on the 

environment and the deterioration of the historic huts, the remaining events all related 

to the physical science disciplines37• 

36 When a group of people go to the Antarctic for a shared specific purpose (e.g. a scientific study, an 
educational trip or for logistical purposes) it is known as an 'event'. Each event is assigned a number 
and must complete the requirements necessary under New Zealand's ratification of the Antarctic Treaty 
and Environmental Protocol. 
37These disciplines are heuristically divided, recognising that there are interdisciplinary science projects 
in the Antarctic and that overlaps do occur. The decision to classify a particular project within a 
discipline was made according to the title of the research project, not according to any predetennined 
division. Thus any errors remain the responsibility of myself. 
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Figure 4.1 
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Graph showing the Disciplines of Science Events supported by AntNZ 
during the 2000/01 and 2001/02 seasons (sourced from AntNZ, 2000a & 
2001) 

A bibliography of New Zealand Antarctic publications from 1956 - 1999 prepared by 

current AntNZ staff member, Shulamit Gordon (2000) shows similar trends (see 

Figure 4.2). The bibliography was drawn from publications by Antarctic researchers 

who had travelled to the Antarctic under the auspices of AntNZ. Once again it is the 

physical sciences that are the most represented. This predominance of physical 

sciences was noted in the 1984 Ross Dependency stamp issue. 

Fieldwork is an aspect of science that is highly masculinised (Katz, 1994; McEwan, 

1998; Schiebinger, 1999; Blunt & Wills, 2000). Discussions surrounding this will be 

explored in greater detail in the following section. 
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Feminism, Science and the Antarctic 

Feminist thought has inspired a number of extensive critiques of science 

internationally. I will now turn to examine the issue of women in the Antarctic 

discussing an interplay between the three dimensions of gender, science and the 

Antarctic. 

Women in Science 

Women have challenged science at two levels. Women have sought to enter scientific 

fields without questioning the premises on which they were built, whilst some 

challenge the nature of a 'masculinised' science. In the United Kingdom women 

remain under-represented in physical geography, with most of them under the age of 
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40 (Dumayne-Peaty & Wellens, 1998). Antarctic science is noted for an historical 

absence of women replicating the widespread absence of women from geography and 

science (Harding, 1991; McEwan, 1998). During the nineteenth century women were 

"systematically excluded from science in general, .. excluded from the practice of 

scientific geography, ... [and] denied access to the Royal Geographical Society. ... 

Women were deemed both incapable of contributing to and unsuitable for the practice 

of scientific geography." (McEwan, 1998, 216). Despite their contributions to 

laboratory analysis and work, women were also systematically excluded from the 

'field'. As mentioned earlier, it was not until 1969 that New Zealand permitted 

women to participate in Antarctic programmes (Chipman, 1986; Crerar, 1999). A 

parallel can be drawn with Enloe (1989) who asserts that women were purposefully 

excluded from international politics, despite being present as silent( ced) participants 

either as sex workers, diplomats' wives or humanitarian workers38 . Those that were 

'let in' to politics were not randomly selected, but were chosen because "[they had] 

learned the lessons of masculinised political behaviour well enough not to threaten 

male political privilege." (Enloe, 1989, 6-7). McEwan (1998, 218) also notes the 

"self-denial or masking of personal gender identity [that] was the price women paid 

for entering the public realm, of which professional science was a part." So is this 

parallel relevant to the Antarctic? To consider this it is necessary to explore the 

origins of the scientific method. 

Scientific endeavour has been characterised as masculine arising from a history of 

exclusive practices in the period known as the 'enlightenment'(Merchant, 1980). 

During this time the knowledges often held by women were systematically erased, the 

1603 English legislation decreeing the killing of all practitioners of witchcraft: being 

the most notable affront to women's knowledge. Nature was then viewed as a 

woman, to be interrogated, penetrated and moulded. "Herc in bold sexual imagery, is 

the key feature of the modem experimental method - constraint of nature in the 

laboratory, dissection by hand and mind, and the penetration of hidden secrets -

language still used today in praising a scientist's 'hard facts,' 'penetrating mind,' or 

38This has implications for women's initial ventures to the Antarctic. As their role in 'frontier' society 
was for sexual or caring needs, these qualities were also considered problematic for women wanting to 
be included as members of science and logistic teams in the Antarctic - despite their obvious 
irrelevance (Colebatch, 1994). 
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the 'thrnst of his argument."' (Merchant, 1980, 171). In this view woman/nature is 

seen as passive, to be acted upon. However, women were also perceived during this 

time to be 'troubled' by a darker, unruly side - one that could surface at any time with 

wanton sexual desires and a wildish temperament. This image of woman was also 

linked to nature and viewed by masculine society as the 'dark side', one that needed 

to be tamed, subdued and kept in its place (Merchant, 1980). These dual images of 

nature as a woman remain alive in Antarctic circles, both within science, and the arts 

( especially poetry39). 

Hyam (1990) identifies a 'powerful parallel' between the language used in both the 

geographical conquest of the British empire and sexual conquest: penetration, 

conquering and subduing. The empire was constructed as a sexual playground for 

European men who were able to engage in masculine endeavours free from 

nineteenth-century morality. Imperialism and geography have been linked 

consistently with masculine endeavour, legitimating and perpetuating power 

inequalities (Katz, 1994; Blunt & Wills, 2000). McEwan (1998, 220) suggests these 

"often violent, masculinist discourses that linked science, empire and exploration" 

continue to influence traditional fieldwork. 

In Antarctic science, fieldwork is the key element. Rose (1993, cited in McEwan, 

1998, 220) describes physical geography fieldwork as invoking "images of tough 

heroism and masculine endeavour, and carries with it other expressions of 

masculinity, such as a drinking ethos". On the Cape Roberts Project40 , Jim Cowie, 

Project Manager, noted that workplace safety was compromised due to over 

indulgence of alcohol "on the odd occasion [when] a 'session' would start up" 

(Cowie, 2002, 39). 

Sexualised body issues, including fitness and clothing, also influence fieldwork. The 

urinary device supplied to women travelling to the Antarctic, so that they can 'stand 

up and urinate like a man' is a most obvious example. The Freshette system was 

39During his visit to Antarctica in January 1998, Bill Manhire penned a poem "The Polar Explorer's 
Love Song" in which the goddess 'Hypothermia' was said to lie within the Antarctic (Manhire, 2001). 
40 The Cape Roberts Project was an international collaborative science event in the Ross Sea region of 
the Antarctic. 
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introduced by the U.S. Army enabling women to have 'equal opportunity' while 

standing in the field (Schiebinger, 1999). During my time in the Antarctic, this device 

became the focus of 'masculine' behaviour deliberately adopted with humour by 

women within my field party. 

Much of liberal feminist efforts have been to focus on equality for women in sciences, 

however if the focus remains solely on this initiative it can engender increased 

complicity, discouraging women from tackling the basis of masculinist structures. As 

suggested by Enloe (1989), there is the added issue of women having to 'become 

masculine' in order to be accepted and successful within these structures. Other 

feminist approaches tackle a more fundamental issue of addressing the theory and 

practice of science itself (Harding, 1991; Schiebinger, 1999). 

The Science Question in Feminism 

Harding (1991, 54) asserts that "the whole scientific enterprise, its purposes, 

practices, and functions - should be the target of feminist criticism." Feminists 

challenge science to become more inclusive of other methodologies, paying particular 

attention to the assertions in science of value-neutrality and rationality. It was only in 

the late seventeenth-century that science restricted itself to methodology and saw the 

social sciences - the social, political and economic implications of science - as being 

unnecessary. However, Harding (1991, 74) suggests that "we should think of the 

natural sciences as being inside critical social sciences because the objects of 

knowledge - 'nature, herself - never come to science denuded of the social origins, 

interests, values, and consequences of their earlier 'careers' in social thought." 

Antarctic science is certainly embedded in an historical, political and economic 

agenda, its enshrinement in the Treaty and the complex interaction between 

economics and science evolving in bioprospecting being more obvious examples. 

Thus social theory about science, and in this instance Antarctic science is "crucial to 

doing good science" (Harding, 1991, 72). 

"Because modem science is a product of hundreds of years of active shunning of 

women, the process of bringing women into science has required, and will continue to 

require, deep structural changes in the culture, methods, and content of science." 
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(Schiebinger, 1999, 11). Londa Schiebinger suggests that research needs to focus on 

three problems: getting women into science, reforming the cultures of science, and 

opening new questions for research. However, she is resistant to a prescribed 

'feminist science', particularly the almost stereotypical assumptions of cooperation, 

holism and women's connectedness to the earth that would seek to provide a yardstick 

for measuring progress. Not only do these values mean different things both 

historically and across locations, but also the desire to produce a yardstick negates 

science's capability to be reflexive. Instead she suggests that science become more 

open to an ongoing gender analysis, involving such questions as political outcomes, 

institutional arrangements, the use of language and iconographic representations and 

reconsiderations of the definitions of science (Schiebinger, 1999). 

There is also the challenge for science to become explicit about its complicity in 

colonial projects and other political agendas (Harding, 1991; Blunt & Wills, 2000; 

Shiva, 2001). The more recent link of bioprospecting with science has been 

considered by some to be part of a neocolonialist agenda (Nijar & Ling, 1994; 

Hewison, 1995; Shiva, 2001; Nash, 2002). This linkage will be more deeply explored 

within this chapter and again in Chapter 6. 

It has been shown that the Antarctic represents an area of very deliberate construction 

as a masculine reserve for science. Efforts by women to enter this realm of science 

were met with resistance, and despite recent advances, the nature of Antarctic 

fieldwork remains modelled upon a scientific history that excluded women. Harding 

(1991) and Schiebinger (1999) both suggest that the influence of an increasing 

number of women engaging in science may help to change the predominant masculine 

culture. They also suggest that we cannot yet establish what those changes may entail 

as any attempts at a feminist science have historically been oppressed, and its newness 

means it is yet to develop. 

Science as a Commercial Entity: Where does the Dollar Stop? 

I have already spoken about the issue of bioprospecting in the Antarctic. This is 

perhaps the most tangible realisation of where commercialisation meets science. 
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Bioprospecting "is a description of the process of discovery of a new lead structure 

with biological potential from a natural resource" (Munro, 2002). In the Antarctic the 

presence of extremophiles (micro-organisms that can survive extreme conditions, 

including cold) is "attracting increasing attention from biotech companies keen to tap 

their commercial potential" (MacKenzie, 2003). The research into extremophiles, 

often within university departments ( e.g. Chemistry Department, University of 

Canterbury) is not only academically satisfying, but is potentially financially 

rewarding for investors into such research (Nijar & Ling, 1994; Peterson, 2001a; 

Shiva, 2001). A New Zealand discussion document suggests economic benefits may 

accrue from value-adding, downstream production and royalties (Ministry of 

Economic Development [MED], 2002). 

Due to the structure of the New Zealand Antarctic programme, financial assistance for 

scientific exploration (aside from logistical support) must come from external sources 

(e.g. grants, universities and private companies). New Zealand has a very low 

financial input into science generally (Munro, 2002)41 • What this means for Antarctic 

science then is that it must make a case for external funding. Most of the funding for 

bioprospecting research comes from private corporations due to the financial risks 

(Munro, 2002). Very few samples actually result in a commercial product (Peterson, 

2001a). 

In the 1998 Antarctic Futures Workshop, James Hall, Managing Director of Saatchi 

and Saatchi (cited in Tetley, 1998, 40) suggested people should "encourage 

companies to participate in your science. And if you have trouble doing that, do 

science which companies will want to participate in." Due to the nature of control by 

AntNZ over the science programme, the practice of Antarctic science is not yet 

monopolised by transnational corporations, but its influence cannot be ignored (Prior, 

1997). The result of this then would be a science programme that only invested in 

science that was profitable. There is increasing concern that university research is 

being shaped by corporate investment (Klein, 2001). "Universities are being 

41Interestingly this low level of input into science comes at a time when the New Zealand government 
asserts the need to 'ride the knowledge wave' and has produced a programme of action entitled "The 
Growth and Innovation Framework" which aims to achieve growth through increasing 'our knowledge 
economy' (DPMC, 2003). 
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transformed from centres of learning and research, producing knowledge as a service 

to the public, to centres for the production of knowledge as intellectual property .... 

Corporate sponsored research can create biased research, as has been shown by many 

studies, inordinately favouring corporate sponsors and undermining the public 

interest." (Shiva, 2001, 30 & 32). 

Bioprospecting brings another player into the Antarctic scene - one that hasn't been 

around in any great strength before - that is the 'transnational corporation'. In 

particular, Antarctic science involving transnational phannaceutical companies 

searching for 'cures' for 'cancer' brings into play another set of dynamics entirely. 

The 'cancer market' was valued at US $16 billion in 1998 and projected to be worth 

US $24 billion by 2005 (Munro, 2002). This focus on finding cures for diseases that 

are predominantly in the first world ( e.g. cancer), is often criticised by commentators 

from the third world (e.g. Shiva, 2001; Pugh & Silver, 2003). Furthermore, the 

ownership of patents and the consequent prevention of the making oflow-cost generic 

drugs aggravate the spread of diseases in the third world. Despite the appeal of some 

to the 'benefits to humankind' of bioprospecting in the Antarctic ( e.g. Peterson, 

2001a), a number of the products resulting from such research are not about 

pharmaceutical products but also about deriving compounds for more consumer

driven demands, to make ice-cream taste smoother, for example (Fox, 2001, 23). 

The major concern the New Zealand Antarctic community has about bioprospecting 

relates to Article III l(c) of the Treaty (Rogan-Finnemore & Hemmings, 2003). This 

article specifically refers to the requirements for the free exchange of scientific 

information. In a written reply to a draft proposal on the prospects of Antarctic 

science, the Head of the APU/MFAT, Trevor Hughes (2002), stated "we do not agree 

that publication of structures of compounds arising from Antarctic organisms will 

necessarily meet New Zealand's obligations under Art III. ... As a Contracting Party 

New Zealand fully accepts this important obligation of the Treaty. It is unclear 

whether the generation of intellectual property inherent in bioprospecting can be 

reconciled with this provision of the Treaty, and there is also concern that it may also 

have implications for Article II." 

Following a two-day workshop on bioprospecting, hosted by Gateway Antarctica, 
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University of Canterbury (7-8 April 2003), legal opinion suggested "bioprospecting 

per se appears not to pose legal issues in relation to Article III of the Antarctic Treaty. 

Patenting of an application, process or product from Antarctica does not preclude the 

scientific information from being in the public domain and therefore is not in breach 

of Article III l(c) of the AT [sic]. However, intention to maintain 'trade secrets' in 

relation to bioprospecting (or other activities) may be contrary to Article III." (Rogan

Finnemore & Hemmings, 2003). Despite this conclusion, I believe it is imperative 

that the original intent of the Antarctic Treaty to have scientific information 'freely 

available' must be considered within these debates. 

The issue of Antarctic bioprospecting is inevitably couched in international arguments 

and would mirror the contested views of intellectual property rights, patents, and 

ownership internationally. However, despite the dissidence to bioprospecting 

expressed above and issues raised by indigenous peoples throughout the world (Nijar 

& Ling, 1994; Hewison, 1995; MED, 2002), I have yet to witness the same debates 

within New Zealand Antarctic circles. At the two-day bioprospecting workshop the 

summary did not record any opposition to intellectual property rights through the 

issuing of patents in the Antarctic (Rogan-Finnemore & Hemmings, 2003). As a 

participant in the process I expressed some of these concerns, but felt that either they 

weren't understood, or that people considered them too extreme to warrant further 

discussion. It has been suggested by some that these issues relate to wider 

international issues surrounding intellectual property rights and ownership and 

therefore would be debated in wider circles rather than as a concern specific to the 

Antarctic (Andrew Bignell, 13 May 2003; Lou Sanson, 25 August 2003). The closest 

the workshop came to considering these issues was in discussion regarding issues of 

'benefit-sharing'42 (Rogan-Finnemore & Hemmings, 2003). I would suggest that 

these factors contribute further evidence to the colonial imperative in the Antarctic, 

and that the lack of debate on this issue continues to avoid the discourses that are 

engaged at within institutions involving indigenous peoples like the United Nations 

(UN). This further reflects back to the reluctance of New Zealand officials to engage 

42In the government discussion document on bioprospecting in New Zealand, benefit-sharing is defined 
as ensuring "the pie is appropriately divided" (MED, 2002, 26). Benefit sharing has been contested as 
a way that seeks to appropriate indigenous knowledge paralleling the land appropriation that occurred 
in New Zealand after the Treaty of Waitangi was signed (Orange, 1992; Pugh & Silver, 2003). 
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in UN-style politics - a forum that brings these discursive issues to the fore. 

This section has sought to consider some of the contested notions of bioprospecting 

and its role in science. It has not been intended to be a complete discussion of all 

issues and it recognises that there are others that have not been considered, including 

environmental protection, the commodification of the Antarctic and the patenting of 

life-forms. Rather the aim was to highlight the way in which science becomes 

intricately engaged with issues of politics, equity, colonialism and commercialisation. 

Confirming the Colonial Imperative or Growing a More Inclusive 
Programme? 

Some of the international challenges to science are yet to translate into active 

Antarctic discourse. I see two reasons for this. Firstly, the Antarctic has no 

indigenous population and therefore these voices of resistance do not exist. Secondly, 

the New Zealand Antarctic science community remains essentially white, middle

class and eurocentric (Lou Sanson, 25 August 2003 & Bryan Storey, 25 August 

2003)43 . 

Gateway Antarctica at the University of Canterbury has endeavoured to ensure it 

provides opportunities for people from all socio-economic and ethnic backgrounds to 

engage in research44 at the centre through proactive recruitment schemes. However, 

its core requirement is academic ability and therefore recruits people on this basis 

solely. Bryan Storey (25 August 2003) believes any failings within the education 

system cannot be the responsibility of the centre. 

AntNZ is endeavouring to widen its scope in taking people from other socio

economic groups to the Antarctic by reexamining its secondary school education 

scheme (Lou Sanson, 25 August 2003). They also believe the potential exists to 

network more closely with Pacific Island nations on scientific programmes. Currently 

43This has been confmned by personal observations of attendees at conferences, seminars and 
workshops. 
44The term 'research' was chosen very deliberately to avoid the implications that stem from the word 
'science' (Bryan Storey, 25 August 2003). 
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any Maori involved in Antarctic activity are represented most strongly in the Defence 

Forces or logistical support (Lou Sanson, 25 August 2003). 

Antarctic science is embedded in an education process that disproportionately 

represents the interests and aspirations of white, middle-class groups, as well as 

evolving within a structure that seeks to maintain its existence (ATS). The challenge 

is for it to become more relevant to the wider international community and engage 

more proactively with international structures like those that exist within the United 

Nations (Prior, 1997). Within New Zealand, there is opportunity for more inclusive 

practices to be proactively sought. Such examples are being considered by scientific 

agencies, like AntNZ and Gateway Antarctica. Policy debates such as those on 

bioprospecting can be nurtured within a framework that encourages the ongoing 

participation of wide-reaching debates. This will only increase the robustness of New 

Zealand's Antarctic science policy. 

Conclusions: The Constrictions of a Modernist Science 

This chapter has traversed some of the issues of the New Zealand Antarctic science 

programme through a postcolonial and feminist analysis. The continent and 

surrounding oceans of Antarctica have been reserved for 'peace and science'. No 

doubt the early belief was that science would contribute to stability in the region and 

science conducted in the Antarctic would be for the benefit of humankind, a 

construction of colonial benevolence. Both feminist and environmental imperatives 

have challenged science's track record on the Antarctic. As such it has moved (albeit 

more slowly with the gender issue) to accommodate these shifting international 

perspectives. Although women are now routinely part of Antarctic programmes, this 

does not mean that the nature of Antarctic fieldwork has become less masculinist. 

The construction of Antarctic science within the colonial and modernist framework of 

the ATS is such that it has yet to take into account some of the structural and 

methodological challenges offered by both feminist and postcolonial thinking. The 

slow creep of commercialisation into New Zealand Antarctic science could erode 

some of the 'moral authority' with which it was established. 
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There is no doubt within the New Zealand Antarctic community that science has 

provided knowledge that can be used to monitor and tackle global environmental 

problems. Geographical proximity makes this a necessity for our knowledge on 

climatic and weather patterns, as well as associated ecosystems. The days of spurious 

Antarctic science appear to be resisted by the ability of the government to act as 

gatekeepers to the continent, although the broad brush painted by the latest science 

strategy still allows for a multitude of Antarctic-related science/research projects 

(Bryan Storey, 25 August 2003). 

However it is also suggested that geopolitical and economic imperatives may utilise 

science to their own ends. It is this tension, yet to be fully played out in the 

bioprospecting debate that poses a challenge to Antarctic science. Despite the horse 

bolting (Lou Sanson, 25 August 2003), issues involving resource ownership and 

commercial gain can threaten the stability of the ATS (Prior, 1997). As a continent 

reserved for peace and science, any scientific activity that threatens to destabilise this 

warrants comprehensive consideration. 

Through personal involvement in Antarctic science circles, interviews, attendance at 

the Annual Antarctic science conference, and a perusal of Antarctic scientific reports, 

it is very clear that the notion of an objective and value-neutral science remains 

important. This appears to be maintained by the need to operate a highly credible 

science programme in the Antarctic in order to uphold the ATS and its associated 

outcomes. The assertions made by Harding (1991) and others (e.g. Merchant, 1980; 

Blunt & Rose, 1994; Mills, 1994; Schiebinger, 1999 & Blunt & Wills, 2000) that 

scientific knowledge is inherently political, is socially situated and maintains an 

undeserved hierarchy of natural sciences, are not openly acknowledged amongst the 

predominant scientific and official New Zealand Antarctic circles. 

While the Antarctic science community remains one where objectivity is highly 

valued, issues of positionality and constructions of science are not seriously 

addressed. This is a pity, as the richness of the Antarctic and the essence of 

understanding the depth of feeling and complexity of people's Antarctic lives comes 

through understanding the passions attached to the scientific endeavour conducted 

there. .To neglect this fails to address the complexity of Antarctic science. In the 
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words of an unnamed fellow student: 

To do glacial science at home is good, but to do it in the Antarctic is 
primo. 
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5 
Protecting Antarctica 

Juxtapositions in Environmental 
Thought 

If we are to deal realistically with the environment question, then we must 
confront those questions of who and what we are and where we are going. 

Max Oelschlaeger (1991, 339) 

Environmentalism has, by and large, run parallel to the consumer society 
without questioning its socio-ecological basis, its enormous dependence 

on the lands, peoples and resources of other parts of the globe. 
R Guha & J Martinez-Alier (1997, 18) 

The discourse of generalised protection serves to disguise its radical antithesis, the 
fact that, today, everything is at risk. 

Martin O'Connor (1999, 184) 

If nothing else, one cannot help but be aware of the way in which the natural features 

of the Antarctic environment consume the passions and senses of Antarctic visitors 

throughout history. Having been to Scott Base and camped on the ice shelf wrapping 

around Ross Island, I am aware of how the extremes of the continent become all 

enveloping. Everything reminds you it is the coldest, highest, driest, windiest 

continent on Earth. It was the desire to 'know' this landscape that drove some of the 

early explorers south at the tum of the century. It is this same desire that continues to 

drive people south to the continent every year. It is as though in the Antarctic, 

something magical, untouched and 'wild' remains. The last frontier. 

This chapter will explore constructions of environmental discourse in the Antarctic. It 

proceeds with a brief historical discussion on the origins and colonial vision of the 

Antarctic as the last frontier, exploring notions of wilderness. Wilderness is a concept 

grounded in western constructions of nature (Guha & Martinez-Alier, 1997; Benton & 
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Short, 1999). More recently intrinsic values have been adopted in a postcolonial 

attempt to recognise the interconnectedness of nature and give value to its existence 

as of right45 . 

Notions of wilderness and preservation are then juxtaposed against the utilitarian 

concept of resourcism. The notion of sustainability has proven to be highly contested 

with over 40 known definitions (Hajer, 1995). A growing body of literature exists 

challenging the 'wise use' concept of sustainability, instead viewing it as a method of 

co-option by interests seeking to define a 'sustainability' that does not restrict their 

economic and commercial aims, thereby signalling the 'death of nature' (Merchant, 

1980; Escobar, 1995; Doyle, 1998; O'Connor, 1999). 

The chapter then moves to consider the environmental discourses used within New 

Zealand Antarctic debates. New Zealand as a good environmental steward - its 

people, programmes and policies - is of prime importance to AntNZ and is realised 

through the production of a state of the environment report on the Ross Sea region. 

The notion of New Zealand as an environmental steward is also a prominent discourse 

in domestic and other international forums (e.g. RMA 1991 and the Nuclear Free 

policy). Domestically, this vision of New Zealand has been challenged on numerous 

fronts, most particularly by the 2002 report from the Parliamentary Commissioner for 

the Environment. 

Through an exploration of environmental issues in the Antarctic and competing 

discourses evidenced in New Zealand, this discussion considers how New Zealand 

Antarctic agencies construct the Antarctic environment. Their reasonings will be 

illuminated by postcolonial and feminist critiques. 

45Intrinsic values are fraught with definitional problems. David Pepper (1996) offers three meanings: 
non-instrumental values; value in terms of its own properties; and objective value - it is still there if all 
else ceases (sometimes referred to as existence value). 
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Antarctica: The Last Frontier and Notions of Wilderness46 

It is part of the fabric of human history, it is the greatest story of endurance and 
courage and discovery. . . . When these guys left it was more remote than going 
to the moon. They had no contact. . .. There were blanks on the map. (Nigel 
Watson, AHT, 5 September 2003) 

The last frontier is a western construct embedded within colonialist expansion 

(Benton & Short, 1999). It was portrayed as an empty wilderness (terra nullius), a 

feminised space, dangerous and requiring taming, with resources waiting to be 

appropriated by mercantile outposts. Early exploration around the Antarctic was 

focussed on the plundering of the oceans and resulted in widespread decimation of 

marine species (Berkman, 2002). Soon after it became a contested area of 

sovereignty with numerous expeditions to the continent and the race to the South 

Pole. Not only did these expeditions suit political purposes, but they also gave rise to 

the opportunity for people to become 'heroes', taking on the extremes of nature in a 

quest for glory. That the environment dominated the lives and thoughts of the early 

'Antarcticans'47 is evidenced through early writings - descriptive and evocative: 

The pinnacled mountains towering range beyond range in majestic grandeur 
under a coverlet of matchless white; ... (Bull (1896) cited in Simpson-Housley, 
1992, 95). 

Above, the sky is of the most delicate lapis-lazuli blue, crossed with soft bands 
of dull white cloud and flecked with cirri. (Murdoch (1894) cited in Simpson
Housley, 1992, 94). 

Not all invoked such pleasant images: 

The scene about us is the same as we have seen for many a day, and shall see 
for many a day to come - a scene so wildly and awfully desolate that it cannot 
fail to impress one with gloomy thoughts. (Scott (1905) cited in Simpson
Housley, 1992, 119). 

One particular quote by Shackleton in 1909 (cited in Simpson-Housley, 1992, 119-

120) brings together the sense of isolation, the mysteries of nature, and the last 

frontier: 

46Max Oelschlaeger wrote The Idea of Wilderness (1991), a comprehensive study exploring the many 
variants of western wilderness constructs. For those who wish to explore this issue further, this book is 
highly recommended. 
47 Antarcticans is used to denote those who have been to 'the ice'. It confers an informal membership to 
an exclusive club of Antarctic travellers. 
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It is as though we were truly at the world's end, and were bursting in on the 
birthplace of the clouds and the nesting home of the four winds, and one has a 
feeling that we mortals are being watched with a jealous eye by the forces of 
nature. 

For a number of the present-day Antarctic community, the notion of Antarctica as the 

last frontier remains but has become more entwined with its relevance for global 

environmental systems: 

This is the last great wilderness on Earth, the most pristine place on Earth. ... It 
is the message it sends for global conservation and the message it sends about 
human effects on the environment. (Lou Sanson, 25 August 2003). 

I spent a week in Antarctica in 1988 and it was clear to me that it was necessary 
to keep it in its pristine state ... : It is absolutely, unbelievably fragile . ... You 
have to spend a day getting trained in maldng a snow cave before you go 
anywhere because its such a terrible environment, that if you 're caught short 
you'd be dead. (Geoffrey Palmer, 11 March 2003). 

The real treasures of Antarctica [are] the natural values and the fact that it 
provides all these major planetary services. (Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003). 

Until the 1980s environmental interest in the Antarctic had remained muted. But with 

the almost gluttonous rush on environmental issues internationally, the Antarctic's 

'unique' environment came into focus through issues of mining, whaling, and a 

growmg awareness of the destructive aspects of Antarctic science and logistics 

(Simpson, 1991; Szabo & Dalziell, 1994; Doyle & Kellow, 1995; Berkman, 2002). 

Environmental interest and activism was centred in the core western environmental 

NGOs, notably Greenpeace and ASOC. Their aim was to preserve the wilderness 

perceived as under threat by these activities. 

Antarctica, the world's last pristine wilderness, exemplifies the fragility of the 
earth. This continent and the surrounding Southern Ocean form a unique, 
irreplaceable ecosystem. Rare plant and animal species thrive along the edges 
in a fierce icy environment so fragile that even the least intrusive human activity 
risks upsetting the ecological balance. The 'hole' in the earth's protective 
ozone layer over the continent signals danger for the entire planet; the fate of 
the earth is intricately linked with the fate of the southern continent. (Brown & 
May, 1989, 177). 

This extract from a Greenpeace publication shows the way in which activists viewed 

the environment during this period. Their intensive lobbying assisted in the 

abandonment of the minerals regime and the eventual signing of the Environmental 
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Protocol. 

Wilderness is now enshrined within the ATS in Article 3 of the Environmental 

Protocol. "Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties committed themselves to 'the 

protection of the Antarctic environment ... and the intrinsic value of Antarctica, 

including its wilderness and aesthetic values."' ( Codling, 2001, 3 3 7). It is also within 

New Zealand's Revised Statement of Strategic Interests, the preamble opens ''New 

Zealand is committed to conservation of the intrinsic and wilderness values of 

Antarctica and the Southern Ocean, ... " But what does it mean? Oelschlaeger (1991, 

3) recognises wilderness as a "melange of competing philosophies, ranging from 

resource conservation to so-called deep ecology". 

Attempts to clarify the meanmg of wilderness in the Antarctic have looked to 

international constructions, including the International Union for the Conservation of 

Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) definition referring to degrees of modification, 

habitation and protection (Codling, 2001). In this definition, wilderness is either 

unmodified or slightly modified, has no permanent or extensive habitation, and is 

actively managed. The interesting notion in this definition is that wilderness must be 

managed and protected for preservation. Two issues arise from this: firstly what is 

preservation and where does it come from; and secondly: management and protection 

raises the concept of environmental stewardship - an area to be explored more 

thoroughly when considering New Zealand's environmental role in the Antarctic. 

Preservation of wilderness has its intellectual origins in the Romantic period of the 

mid-l 800s (Benton & Short, 1999). Paradoxically it began in the cities, where "artists 

and gentlemen [sic] experienced nostalgic remembrances of other times and places 

when human life was bonded more closely to nature" (Oelschlaeger, 1991, 110). 

Around the middle of the nineteenth century, painters, poets and writers began to 

lament the passing of the wild. Some of the early concerns about extinction can be 

traced back to the works of artists like US 'frontier artist' George Catlin (1796-1872). 

Wilderness areas, romantically viewed as bounded areas with the express purpose of 

preserving aesthetically pleasing landscapes resulted in the creation of National Parks 

across the United States. It is only recently that National Parks are established more 

as a refuge for species and their own intrinsic values, rather than as aesthetically 
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pleasing escapes from the perils of industrialisation (Benton & Short, 1999). 

It is suggested by Andrew Bignell (13 May 2003) that any wilderness is compromised 

as soon as you undertake an activity in an area and the Antarctic is no different. So 

how then can the preservation of wilderness in Antarctica be realised? Is it through 

the assignation of specific wilderness areas within the Antarctic as suggested by 

Codling (2001)? And if this is the case, it remains to define the value of areas outside 

the wilderness, and consider in what ways these can be managed. The definition of 

wilderness and intrinsic values in Antarctic remain highly ambiguous. 

I don't think wilderness was clearly articulated in people's minds at the time the 
Treaty was set up. It is part of an evolution of thinking since and it represents a 
tension (for management]. (Andrew Bignell, 13 May 2003). 

These are issues that may need to be further defined when they become practically 

challenged, as indeed they will be. 48 

Critiques of Wilderness Discourse 

Critiques of wilderness discourse and particularly western environmentalism focus on 

issues of affordability and equity. Guha & Martinez-Alier (1-997) distinguish between 

Northern and Southern notions. Northern types value nature as an escape from 

industrial society to an unpolluted wilderness. This view gathers "popular support for 

the protection of wilderness" (Guha & Martinez-Alier, 1997, 16-17). In contrast 

Southern environmentalists focus on questions of environmental justice, equity and 

human rights. Whilst being aware of the dichotomy that this engenders, the authors 

believe that clear distinctions can be made between Northern and Southern views. 

Their assertions are supported by environmental philosopher, Val Plumwood (2002, 

12) who asserts that in the Northern (western) polarised construction " ... nature is only 

truly nature if it is pure, uncontaminated by human influence, as untouched 

wilderness." 

48The United States Antarctic programme is constructing a poled route to the South Pole. A number 
within the Antarctic community assert the challenges this makes to notions of wilderness ( e.g. Cath 
Wallace, 12 March 2003; Andrew Bignell, 13 May 2003). Pearce (2003) states "[e]nvironmentalists 
appear relaxed about the scheme. The ice cap is a barren wilderness devoid of life." Note the 
assumptions about wilderness in this media release. 
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Oelschlaeger (1991) believes it is easy to stereotype wilderness preservationists as 

affluent westerners/Northerners who want to guarantee their access to an unspoiled 

wilderness encircled to protect bird and animal species. Such an assertion belies the 

complexity of preservationist thought. Some preservationists recognise nature as an 

ecosystem, whereas some have been equated with 'shallow ecology', " .. .little more 

than an instrument to sustain the economic development of western civilisation while 

forestalling such environmental disasters as the greenhouse effect" (Oelschlaeger, 

1991, 292). 

This irony is not lost in the Antarctic. Whilst extensive evidence is gathered on global 

warming, the very logistics used to gather this information and to disseminate it in the 

wider world add hugely to the problem itself. Most tellingly is the refusal of some 

governments to question the consumer societies that contribute to the global problem. 

The United States continue to assert that the 'American way of life is not negotiable' 

(Lee et al, 2000; Harcourt, 2002; Zorilla, 2002). 

World Park Antarctica 

In efforts to reduce the tensions of sovereignty and resource issues in the Antarctic, 

the New Zealand government first mooted the idea of Antarctica as a World Park at 

the 1975 ATCM. (Brown & May, 1989; Templeton, 2000). Receiving no support 

from the other Consultative Parties, it was not until the 1980s that Greenpeace 

International advocated the motion as an alternative to the mining regime negotiations 

(Brown & May, 1989). Support was given to the cause by a wide variety of groups, 

including high profile members of the Antarctic science community (Greenpeace 

International, 1991). 

Domestically, the New Zealand government came under heavy pressure from 

environmental lobby groups and finally, after lengthy deliberation, then Prime 

Minister, Geoffrey Palmer, adopted World Park Antarctica as Labour Party policy 

(Palmer, 1990). In 1996 National adopted the same policy with the Minister for 

Foreign Affairs, Don McKinnon, announcing "[t]he National Party is proud to have 

firmly resolved to have world park status for Antarctica" (cited in New Zealand 

Parliamentary Debates, 1996c, 13177). The gaining of world park status for 
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Antarctica would achieve the penultimate in western constructs of environmental 

protection for this continent (Brown & May, 1989; Greenpeace International, 1991). 

Nature as Usufruct: Discourses of Sustainability 

Wise Use : An Alternative Environmentalism 

Most of the tension within western environmentalism stems from the antinomy 

between preservation and wise use (Oelschlaeger, 1991). Having its roots in the 

scientific revolution during the 'enlightenment', the idea that resources needed to be 

conserved arose within academic and science institutions (Pepper, 1996; Benton & 

Short, 1999). It is this view of the environment that has given rise to more utilitarian 

constructions that have persisted through until the present. A 'wise use' philosophy 

uses science as the lens through which the environment is perceived (Pepper, 1996). 

The environment is then managed in a way that gives humans 'dominion over nature', 

the conjunct between religion and scientific rationality. George Perkins Marsh (1801-

1882) was one of the key architects: 

Man has too long forgotten that the earth was given to him for usufruct alone, 
not for consumption, still less for profligate waste. Nature has provided against 
the absolute destruction of any of her elementary matter, the raw material of 
her works; the thunderbolt and the tornado, the most convulsive throes of even 
the volcano and the earthquake, being only phenomena of decomposion [sic] 
and recomposition. But she has left it within the power of man irreparably to 
derange the combinations of inorganic matter and of organic life, which 
through the night of aeons she had been proportioning and balancing, to 
prepare the earth for his habitation, when, in the fulness [sic] of time, his 
Creator should call him forth to enter into its possession. (Extract from Man 
and Nature (1864) by George Perkins Marsh, cited in Benton & Short, 2000, 
97)49. 

In this quote, Marsh espouses human beings (mankind) 'as having the right to 

dominate nature, in a way that is not wholly destructive, but is certainly 

anthropocentric. It is this notion of stewardship and hints of future discourses on 

sustainability that have focussed the development of 'wise use'. Having its roots in 

these utilitarian notions of resource management, from the technocratic concept of 

49Note the masculine and feminine constructs within this quote: a feminine earth waiting to be 
possessed by man. 
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sustained yield of renewable resources (for example, forests and fisheries), 

sustainability has become the cornerstone for 'responsible' development advocated by 

western nations (Johnston et al, 1994). 

'Wise use' is the core concept in the development of the CCAMLR (Andrew Bignell, 

13 May 2003; Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003). It is the term adopted to rationalise the 

exploitation of fisheries in the Southern Ocean under the management of this 

convention. As such it is a tangible activity that exemplifies the tension between 

western concepts of preservation and 'wise use' in the Antarctic. Due to this it 

receives a significant amount of attention from the New Zealand Antarctic community 

that will be explored in the following chapter. 

Contested views of sustainability 

Sustainable development has not been accepted uncritically. Primary concerns centre 

around the ambiguity in its meaning and application: 

There is no monolithic view of this modern symbol, as there is no uniform 
perception as to what constitutes the symbol environment. Like other green 
symbols, it has been used to advocate radical and incremental environmental 
change. Furthermore, it has been used by business to undermine and attack 
environmentalists. Its definition is both amorphous and ambiguous. (Doyle, 
1998, 776). 

Criticisms of sustainable development can be grouped into three mam themes. 

Carolyn Merchant (1980) first used the phrase 'the death of nature' in her book of the 

same name where, in an early feminist critique of masculinist constructions of nature, 

she challenged the way in which both females and nature had become similarly 

essentialised through science. Arturo Escobar (1995, 192) took it further as "the 

death of nature and the rise of the environment". What this captures is the notion that 

nature is no longer seen as separate, but instead becomes part of an environment that 

can be quantified, commodified, managed, and therefore given some form of 

monetary value. The danger of this is that current practices have no means of 

adequately dealing with the many other values of nature (i.e. ecological, wilderness 

and intrinsic) other than economic. Emel & Peet (1989, 49-50) suggest that "[t]he 

term resource management is troublesome because of its technocratic and positivistic 

overtones, and because it is often narrowly interpreted to mean conscious, rational 
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decision making. Typically, socialised knowledge, ideology, and contradictions in 

economic and political rationality have been neglected by the dominant resource 

management paradigms." This in tum creates tensions between extractive uses and 

the integrity of ecosystems. 

A second and related criticism is the hobbling of the environmental movement by co

opting and weakening the ability of the movement to challenge existing political and 

market systems (Escobar, 1995; Doyle & Kellow, 1995; Doyle, 1998). By engaging 

former environmental activists into the practice of sustainable management - as 

environmental consultants for example - radical environmental discourses can 

effectively be weakened and dismantled. 

Finally, encapsulating and expanding upon the above two critiques, a number of 

commentators argue sustainability has been captured by the hegemonic group. 

Visvanathan (1998, 238) notes: 

Sustainability is about care and concern; it speaks the ethics of self-restraint. It 
exudes the warmth of locality, of Earth as home. Development is a genocidal 
act of control. It represents a contract between two major agents, between the 
modern nation-state and modern Western science. The first is deemed to be the 
privileged form of politics, the second claims to be the universal form of 
knowledge. 

Sustainability is criticised for belonging to the same discourse of modernity that has 

brought scientific rationality, oppression of nature, women and indigenous peoples, 

and capitalism (Merchant, 1980; Rogers, 1994). Rogers (1994, 101) asserts " ... the 

emergenc\anf¥pansion of capitalism can currently be seen as the intensification of 

the exploitation of the natural world." Furthermore, sustainable development, as 

envisaged in the Brundtland Report, does nothing to address the inequality between 

first and third world nations (Guha & Martinez-Alier, 1997; Visvanathan, 1998; 

Dobson, 2000; Lee, 2000; Redclift, 2000). Ignoring differences, the burden of 

sustainable development is placed globally on the shoulders of all nations (Escobar, 

1995). It refuses to tackle the differences in requirements to satisfy needs in the third 

world and wants in the first world whose needs are reasonably well met (Lee, 2000). 

Capitalism demands a consumerist culture, diametrically opposed to · issues of 

limitation of resources. 
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It is still assumed that the benevolent (white) hand of the West will save the 
Earth; it is up to the fathers of the World Bank, mediated by Gro Harlem 
Brundtland, the matriarch scientist, and a few cosmopolitan Third Worlders 
who made it to the World Commission, to reconcile 'humankind' with 'nature'. 
The Western scientist continues to speak for the Earth. God forbid that a 
Peruvian peasant, an African nomad, or a rubber tapper of the Amazons should 
have something to say in this regard. (Escobar, 1995, 193-194) 

Oelschlaeger (1991, 287) believes the dominance of 'wise use' and rationality has 

lead to a culture" ... bereft of any archaic sense of wilderness as the Mother Earth, of 

any Romantic sense of the connection of human purpose with nature, and of any 

Leopoldian sense of value in the wilderness." 

The commodification of nature and the domination of the western world is expressed 

most powerfully in the increasing drive for recognition of 'intellectual property rights' 

where the wealthy corporations of the western world seek to guarantee control of the 

biological genetic material of the resource-rich South (Escobar, 1995; Shiva, 2001). 

This has direct relevance to bioprospecting in the Antarctic. There is no international 

agreement that life forms should be patented - even synthetic compounds (Shiva, 

2001; Pugh & Silver, 2003). It is asserted that life forms are not 'made' or 'invented', 

but are instead manipulated. And yet, such an issue has not even potentially been 

acknowledged within the discussions about bioprospecting both in New Zealand and 

the Antarctic. 

All sustainable cultures, in their diversity, have viewed the earth as terra mater 
(mother earth). The colonial construct of the passivity of the earth and the 
consequent creation of the colonial category of land as terra nullius (empty 
land) served two purposes - it denied the existence and prior rights of original 
inhabitants and negated the regenerative capacity and life processes of the 
earth. (Shiva, 2001, 43). 

It is to the later purpose that indigenous critiques of bioprospecting and its associated 

activities are directed. 
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New Zealand as a Good Environmental Steward 

Environmentalism in New Zealand 

The notion of New Zealand as a good environmental steward appears to have surfaced 

during the environmental policy reconstruction in the 1980s, culminating in the 

Resource Management Act (RMA) (1991) which institutionalised sustainability 

within New Zealand planning and policy. In efforts to reconstruct policy following 

the environmental debates of the 1980s, perhaps the most prominent being New 

Zealand's stance on the nuclear issue (Dalby, 1993; Palmer, 2003), the environmental 

movement had a particularly high profile (Palmer, 1990). 

I think the whole Greenpeace thing, the sinking of the Rainbow Warrior and the 
nuclear issue, had a hell of a lot to do with elevating the environmental issues in 
the mind of the New Zealand public. (Geoffrey Palmer, 11 March 2003). 

The intense lobbying and scientific information emerging on global wanning, the 

South Pacific forum establishing the Convention for the Protection of the Natural 

Resources and Environment and concerns about the environmental damage occurring 

under the National Development Act (1979), resulted in a major overhaul of New 

Zealand environmental legislation between 1984 and 1990 (Palmer, 1990, 1995 & 11 

March 2003). The Environment Act (1986) established the Minister for the 

Environment "an advocate for sound environmental planning" and the PCE, "an 

independent guardian to protect the environment ... [ with a] broad brief and wide

ranging powers of investigation", with the Conservation Act (1986) establishing DOC 

to become "an unashamed advocate of conservation" (Palmer, 1990, 13). 

Perhaps the most significant piece of legislation was the RMA (1991). In this Act 

was enshrined the contested notion of sustainability, conceived of amidst an 

understanding that the environment was under pressure through species extinction, 

over-exploitation and pollution. 

Sustainable management is the cornerstone of the Resource Management Bill. 
.. . In practice, sustainable management allows development that integrates 
environmental, social and economic objectives. It means looldng after the 
environment so it can continue to support us and provide us with economic and 
social benefits. .. . 
But the environment has its limits. And increasingly we are putting those limits 
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to the test because of the sheer pressure of our human demands of extracting 
resources and discharging waste. Globally the environment is showing signs of 
severe stress. In New Zealand it is apparent that taldng the environment for 
granted in the past is bringing us increasing problems - and costs. (Palmer, 
1990, 93). 

The social, economic and environmental implications of sustainability in the Bill were 

made explicit during its passage through parliament. During the first and second 

readings: 

Sustainable management is defined as management which enables people to 
meet their needs now without unduly compromising the needs of fiiture 
generations. (Palmer, 1990, 100). 

This anthropocentric focus is almost identical to the definition to arise from the 1987 

report Our Common Future50 prepared by the World Commission on Environment 

and Development (WCED): 

Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs. ( cited in PCB, 2002, 6). 

As the first country in the world to adopt such comprehensive environmental 

legislation, alongside the high profile of New Zealand's anti-nuclear stance and 

widely acclaimed campaigns for the protection of whales, New Zealand stood centre 

stage as an environmentally progressive nation (Palmer, 1990 & 1995; Hewison, 

1995). New Zealand as a good environmental steward looked very promising. 

Achieving the Promise? New Zealand's environmental 'performance' 

A 2002 report by the PCB (2002, 15) concludes: 

[S]ustainable development has notprogressed in New Zealand in a coordinated 
and meaningful fashion over the past ten years. Successive governments have 
largely ignored the Agenda 21 commitments made back in 1992 and, until very 
recently, have not provided the leadership necessary to support and guide 
sustainable development in New Zealand . ... 
A substantial impediment that has existed for much of the past decade has been 
an ideological commitment to let market solutions and non-intervention by 
government resolve a wide range of environmental decisions on a case-by-case 
basis (within the RMAframework). 

50Our Common Future is commonly known as the Brundtland Report, after Gro Harlem Brundtland, 
Norwegian Prime Minister, then chair of the World Commission on Environment and Development. 
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Successive New Zealand governments were criticised for not producing a government 

document to guide sustainable action. This was partially remedied early this year 

when the DPMC office issued Sustainable Development for New Zealand: 

Programme of Action (2003). However the document is admittedly very light on 

content with the onus placed upon development (i.e. achieving economic growth) and 

ensuring that this development is sustainable by "adequately protect[ing] natural 

capital (DPMC, 2003, 6). By adopting the principles of the Growth and Innovation 

Framework, the environment becomes sidelined merely as an instrument to ensuring 

economic growth, and making sure the balance is not tipped so far that economic 

growth is compromised. 

The problems of definition of sustainability have been outlined earlier. The PCB 

supports the strong sustainability model that recognises the constraints placed on 

human society and economic activity by Earth's systems (Figure 5.1). Furthermore it 

recognises that not all aspects of society involve economic activity. 

Figure 5.1 Strong sustainability model (sourced from PCE, 2002, 7) 

This is in contrast to the DPMC (2003) report that, although adopting the WCED 

definition of sustainability, gives equal, if not more, credence to economic and social 

issues, therefore recognising what is known as the 'weak' sustainability model. In 

this model the 'three' indicators of economy, society and environment are given equal 

weighting. Table 5.1 shows the key government goals to guide the public sector in 

achieving sustainable development. It can be seen that the environment does not 

figure as prominently as social and economic issues - particularly given its position at 
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the end of the list. This lack of prominence is reflected throughout the document. 

The RMA (1991) has become the document guiding sustainable development in New 

Zealand. Environmental groups, such as the New Zealand Royal Forest and Bird 

Protection Society are becoming increasingly aware of the potential within the RMA 

to undermine environmental concerns (Mitcalfe, 2002, pers.comm). Despite the 

inclusion of contingencies to deal with the possible effects on the environment, 

O'Connor (1999, 180) suggests that environmental protection is problematic: 

The severity of the duties - whether to avoid entirely, to remedy in whole or in 
part, to mitigate (etc.)-_ is left unclear. This indeterminacy is what pennits the 
Act to give the hope of protection of everything, while in fact being a guarantee 
of nothing (viz., conservation and virtual extermination). 

Table 5.1 Key government goals for sustainable development (sourced from 
DPMC, 2003, 30) 

• Strengthen national identity and uphold the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi 
• Grow an inclusive, innovative economy for the benefit of all 
• Maintain trust in government and provide strong social services 
• Improve New Zealanders' skills 
• Reduce inequalities in health, education, employment and housing 
• Protect and enhance the environment 

The RMA has never lived up to its full potential. As noted by the PCB and Geoffrey 

Palmer (11 March 2003), the Act appeared to fail due in part to the laissez-faire 

approach of the incoming Minister for the Environment, National's Simon Upton51 • 

The technocratic roots of sustainability mean the modern premise of scientific 

rationality is given greater credibility in a nation than other views of nature, including 

preservation and indigenous constructions. O'Connor (1999) strongly criticises the 

Act for its autocratic assumption of power over indigenous concepts, for example, 

kaitiakitanga52 ; as well as its presumption in assuming a decision-making role for all 

species. 

51The neo-liberal agenda will be explored in more detail in chapter 6. 
52Kaitiakitanga is a Maori concept that is loosely translated to mean stewardship. It is highly 
problematic to translate it in this way without proper reference to the origins of the word, its concept, 
and the relationship it has and engenders with people and the land. 
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We, those of us with powers and responsibilities under the Act, are proclaiming 
ourselves stewards for them all! ... In this sense, through the Act, we take the 
future, the other cultures, the other species all hostage: We propose to respect 
them, in order better to insist that they respect us. ( 0' Connor, 1999, 18 5). 

The bequest of nature to 'mankind' as envisaged by George Perkins Marsh in 1864 

remains constructed within the anthropocentric goals of New Zealand environmental 

legislation in the 1990s. 

Environmental Stewardship in the Antarctic 

New Zealand's commitment 

In 1991, the Environmental Protocol to the Antarctic Treaty was signed in Madrid. In 

1994 it was ratified by New Zealand and was legislated as the Antarctic 

(Environmental Protection) Act. Finally, having been ratified by all signatory nations, 

it came into force in 1998. 

There can be little doubt that New Zealand Antarctic agencies take the responsibilities 

outlined in the 1994 Act very seriously. Two agencies have been given legislative 

powers to conduct this management responsibility. The Environmental Assessment 

and Review Panel (EARP) is responsible for the issuing of permits for New Zealand 

travellers or New Zealand expeditions to the Antarctic in accordance with the 1994 

Antarctic (Environmental Protection) Act. AntNZ is vested with powers to manage 

the logistical aspects of travel to 'the ice', accommodation and support staff at Scott 

Base, and transport for New Zealand government-approved scientific, education and 

visitor expeditions. In addition, it was Project Manager for the Ross Sea region state 

of the environment report, a comprehensive report with the objectives of summarising 

the understandings held about environmental knowledge in the Ross Sea region, 

including gaps, providing management frameworks, and the identification and 

monitoring of human impacts (Waterhouse, 2001). It is the first such report to be 

produced on the Antarctic and has been widely acknowledged within the international 

Antarctic community, although it was considered by some nations to be presumptuous 

(Dodds, 2003, pers.comm). Australia and New Zealand were approved at the 2003 
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ATCM in Madrid to develop the terms of reference for Antarctic-wide state of the 

environment reporting (XXVI ATCM, 2003). 

So how 'successful' is Antarctic environmental protection? Perusal of the latest issue 

of Antarctic Volume 20, 3&4 (2002), the journal of the NZAS, shows a number of 

environmentally questionable issues arising: by-catch of a 'colossal' squid in the 

Ross Sea, two incidents involving planes, a US helicopter crash in the Dry Valleys 

(within the Ross Dependency), the use of explosives to construct a route to the South 

Pole from McMurdo Station, an oil spill at McMurdo Station, and numerous shipping 

incidents travelling between the Antarctic, sub-Antarctic islands and nation ports. 

Not all of these have a direct relationship to New Zealand, and none of them are a 

result of operations of AntNZ. However, they do indicate the potential for 

environmentally damaging incidents to occur. The question must then arise, are these 

environmental incidents 'freaks of nature' and accidents, or do they pose wider 

questions surrounding a potential inadequacy of environmental protection in the 

Antarctic, even with the Environmental Protocol? Although representing both 

logistical and commercial incidents, this is the sort of question raised by those with 

concerns about the increase of commercial activity in the Antarctic. 

It is also important to consider the wider environmental implications, e.g. global 

warming. Despite the consequences of human impact on the Antarctic becoming a 

routine part of the science strategy and monitoring process, and despite a 

comprehensive environmental risk assessment process (through EARP), there is an 

absence of critical examination of questions surrounding agency in Antarctic 

environmental problems. In a feminist analysis of environmental issues, Joni Seager 

(1993) suggests that the labelling and exposition of environmental problems as an 

issue (for example, global warming), neglects to consider their agency - the sort of 

societal conditions that may contribute to these problems. The focus on increasing 

understanding of environmental problems through questions within the science 

strategy and monitoring process and the focus on controlling such impacts through the 

permitting process, fails substantially to consider issues of societal/human agency. 

Instead they mirror the scientific rationality that remains focussed upon asking 

questions of outcomes and predictions, without serious challenges to the structures 

within society that may contribute to these problems (Merchant, 1980; Seager, 1993; 
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Guha & Martinez-Alier, 1997). There is opportunity within the new science strategy 

to develop these questions from the framework provided, but these crucial 

geopolitical questions remain unasked. Arguably AntNZ's mission means that it 

remains focussed on science requiring logistical assistance, but this potentially means 

all social sciences may be overlooked and become strategically marginalised as 

irrelevant. Arguably AntNZ remains focussed on science involving logistical 

assistance, but this potentially means all social sciences may be overlooked, becoming 

strategically marginalised and irrelevant. 

Seager (1993) undertakes a feminist analysis of four masculinist establishments in 

society that she considers wield huge influence on environmental outcomes 

internationally. The military, large corporations, government, and the 'eco

establishment'53. Although her arguments frequently only present the negative 

aspects of these agencies ( despite her wariness of essentialising), and she has been 

criticised for simplicity in assigning a feminist-masculinist causality (e.g. Benton & 

Short, 1999), Seager provides compelling arguments for giving adequate 

consideration to these four establishments. And certainly, with regard to the 

Antarctic, it is obvious that these four players all exist/contribute to varying degrees. 

Therefore it would seem appropriate for these questions of agency to be asked within 

a New Zealand environmental, science and research strategy. There is no formal 

discussion. But within the discourse of New Zealand Antarctic organisations there 

exists some obvious 'discontent' with all of these establishments. I will address the 

three establishments of military, business interests, and government briefly here. The 

discussion of environmental agencies will be dealt with in the next section. 

Milita,y With regards to the military, as outlined in chapter 3 there have been 

questions about the use of military for surveillance purposes and the assertions of 

territorial sovereignty that arises. Environmental NGOs, concerned about IUU 

fishing, uphold the use of military to provide deterrence (Wallace, 2003, pers.comm). 

There have also been questions about the use of military to uphold nationalistic 

53The 'eco-establishment' refers to "a handful of large environmental organisations ... increasingly 
orchestrating the environmental agenda in Europe and North America" (Seager, 1993, 10). Seager 
suggests the widening gap between feminism and environmentalism is due to the increasingly 
corporate and masculinist structures adopted by these agencies (e.g. Greenpeace, Worldwide Fund for 
Nature). 
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assertions of sovereignty (Hemmings, 1990). 

Business Interests Large corporations are increasingly questioned, especially with 

the potential 'resource rivalry' that may result from commercial activities in the 

Antarctic. 

It is a special place that needs protection, it is not to be regarded as just the 
next set of resources to exploit. .. . If you have resource rivalry then that is 
inviting conflict into the place. As soon as you start to get commercialisation, 
then you do start to have major concerns. .. . Its the extractive 
commercialisation that is even more intensely problematic because of the direct 
environmental impacts that extraction has. (Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003). 

That [potential resources] seems to be what drives a lot of the interest in the 
Antarctic - which is a bit of a shame really in terms of the broader conservation 
picture. (Bany Weeber, 12 March 2003). 

I think a lot of them [NZAS members] do feel the same way, they think it [the 
Antarctic] is a wonderfitl place and the fact that they've been there makes it 
very important to them that the environment isn 't changed, abused or 
commercialised . ... I think that's the theme that runs through the Society - they 
may have different interests, they want to do the science - but at the same time, 
they love the Antarctic and they don't ever want to see it ever really changed or 
altered. (Margaret Bradshaw, 31 July 2003). 

The issue of business interests in the Antarctic is further explored in the next chapter. 

Government Geoffrey Palmer asserted that certain government departments are 'not 

friends of the environment'. Whilst government policy is the focus of chapter 7, it is 

pertinent here to mention there has been a number within the New Zealand Antarctic 

community that have had concerns about the government's ability to protect the 

Antarctic environment while it continues to pursue an economic agenda based 

primarily around the extraction or synthesising of Antarctic resources (Lou Sanson, 

14 February 2003 & 25 August 2003; Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003; Barry Weeber, 

12 March 2003). 

We made [submissions] to government when we realised that the local officials 
were going more and more into the pocket of the fishing companies to the extent 
of actually using fishing information in their overheads with all their 
propaganda on it for briefings at an officials committee with us - the NGOs -
and I was scandalised by this. It seems to be quite improper. Ultimately [they 
were] not even necessary for the presentation she was making. They just 
seemed to be gratuitously introduced. (Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003). 
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Informal recognition exists of the impacts these three agencies have on the Antarctic, 

yet these are not questions suggested by formal Antarctic research strategies. 

Exercising Sustainable Development in the Antarctic 

Sustainability in New Zealand Antarctic circles is primarily identified within 

CCAMLR and the 2002 Revised Statement of Strategic Interests. This statement 

supports New Zealand's fishing position under CCAMLR. 

Conservation and sustainable management of the marine living resources of the 
Southern Ocean, and in particular the Ross Sea, in accordance with the 
Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources 
(CCAMLR) and the Antarctica Environmental Protocol, and within this context 
supporting strong environmental standards and sustainable economic benefits; 
(AntNZ, 2002). 

Some contend that the 'wise use' philosophy of sustainability presents an antinomy 

with the conservation and environmental steward ethics outlined above. Many 

believe there is confusion that arises through pursuit of 'sustainable resource 

extraction', i.e. in the toothfish fishery, against proposals of wilderness and intrinsic 

values with an agenda of promoting marine parks (Andrew Bignell, 13 May 2003; 

Margaret Bradshaw, 31 July 2003; Lou Sanson, 14 February 2003 & 25 August 2003; 

Bryan Storey, 25 August 2003; Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003; Barry Weeber, 12 

March 2003). The issue of fishing is pursued more rigorously in the following 

chapter, and again in the consideration of government policy, but it is important in the 

discussion on environmental discourse to note the way sustainable use is juxtaposed 

against environmental protection. 

I think on mainland Antarctica it's a win-win - we 're protecting Antarctica, but 
I think when we get to the marine zone we've got a confused government policy. 
We 're talking environmental stewardship, but we 're developing a fishery that 
may be depleted in five years. (Lou Sanson, 14 February 2003). 

That the notion of sustainability is as contested in the Antarctic as it is domestically 

parallels some of the findings of international literature and reflects the situation in 

New Zealand with the RMA. 
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The Role of the Antarctic Environmental NGO community 

It has been expressed earlier that the environmental NGO community in the Antarctic 

is strongly modelled upon western constructs. In New Zealand NZ-ASOC, ECO, 

Forest and Bird, and Greenpeace dominate the Antarctic environmental community. 

Most of these organisations have strong affiliations and commonalities with western 

counterparts. Following the activism of the 1980s, the more radical components of 

the environmental NGO community have lapsed into almost silence (Doyle & 

Kellow, 1995; Geoffrey Palmer, 11 March 2003; Lou Sanson, 25 August 2003). 

Doyle & Kellow (1995, 245) note that within Australia "the issue [environmental 

protection of the Antarctic] has almost totally disappeared from the non-government 

organisational environment agenda". This appears to be replicated in New Zealand 

and concerns have been expressed about this (Geoffrey Palmer, 11 March 2003; Lou 

Sanson, 25 August 2003). By raising arguments strongly supported by evidence, the 

environmental community had a positive ear in Geoffrey Palmer, who was first 

Minister for the Environment and then Prime Minister. 

Environmentalists often seem to know the nature of decisions before the 
Government has made them. The lobbying is often intense and it is well 
informed. The environmental movement seems to have moles everywhere. 
Many politicians resent the tactics and the intensity of environmental lobbying. 
But it does make a difference to decision-maldng and it does help the 
environment . ... 
There are many agencies within Government who are not friends of the 
environment; Treasury is certainly one powerful agency of that sort. The 
Ministry of Commerce is another . ... 
Those within Government who want to protect the environment need as much 
help as they can get. (Palmer, 1990, 16-17). 

The environmental NGO community in New Zealand has a lengthy and highly 

profiled relationship with the Antarctic that was brought to prominence in the 1980s 

minerals negotiations. There is an obvious institutionalised knowledge amongst 

campaigners who have twenty years continuous experience with these issues ( e.g. 

Cath Wallace and Barry Weeber). However, more than anything else I was struck by 

the inability of the Antarctic environmental NGO movement to be fully effective on 

current issues. It was obvious that its interests were held together primarily by three 

major players, and one campaigner within Greenpeace. The primary players were 
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Alan Hemmings (ASOC representative to CCAMLR and ATCMs)54; Barry Weeber 

(senior researcher with Forest and Bird); and Cath Wallace (co-chair of ECO). 

Greenpeace has an oceans campaigner with a part-time role in dealing with issues 

surrounding the Southern Ocean, e.g. fishing, sea birds and whaling. None of these 

positions have full-time funding from the environmental NGO sector to work on 

Antarctic issues. The interests of these workers have generally been focussed on the 

issues of fishing within the Ross Sea region, particularly relating to seabird by-catch 

(Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003; Barry Weeber, 12 March 2003). 

It is bold to suggest that this movement is ineffective. However I do so for a number 

of reasons. Firstly, there was a lack of representation at strategic workshops and 

engagement in forums on Antarctic environmental issues. The bioprospecting 

workshop held in April 2003 had no representation :from a New Zealand 

environmental agency for example, despite an indication that some would have liked 

to attend. There is no doubt that this is due to under-resourcing of the Antarctic NGO 

environmental sector - both in time and money (Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003; Barry 

Weeber, 12 March 2003). As some of these positions are voluntary or have shared 

priorities, the Antarctic agenda has to compete against other environmental interests. 

Aside from resources, the environmental agenda has become a lower priority. I want 

to examine this from two angles: firstly, the Antarctic; and secondly, from an 

international perspective. There have been suggestions that the Antarctic 

environment went off the agenda following the signing of the Environmental 

Protocol, with a "public perception that Antarctica has 'been saved'" (Doyle & 

Kellow, 1995, 261). With the scientific rationality inherent within Antarctic policy 

identified in chapter 4, science now dominates the environmental agenda (Doyle & 

Kellow, 1995; Peterson, 2003; Lou Sanson, 14 February 2003; Cath Wallace, 12 

March 2003). As such it no longer has the highly publicised and accessible 

campaigns of the 1980s to drive public interest. 

Domestically, key environmental people have also been co-opted to work within the 

framework of the Antarctic Treaty and associated systems. Maj de Poorter, a key 

54 Alan has moved to live in Australia during the course of this year leaving a void not yet filled. 
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Greenpeace campaigner in the 1980s is presently a member of EARP, as well as being 

a representative on the Board of AntNZ. While there are benefits from having 

environmentally friendly people working within agencies, there are also potential 

problems (Seager, 1993). Firstly, the more radical voice, an element in agitating for 

change, is effectively silenced (Doyle, 1998). Secondly, the energy of environmental 

lobby organisations becomes dispersed as more is expended on working within the 

systems without questioning the systems themselves (Doyle & Kellow, 1995). 

Seager's (1993) core issue with the 'eco-establishment' is that they have become 

moribund within corporate structures, establishing hierarchies, business plans and 

increasing professionalism, including co-option into free-market institutional 

arrangements on the environment. She also criticises the increasing dependence of 

NGOs on resorting to scientific arguments ( especially given the feminist 

deconstructions on scientific rationality). Contrasted against this are grassroots 

organisations typified by structures that are much more inclusive, but are generally 

staffed by volunteers, often female. 

Given the nature of the Antarctic environmental NGO community in New Zealand, it 

is apparent that access to resources is a primary reason for their ineffectiveness ( Cath 

Wallace, 12 March 2003; Barry Weeber, 12 March 2003). I suggest though that it is 

important to recognise the necessity of these organisations to 'resort to' the scientific 

arguments criticised by Seager (1993). As previously outlined in chapter 4, objective 

scientific rationality carries great weight in Antarctic fora. To be taken seriously 

environmental NGOs are required to be adept at presenting and upholding scientific 

arguments. Given the colonial imperative of scientific rationality, there is no room 

for arguments that view the pure sciences within the realm of a wider social science 

perspective (Harding, 1991). As was remarked to me when I brought up the issue of 

equity in bioprospecting - 'that's an international issue though'. In other words, those 

debates belong out in the international world, and not in the debates about the 

Antarctic. Such a removal replicates the same desire to keep Antarctic matters within 

the ATS, whereby preserving its colonial jurisdiction. 
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Internationally it has been suggested that there is a generalised backlash against the 

environmentalism of the 1980s - the widespread campaigns for preservation, changes 

to environmental practice, and the challenge to societal structures (Seager, 1993; 

Rowell, 1996; Beder, 1997). The backlash is perceived to come from military, 

governmental and corporate comers. The use of military to suppress environmental 

protests and the corporate and government adoption of sustainability (perhaps the 

most insidious of these strategies) are all examples of this. Utilising the tools of 

public media, and some of the campaigning strategies of the 1980s environmentalists, 

the backlash is coming from those who adopt the 'wise use' paradigm and stress the 

radical extremism of environmental movements in efforts to sway public opinion 

(Rowell, 1996; Beder, 1997). In presenting themselves as 'reasonable' they have 

been able to co-opt the more radical concepts within environmental legislation, like 

the RMA (O'Connor, 1999). It is interesting to note that CCAMLR was founded 

upon the concept of 'wise use', the very concept that is used by campaigners against 

environmental movements. This perhaps strengthens the tension between those who 

seek preservation of the Antarctic and those who advocate for its 'wise use'. 

There is, of course, another backlash against western environmentalism. 

Environmentalists are being challenged by indigenous peoples to become more 

relevant to issues of the South (Escobar, 1995; Guha & Martinez-Alier, 1997; Rosser, 

1999; Shiva, 2001). Postcolonial critiques of environmentalism adroitly highlight the 

preponderance of colonial assertions of environmentalism, particularly as is witnessed 

on debates surrounding the United Nations55 , and the World Trade Organisation 

(WTO) and related issues of intellectual property rights under the Trade-Related 

aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs) agreement (Nijar & Ling, 1994; 

Macmillan, 2001; Shiva, 2001). The more radical component of environmentalism is 

now having to grapple with these issues internationally and at home (i.e. within 

Aotearoa/New Zealand). As the Antarctic is a highly colonised space, it receives little 

attention in these debates. 

55 A 2000 issue of the journal, Development 45 (2), focuses solely on the then-upcoming World 
Summit on Sustainable Development with some strong critiques of western environmentalism. 
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Conclusions: The Reduced Likelihood of a World Park Antarctica 

It is really a symbolic issue: the destruction of the last, great wilderness on 
Earth. The key point here is that it is an issue of philosophical and 
metaphysical proportions. It takes a certain expertise, a particular eccentricity 
and a long-time involvement before one is seized by its importance. (Doyle & 
Kellow, 1995, 253). 

The public profile of the Antarctic in the 1980s highlighted the desire by New 

Zealand citizens to maintain the integrity of the Antarctic wilderness (Geoffrey 

Palmer, 11 March 2003). However constructions of wilderness and sustainability 

have become entangled in New Zealand Antarctic discourses without a full 

understanding of the implications. New Zealand's environmental record is 

questionable, and the increasing use of sustainability in Antarctic discourses will need 

to be scrutinised to ensure its compatibility with New Zealand's Antarctic assertions 

of environmental protection. 

Postcolonial and feminist critiques highlight the need to question the fundamental 

principles of New Zealand's environmental agenda and examine the benevolent 

assertion of sovereignty through environmental stewardship. As the organisations 

traditionally involved as spokespeople in environmental issues play a lesser role, the 

Antarctic becomes more likely to be compromised by environmental issues, without 

the support of an environmental watchdog (Doyle & Kellow, 1995). Geoffrey 

Palmer's concerns about the potential of government departments to undermine 

environmental protection must be considered and are paralleled within international 

literature ( e.g. Seager, 1993; Rowell, 1996; Beder, 1997). 

Having survived the environmental maelstrom of the 1980s, the environmental NGO 

community now suffers from the co-option and weakening of environmental agendas 

by government and business 'hostaging', concerns that will be explored further in 

chapters 6 and 7. Despite the World Park status adopted by both political parties, the 

notion of Antarctica as a World Park remains nominal only and seems to be slipping 

off into the environmental abyss. 
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6 
Brand Antarctica 

In Pursuit of Economic Gain 

In pursuing his own interests, the individual benefits society as a whole. 
Simon Upton (1987, 7) 

For the first time [at the Earth Summit], it was recognised that 
environment and development were inseparable and thus needed to be 

tackled together. The recognition of this link however, turned out to be a 
double-edge sword, as development quickly became much more important 
than environment. There was little recognition of the underlying cause of 
today's crisis - the unsustainable economic models that most of the world 
is currently following. Free trade, multinational corporations, militarism 
- some of the biggest contributors to today 's crisis - were deliberately left 

off the agenda. 
Pratap Chatterjee & Matthias Finger (1994, i) 

Commercialisation of the Antarctic in its many forms would appear to be the greatest 

threat not only to the stability of the Antarctic Treaty, but also to the environment. 

Take the negotiations, disagreements and environmental debates surrounding the 

minerals regime (CRAMRA) as an example. Concerns were raised not only about the 

potential inequitable economic gain and the exclusivity of the ATS, but also to the 

potential environmental impact on the continent and the surrounding ocean 

(Templeton, 2000; Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003). The Antarctic as a continent 

reserved for peace and science was under threat from resource rivalry. That it was 

resolved in 1991 through the signing of the Environmental Protocol testifies to the 

willingness of Antarctic Treaty nations to ensure the ongoing viability of the ATS and 

the desire of politicians to curry popular favour, as well as genuine concerns about the 

Antarctic environment (Palmer, 1990; Hewison, 1995; Templeton, 2000). 

Issues of commercialisation in the Antarctic have not retreated, and the 1990s have 

witnessed expanding fishing activity, growth in tourism, and increased interest in 

bioprospecting. Aspects of New Zealand's commercial forays into the Antarctic are 
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explored within this chapter. With increasing globalisation of the world economic 

base (Kelsey, 2002), the interest of transnational companies and a strong drive for 

economic growth within New Zealand (DPMC, 2003), it is highly pertinent to 

consider the potential impacts on the Antarctic of the neoliberal policies of the 1980s. 

The link between trade and the environment has been recognised within the WTO 

since its establishment in 1994 (Macmillan, 2001). Successive New Zealand 

governments hold a very profound commitment to the WTO, witnessed through 

involvement in annual negotiating rounds and subscription to its neoliberal agenda 

(Hewison, 1995; NZPA, 2003). Therefore it is important that the discursive analysis 

of Antarctic commercialisation engages with domestic representations of trade and 

economic agendas. 

Much debate has ensued about the effects of free trade on the environment and it is 

apparent that polarities exist (Guha & Martinez-Alier, 1997; Dalby, 1998; Benton & 

Short, 1999; Ratnayake, 1999; Shiva, 2001). Recognising that within the commercial 

endeavours conducted in the Antarctic the potential for inequitable distribution of 

resources exists, the Antarctic then becomes a contested area for resource exploitation 

as was witnessed in the CHM debates surrounding the minerals negotiations (Joyner 

& Theis, 1997; Puri, 1997). This has further implications for legitimising certain 

resource activities through institutions constructed within the colonial framework of 

the ATS and the potential for these to be exclusive. Given the contested nature of 

sovereignty within the Antarctic and Southern Ocean, issues of 'ownership' and 

'rights to exploit' become more pronounced. Furthermore, increased growth in 

demand for commercial activity, stimulated by the capitalist neoliberal agenda where 

"capital is aggressively homeless" (Rogers, 1994, 3), places additional pressures on 

the Antarctic environment. 

The bulk of this chapter considers commercial activities conducted in the Antarctic by 

New Zealand organisations. Discourses surrounding the trade issues in 

bioprospecting will be outlined. Despite the two-day workshop on bioprospecting 

there is a lack of debate on the trade-related impacts of Antarctic bioprospecting 

within New Zealand, providing further evidence for the first world hegemonic nature 

of New Zealand's Antarctic commitment. Thus it is considered appropriate to discuss 

the issues raised internationally, considering the way in which they have become 
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silenced in the New Zealand Antarctic context through profound marginalisation and 

exclusion. 

Lengthy consideration will be given to the competing discourses surrounding New 

Zealand's exploratory fishing policy, the most contested of all activities conducted by 

New Zealand in the Antarctic56. This exploration will be set against the discursive 

debates on conservation of wilderness, environmental stewardship and sustainability 

outlined in the previous chapter, as well as considering economic issues. It will be 

shown that, despite the policy position adopted by the New Zealand government, 

fishing for toothfish in the Ross Sea region remains highly contested57• 

By engaging in these debates, I recognise the challenge by Smith (2000) for critical 

geopolitics to acknowledge the impact economic agendas have on geopolitical 

reasomngs. 

New Zealand's Economic Agenda 

In the 1980s, New Zealand underwent a period of massive restructuring and 

privatisation of its public sector (Lamer & Walters, 2000; Quiggan, 2001) instigated, 

somewhat surprisingly, by a revamped Labour Party. The core tenets of this 

restructuring were based on neoliberal thinking to arise out of the Mont Pelerin 

Society. Within this group of politicians and academics it was believed rational and 

individualistic thinking of liberal policies would create a market place where 

knowledge will "sift competing technologies, the potential for extensive failures will 

be minimised and environmental risks spread" (Upton, 1987, 37). It advocated 

loosening the control national governments have on society, believing that society's 

interests were better gained by allowing the market and individuals to make free 

choices. The rationale for identifying neoliberal agendas was an effort to develop a 

56Fishing issues were deemed the most relevant by the majority of interviewees in this study. New 
Zealand's fishing policy is strongly contested by a number of New Zealand Antarctic organisations. 
57Tourism is the other 'big' commercial activity in the Antarctic. Although the management of tourism 
is a contentious issue, most of the Antarctic community in New Zealand view tourism as a legitimate 
activity that, properly managed, does not conflict with New Zealand's stated strategic interests. In May 
2003 the Minister of Foreign Affairs released New Zealand's policy position on tourism. Discussion 
on the construction of this position is reserved for the following chapter. 
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radically different alternative to socialist aspirations. 

The power of the nation state in New Zealand to regulate and control was 

categorically eroded by firstly, Labour, and then National governments. Protection of 

the nation's economic base was viewed as behaving in a way that was inefficient and 

against the nation's interests: protection became a 'dirty word' as tariffs and other 

measures were removed58
• The potential for a nation state to protect its economy, its 

citizens and its resources and wealth were 'hollowed out' by the adoption of 

neoliberal policies (Kelsey, 2002). Although strongly challenged by some nations, 

the power of the nation state in this regard has since been assumed by the WTO, an 

organisation established to increase the free trade agenda internationally and 

mandated by nation states to varying degrees around the globe. Ironically, the 

regulation by the nation state so despised by neoliberal advocates, is overshadowed by 

the regulatory power of the WTO, set up by free trade interests who advocate the 

"[ wisdom of leaving] the crystallising effect of the law only for the most serious and 

fundamental moral principles" (Upton, 1987, 12). This irony is not lost on some 

commentators (Kelsey, 2002). 

The ability of the WTO to override national environmental standards and laws has 

come under criticism. In 1994 New Zealand supported Europe's bid to the WTO to 

have the United States lift its ban on Mexican tuna, a ban imposed because Mexico's 

tuna nets did not meet United States standards for the protection of dolphins. The 

United States was ordered to lift its ban (Hewison, 1995; Benton & Short, 1999). 

New Zealand's support for the regulatory power of WTO means it currently feels 

bound to support the United States' case against European nations' refusal to accept 

genetically engineered goods. This has caused heated political debate within New 

Zealand (Fitzsimons, 2003, pers.comm.). It may also have long-term implications for 

the trade in resources either extracted or synthesised from the Antarctic if nations in 

the ATS decide to boycott trade in certain goods because they do not meet 

environmental standards. Such actions may be overridden by the WTO. 

58Like many New Zealanders, I remember these years vividly. I was a member of the Labour Party at 
the time, wooed by their anti-nuclear stance. Because of my strong union background, I was inevitably 
drawn into the efforts from within the Party to stop the reforms. As a consequence of the Party 
refusing to hear the protestations of its members, I, like others, left. 
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Neoliberal trade agendas are pursued through free trade agreements, generally 

bilateral arrangements between nations (Benton & Short, 1999). The North American 

Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) between the United States, Canada and Mexico 

engendered a number of debates about the possibility of environmental protection 

laws being overridden by trade demands. From these, Benton & Short (1999, 191) 

concluded "issues of trade, sustainable development, and environmental protection 

are no longer separate from each other." 

New Zealand has two free trade agreements: the Closer Economic Relations (CER) 

agreement with Australia and the Singapore Free Trade Agreement. It has been 

argued that neither of these agreements have provided benefit to the New Zealand 

economy (Kelsey, 2002; Donald, 2003, pers.comm). Despite trade deficits, the 

current New Zealand government remains convinced of the benefits and is currently 

attempting to negotiate a further four agreements. The restructuring and free trade 

agreements have corresponded with an increased inequity in wealth distribution 

within New Zealand (Quiggan, 2001) and is reflected worldwide (Doyle, 1998; New 

Internationalist, 2000). 

Several writers suggest this intense period of neoliberalisation on global markets has 

lead to an increased inequity between the very rich and poorer nations (Hoogvelt, 

2001; Kelsey, 2002). Hoogvelt (2001, xv) asserts that capitalism is undergoing a 

period of change, where " ... world trade and capital flows, at first expanding to 

embrace ever more areas of the world, gradually turn_ed into a process of involution 

[ emphasis in original] when capital relations becom,intensified within the core, while 

selectively withdrawing from the periphery. M,nwhile, this process resulted in 

cumulatively growing differences in income between rich and poor nations." 

Neoliberalism has been referred to as the latest wave of neocolonialism (Nash, 2002). 

This has direct implications for the Antarctic as the economic squeeze on nations 

excludes their financial ability to participate in Antarctic activity and thus precludes 

them from Antarctic decision-making. If financial gains are made from the Antarctic, 

the debates on CHM may reoccur. 

Some postcolonial and feminist writers in New Zealand are beginning to engage in 
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limitations" (Dalby, 1998, 181 ). This argument has been used to assert the rightness 

of New Zealand's fishing activity in the Ross Sea region. 

Environmental groups (who ascribe to the premise that poverty augments 

environmental degradation) are concerned that intellectual property rights ( as 

negotiated within the WTO) will halt the transfer of information and technology 

required to protect the environment (Hewison, 1995). Macmillan (2001, 251) notes 

that when the technology and expertise is held by multinational corporations there is a 

general reluctance to share this information in the interests of protecting competitive 

and monopoly advantages: "[I]t may be folly to place undue reliance on the 

multinational corporate sector as a source of leadership or significant influence in 

relation to international environmental protection." This has direct relevance to the 

fishing technologies developed by New Zealand for Southern Ocean purposes. 

As environmental protection and improvement is essentially an unchallenged 

discourse, the environment is used as an indicator of the success of free trade policies. 

It can be seen that despite arguments supporting the beneficial effects of trade on the 

environment, this assertion is strongly contested with evidence from other groups. If 

trade does indeed impact negatively on the environment, then this adds increased 

concern to growing Antarctic commercialisation and the potential for disreputable 

practices. 

The Effects of Free Trade Upon Indigenous Peoples and Women 

It has already been highlighted that the neoliberal free trade agenda has created an 

increase in inequity between rich and poor nations (Hoogvelt, 2001; Kelsey, 2002). 

There are also numerous studies showing the problems the free trade agenda has 

created for women (Brydon & Chant, 1989; Snyder, 1995; Laurie et al, 1999; Osirim, 

2001). Flew (1999, 402) is wary of the potential to essentialise women's position and 

notes "it cannot simply be assumed that the processes of globalisation impact on 

women in the same way ·everywhere, or that single common goals or universal 

interests can necessarily be found." This wariness is apparent in many postcolonial 

texts and despite the potential to avoid essentialism, it has not been used to ignore key 

questions of inequity asked by postcolonial and feminist researchers ( e.g. Spivak, 

123 



1990; Seager, 1993; Visvanathan, 1998; Laurie et al, 1999; Rosser, 1999; Shiva, 

2001; Plumwood, 2002; Zorilla, 2002; Pugh & Silver, 2003). In recognising that 

trade agendas increase wealth inequity, particularly for women, issues of free trade in 

the Antarctic may further privilege one group of nations over others, despite contested 

sovereignty. 

Bioprospecting 

Bioprospecting has been discussed within the framework of the scientific agenda, and 

with relationship to environmental implications. The following discussion focuses 

briefly on the trade-related aspects of bioprospecting. This particular aspect of 

bioprospecting has not been properly debated within New Zealand Antarctic circles, 

only briefly discussed within issues surrounding benefit-sharing. Yet it is of primary 

importance to people of indigenous communities, thus impacting upon international 

relationships and responsibilities. In a postcolonial context it is very appropriate to 

consider the economic framework of bioprospecting. Even less has been written 

about the impacts of bioprospecting on women. Domoto (1994) and Rosser (1999) 

raise the need for further consideration to be given to this. 

The act of bioprospecting eventually results in applications for patents and is 

inextricably involved in issues surrounding intellectual property rights. The WTO is 

the international forum that developed the Agreement on Trade-related Aspects of 

Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs) (Macmillan, 2001). Despite being rejected by 

the majority of developing nations, it was adopted with the crucial support of a 

number of industrialised nations centred in Europe. The preamble to the agreement 

opens with: 

Desiring to reduce distortions and impediments to international trade, and 
taldng into account the need to promote effective and adequate protection of 
intellectual property rights, and to ensure that measures and procedures to 
enforce intellectual property rights do not themselves become barriers to 
legitimate trade; ... 
Recognising that intellectual property rights are private rights; ... 
(TRIPs agreement, cited in Macmillan, 2001, 336). 

It is apparent that this agreement is made with the intent of pursuing the free trade 
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agenda that is the primary focus of the WTO, whilst ascribing intellectual property as 

a private and individual right that can be traded on this market. Criticisms of 

intellectual property rights are particularly dominant in postcolonial literature (Nijar 

& Ling, 1994; Hewison, 1995; Shiva, 2001). These criticisms centre around five key 

issues: 

• Intellectual property rights are a system of ownership that originates from 

assumptions denying indigenous knowledges and patterns of resource use (Shiva, 

2001; Vidal, 2003). 

• These tights deny the ability of communities and nations to collectively organise 

and conduct trade in intellectual property ( especially medicines) of generic 

alternatives (Shiva, 2001; Boseley, 2003; Vidal, 2003). 

• Intellectual property rights over life-forms (including micro-organisms) assume an 

ownership over the process oflife itself (Visvanathan, 1998; Shiva, 2001). 

• Having intellectual property rights over indigenous knowledge or property means 

that knowledge is then no longer in customary ownership of the indigenous 

community, despite possible paybacks in the form of benefit-sharing (Nijar & 

Ling, 1994; Pugh & Silver, 2003). 

• Intellectual property rights are seen to support the flow of genetic resources from 

the third world to the first world, and then returned in the guise of expensive 

commercial products (Nijar & Ling, 1994; Hewison, 1995). 

The Antarctic is a different colonial space to that generally recognised in literature - it 

has no indigenous human population. In the Antarctic context it therefore makes it 

easy to dismiss the above arguments posed by postcolonial writers. However I 

suggest that there are issues of overwhelming interest that need to be acknowledged. 

Firstly, as concluded in chapters 3 and 4, the Antarctic has been created as a colonial 

space, within a colonial structure - the ATS. This structure has already been contested 

within the UN and within debates regarding CHM during the minerals negotiations. 

The potential for economic gain from synthesised Antarctic resources through 

bioprospecting raises similar issues about 'ownership' of the source. Contested 

sovereignties and knowledges are relevant. Whilst discussing the negative aspects of 

benefit-sharing, postcolonial writers have recognised that such compensation 

"remains minuscule relative to the profits for the industry" (Rosser, 1999, 11 ). 
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Secondly, some of these arguments relate to the actual process of bioprospecting 

itself, and challenge the right to patent life-fo1ms and variants on this structure (Pugh 

& Silver, 2003). This issue relates to the way in which nature has become 

commodified through modernist and scientific practices as identified in chapters 4 and 

5 (Merchant, 1980; Rogers, 1994; O'Connor, 1999). 

Finally, it is recognised that the pharmaceutical companies worldwide are some of the 

wealthiest businesses in the world and maintain this through the assertion of 

intellectual property rights, creating an expanding wealth inequity (Rosser, 1999; 

Shiva, 2001; Kelsey, 2002). 

There is also a challenge from writers who assert that gender issues are not considered 

in rhetoric surrounding biodiversity both within " ... overall mainstream economic 

development and environmental conservation movement" (Domoto, 1994, 220). 

Some of the more recent literatures aiming to bring together the joint issues of 

postcolonialism and feminism see the necessity for addressing issues such as 

bioprospecting within the framework ofboth (Rosser, 1999). 

The New Zealand Antarctic community recognises the potential wealth that can be 

gained from bioprospecting in the Antarctic, and efforts to discuss these issues within 

the country and within the ATS forum are critical to ongoing Antarctic resource 

issues. New Zealand has the opportunity to engage proactively in postcolonial 

debates due to both its experience with domestic consultations and the knowledge of 

our own indigenous population about intellectual property rights and bioprospecting 

(MED, 2002; Pugh & Silver, 2003). It remains to do so effectively. These debates 

are silenced in the New Zealand Antarctic debates due both to the economic 

imperatives of the current political philosophy (to be addressed in chapter 7) and to 

the undeconstructed colonialist nature of Antarctic science and policy. 
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Fishing for a "delicacy light on the palate, but heavy on the 
wallet"59 

An enormous amount of government, industry, and environmental NGO energy has 

been focussed on the issue of New Zealand fishing in the Southern Ocean. This 

discussion will outline the background to fishing and consider the ways in which it is 

contested. 

Following a drive from the fishing industry (OAC, 1996a), New Zealand has been a 

fishing nation in the Antarctic since 1996/97 under the Convention for the 

Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR) (Waterhouse, 2001). 

Our fishing fleet is focussed primarily upon the Ross Sea exploratory fisheries known 

as subareas 88.1 and 88.2 (Figure 6.1). The targets of New Zealand fishing activities 

are Antarctic toothfish (Dissostichus mawsoni) and Patagonian toothfish (Dissostichus 

eleginoides). 

Figure 6.1 

ANTARCTICA 

Section of CCAMLR Areas showing location of Subareas 88.1 and 88.2 
ranging from 150 degrees East to 105 degrees West and from the 
Continent to 60 degrees South (sourced from Waterhouse, 2001, 2.15) 

Total Allowable Catch (TAC) is set by CCAMLR annually utilising data provided by 

59This quote came from a newspaper article when a Wellington restaurant became the first New 
Zealand dining establishment to offer Antarctic toothfish on the menu (The Dominion, 2003). 
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the CCAMLR Scientific Committee. The TAC for the Ross Sea subareas is 

determined by extrapolating data from a fishery in another area (subarea 48.3) whose 

parameters are more comprehensively known and is predicted to have similar fishing 

and ecosystem characteristics to the Ross Sea (CCAMLR, 2002b). Actual data 

gathered from vessels operating in the Ross Sea contributes to the formula used to set 

TAC. Due to the exploratory nature of the Ross Sea fishery, the TAC utilises 

discount factors to set a precautionary catch limit based on an estimated yield. 

However, the Commission itself notes that estimates for this area "should be treated 

with considerable caution. Further, it was noted that the Scientific Committee had 

advised that the approach employed to estimate yield in Subareas 88.1 and 88.2 may 

no longer be applicable and that this issue would be reviewed at the 2003 meeting" 

(CCAMLR, 2002b)60 • Despite these cautionary words, the catch limit for the Ross 

Sea fisheries was agreed to increase to no more than 50 percent of estimated yield for 

the 2001/02 season. TAC in both subareas has more than doubled since 1996/97, with 

a 50 percent increase in the 2002/03 season from the previous year. As the 

technology and knowledge about the fisheries increases, and the number of vessels 

fishing rises exponentially, the percentage of TAC caught has increased from less 

than 3 percent in 1997/98 to 46 percent in 2002/03 (see Figures 6.2 and 6.3). 
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Figure 6.2 TAC and Actual Catch for CCAMLR Subareas 88.1 and 88.2 (sourced 
from Waterhouse, 2001, 3.40; Edgar, 2003, pers.comm) 

60The 2003 CCAMLR meeting was held one week prior to the completion of this thesis. 
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Figure 6.3 
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Percentage of TAC Caught in CCAMLR Subareas 88.1 and 88.2 
(sourced from Waterhouse, 2001, 3.40; Edgar, 2003, pers.comm) 

The number of vessels fishing within subareas 88.1 and 88.2 has risen annually. 

From one vessel in 1996/97, New Zealand had a fleet of nine vessels fishing in 

subareas 88.1 and 88.2 in the 2002/03 year. New Zealand vessels have also been 

joined with ones from South Africa (2000/01 & 2002/03), Uruguay (2000/01) and 

Russia (2002/03). This meant there were twelve vessels fishing in the Ross Sea 

region during 2002/03, all of them in subarea 88.1 and one New Zealand vessel in 

subarea 88.2 during February - April. The fishing season extended from late 

December (awaiting adequate break-up of sea ice) with the last vessel back into New 

Zealand port from the 2002/03 season during June (Edgar, 2003, pers.comm; Lou 

Sanson, 25 August 2003). Fishing vessels have also increased in size, with the San 

Liberatore owned by Cook Strait Seafoods reportedly "twice as big as any other boat 

fishing in the Ross Sea region" (Morton, 2003, pers.comm). 

New Zealand fishing boats are recognised as successfully operating under very high 

environmental guidelines in efforts to maintain the (perception of) viability of 

toothfish fishing in these waters (Trevor Hughes, 13 May 2003; Bryan Storey, 25 

August 2003; Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003). These guidelines encompass 

technologies to stop seabird mortality, reduce by-catch and increase safety 

(Waterhouse, 2001). 
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The toothfish fishing industry in New Zealand is highly organised with a policy of 

expansion in the Ross Sea fishery (Cabinet Finance, Infrastructure and Environment 

Committee, 2002b). Their lobbying for stronger recognition of the economic benefits 

to New Zealand from fishing has been very intense. Industry have made no attempt to 

deny that they, by exercising good practice in the Ross Sea region, are seeking some 

form of assurance and privileged position in continued Ross Sea fishing (Johansen, 

2002). Access to fisheries with low precautionary catch limits and the increasing 

number of notifications means that "if all vessels operated simultaneously, the 

available catch per vessel could be lower than that required for economic viability" 

(CCAMLR, 2002b). Given the financial investment required by the industry to fish in 

these waters with three purpose built ice-strengthened vessels purchased (Cabinet 

Finance Infrastructure and Environment Committee, 2002b), it is no surprise that they 

would wish to seek such a guarantee. However under the CCAMLR management 

system no assurances of this kind can be made (Trevor Hughes, 13 May 2003). 

Furthermore, even if any such assurances could be made, the guarantee for New 

Zealand fishing vessels to operate over other vessels in the Ross Sea area would be 

construed as an assertion of sovereignty - an issue the ATS (not necessarily New 

Zealand) is keen to avoid. 

Witnessed by their financial commitment and energetic involvement in policy 

debates, the toothfish fishing industry have been pursuing a very aggressive agenda in 

opening and expanding the Ross Sea fishery (Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003; Weeber, 

12 March 2003). Correspondingly the Ministry of Fisheries (MFish) has also 

increased its profile within New Zealand Antarctic policy circles at a time when other 

departments have noticeably reduced (DOC and MfE). During the period of this 

thesis research, two or three staff from MFish were present at the bioprospecting and 

annual science conferences. They also contributed to the proceedings at the science 

conference through the presentation of two papers relating to fishing industry 

research. MFish supports biological diversity research in the Ross Sea (BioRoss) 

with a government allocation of $3.175 million under the Biodiversity Strategy 

(Edgar, 2003, pers.cornrn). The total cost is expected to be in excess of $4 million 

over a period of 5 years. 

The Ministry's major political role 1s in its contribution to the New Zealand 
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delegation to CCAMLR. It maintains a close relationship with the Antarctic Policy 

Unit (APU) and provides joint advice to Cabinet on fishing issues in the Southern 

Ocean (Edgar, 2003, pers.comm). 

Not surprisingly the New Zealand fishing policy is hotly contested. Debate centres 

around three concerns that are not mutually exclusive. Firstly, many express concern 

about the validity of extrapolating scientific data into areas with unknown or partially 

known parameters. Secondly, some doubt the ability of CCAMLR to adequately 

manage fishing in the Southern Ocean, particularly given the absence of liability and 

the recognition that not all nations have ratified the Convention. Finally some argue 

about the decision for New Zealand to be fishing at all in the Southern Ocean, given 

our commitment to the wilderness values of the area and to the devastation of fishing 

stocks throughout the world, including those managed by CCAMLR. It is pertinent to 

examine each of these individually. Although fishing is arguably linked to territorial 

assertion, this was not raised as a significant issue by those interviewed. 

Challenges to scientific methodology 

As has been mentioned above, the Scientific Committee to the Convention has 

already suggested the methodology used to determine TAC in subareas 88.1 and 88.2 

is inadequate. Consequently they have adopted a discounting approach that will 

purportedly allow for any possible overestimations. Not all have faith in the ability of 

this method to protect the longetivity of the species: 

We have been involved with the Ministry of Fisheries in the BioRoss research 
programme ... A lot of that science doesn't necessarily support our position at 
CCAMLR . ... In terms of understanding the whole biodiversity of the Southern 
Ocean and the Ross Sea, we know nothing. If we 're going to be serious players 
at CCAMLR we've got to understand more about the marine ecosystems. A lot 
of the scientists are telling me, that with New Zealand fishing it we will deplete 
it and completely change the character of the Ross Sea. .. . We 're relying on 
international data, but I don't think we've really got substantial data on what 
effect our fishing boats are having on the fishery in the Ross Sea. ... I've still 
got no confidence that New Zealand, in 20 years, will have a sustainable 
toothfish fishery. I don't think we know enough about the Ross Sea and 
Southern Ocean. (Lou Sanson, 14 February 2003 & 25 August 2003). 

[DOC] advocated for a global moratorium on fishing because we still have 
concerns about the ... state of knowledge of toothfish populations and dynamics. 
Our perception is that a lot of work has been done on toothfish in general, but 
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not a ... great amount of work would appear to be done on mawsoni. (Andrew 
Bignell, 13 May 2003). 

I think we need to know more about the ecosystems, more about the fish and the 
systems to do any fishing. (Bryan Storey, 25 August 2003). 

The TAC is set by CCAMLR. But there's geopolitics involved. It is very much 
ad hoc at the moment because we haven't got good data. The trouble is we'll 
probably never have good data until it is too late and that's the way most 
fisheries operate. When CCAMLR operates afishery, since 1992 there was an 
agreement, if there was no data, there was no fish. .. . As one key marine 
scientist who's been involved in Antarctic science for years said, 'It'll end in 
tears·, and I think he's right. (Barry Weeber, 12 March 2003). 

The Ross Sea region state of the environment report recommended greater scientific 

activity within the marine area to increase knowledge about toothfish biology and the 

institution of a formalised marine ecosystem monitoring programme known as CEMP 

(Waterhouse, 2001). Alexandra Edgar (2003, pers.comm), international advisor from 

MFish advises "New Zealand's Ross Sea work (especially on penguins) has been 

informally fed into CEMP. The effects of fishing are addressed by MFish and 

CCAMLR through the CCAMLR working groups although there is no formalised 

programme such as CEMP." 

Those arguing in support of the methodology generally agree that the data is not 

complete, but that it is counteracted by the precautionary approach which sets the 

TAC at an extremely conservative level below estimated yields (Edgar, 2003, 

pers.comm; Trevor Hughes, 13 May 2003). 

Challenge to CCAMLR regime 

A number of studies exist on the effectiveness of the CCAMLR regime. Klaus Dodds 

(2000b) uses a critical geopolitical framework to untangle some of the contradictory 

features of the regime and concludes that despite its limitations CCAMLR has 

prevented some of the more extreme environmental vagaries. He challenges the 

system to move to more inclusive ways of tackling the problem of IUU fishing, 

recognising that nation states are only one player in the fishing debate and have their 

own agendas of sovereignty and economic benefit underlying political posturing. 
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It has been suggested that the haste with which the Convention was negotiated was an 

effort on the part of consultative parties to put in place some sort of agreement to 

guide fishery development in the Southern Ocean (Cody, 1990; Templeton, 2002). 

Furthermore it has been asserted that the prime motive in establishing CCAMLR was 

not to safeguard the marine environment, but to develop a regime that would assist in 

the protection of resource wealth between and within consultative parties (Barnes, 

1982; Doyle & Kellow, 1995; Prior, 1997; Dodds, 2000b). 

If you have resource rivalry then that is inviting conflict into the place. (Cath 
Wallace, 12 March 2003). 

Resource rivalry and the protection of perceived sovereign or interested party rights is 

not a common dissent to New Zealand's fishing position, and it tends to exist only 

within the more radical environmental movement within New Zealand. However, in 

overseas literature this concern is more widely acknowledged (Barnes, 1982; Doyle & 

Kellow, 1995; Puri, 1997). Further exploration of this dissent is warranted. A perusal 

of the discussions ensuing from CCAMLR on the Australian proposal to have 

toothfish listed under the Convention for International Trade in Endangered Species 

(CITES) showed general disagreement with such a proposal, with the parties 

concerned that such a move signalled a form of 'disloyalty' with the Convention 61. 

The vast majority of Members appealed to the Australian Government to take 
steps to quickly withdraw the proposal to list toothfish under CITES Appendix II 
in order that the credibility and authority of CCAMLR not be further 
undermined . ... [Australia's refusal to withdraw the proposal was] ... harming 
the reputation and authority ofCCAMLR. (CCAMLR, 2002c). 

In a reading of the proceedings it is apparent the majority of parties are eager to 

ensure Southern Ocean matters remain under the consideration of the Convention and 

feel threatened about the possibility of other international mechanisms being used in 

conjunction. 

Wariness by New Zealand environmental NGOs with CCAMLR processes and 

fisheries management reflects wider literature (Dodds, 2000b). Barry Weeber (Forest 

and Bird), with over a decade of experience in CCAMLR, believes New Zealand 

61Listing toothfish under CITES is New Zealand policy and therefore the delegation from New Zealand 
supported Australia's proposal and stated that it wished the right for individual nations to hold different 
positions was upheld by the Commission (CCAMLR, 2002c). 
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officials are too trusting of the process. 

They developed a three stage process of opening a fishery. Originally you have 
a new fishery for one year basically, and then you get an exploratory fishery -
so there is sort of limits like scientific controls and regulations over which boats 
are where. Then it goes to a developed fishery and it's free for all. There is a 
catch limit and that's it. That's what will eventuate. That's the path. There's a 
sort of naivety amongst the Foreign Affairs and Fisheries people to say "oh, 
we've got this nice arrangement here, we've got all this information", but that's 
what the big black box ... is this thing here called developed fishery, and once 
you get there, there is no way, the only way the Brits [sic] have been able to 
control their open fishery around South Georgia is through having patrol boats 
down there and over flights and observer coverage - quite strong arrangements 
- and there is no way that's going to operate in the Ross Sea. (Barry Weeber, 
12 March 2003). 

Not mentioned by any of the interviewees, but apparent through literature and 

lectures, is the lack of liability and regulatory power to ensure the decisions of 

CCAMLR are upheld (Dodds, 1998; Dodds, 2000b; Hemmings, 2002), although Cath 

Wallace has spoken with me about this issue informally since (Wallace, 2003, 

pers.comm). 

The final criticism about CCAMLR is probably the most philosophically based, and 

refers to the use of sustainability discourse in justifying fishing in the Southern Ocean. 

In this respect it touches on some of the concerns about the amorphous nature of 

sustainability highlighted in previous chapters. It also makes reference to a number of 

New Zealand government departments that choose to adopt this language to ensure 

economic gain, reminding us of the warning by Geoffrey Palmer (1990) to recognise 

that not all government departments are friends of the environment. 

The element of CCAMLR that refers to wise use, which is very dated language -
it was 1980 - was drawing on intellectual capital of people from the '60s and 
'70s. We think in that respect its dated, but of course the fishing industry and 
the Ministry of Fisheries and the Ministry for Economic Development and 
Treasury have all hung their hats on that and pushed very hard to maintain that. 
(Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003). 

Thus criticism about CCAMLR exists within New Zealand, although some agencies 

believe it futile to continue to protest. Despite the catch levels recommended by 

CCAMLR, Andrew Bignell from DOC believes the New Zealand delegation 

promotes a very conservative fishing position in subareas 88.1 and 88.2. As such it 
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can be effective by moderating from within, although ultimately the consensus 

process of CCAMLR sets the final TAC. 

We have argued, as a New Zealand delegation, with MF AT leading the 
argument, supported by Fisheries, for a lower level of allowable catch than 
what CCAMLR has given for the last several years. The voice for operating a 
conservative fishing regime is actually carried forward. .. . There is a spectrum 
on who actually decides on the fishing level in Antarctica. And so while New 
Zealand government can have a position, which departments will support and 
work within, CCAMLR decides on the fishing at the end of the day. (Andrew 
Bignell, 13 May 2003). 

Challenge to New Zealand fishing initiatives 

Many in the New Zealand Antarctic community are very concerned about New 

Zealand's fishing initiatives in the Southern Ocean apart from issues of scientific 

uncertainty and doubts about the effectiveness of CCAMLR. 

We know that we are very poor at managing fisheries. We know that the first 
species that go are the ones that are the top level predators. We know that its 
very hard once you get fishing in a place like that to control JUU fishing, and 
that we should be doing much more. We should actually just not be fishing. Its 
not like the toothfish is going to feed the poor, there is no argument about 
fundamental distributive equity that says you have to go fishing. This is a 
product that is for the jaded palates of the rich. The more New Zealand goes in 
there, the more it invites other countries to follow. (Cath Wallace, 12 March 
2003). 

Conflicting Values The first consideration comes in terms of the conflict with New 

Zealand's stated values. Given the preamble to the statement of strategic interests 

refers to the conservation of wilderness and intrinsic values, it is believed by some 

that New Zealand thus has a confused marine policy. 

I think there is a tension in New Zealand between the Prime Minister's 
objective, which is about a network of marine protected areas, and the 
sustainable development of a fishery. I don't think New Zealand has well 
thought through where its standing in terms of the priority on marine protection 
versus development of the fishery ... I know we 're up to six boats, I think we've 
got a whole lot more applications this year. And I still think there is actually a 
policy disconnection about where New Zealand is standing in that whole issue. 
(Lou Sanson, 25 August 2003). 

I think at times we've portrayed ourselves as too much interested in fishing 
rather than conservation and that has undermined our advocacy on 
conservation. Certainly it has undermined our advocacy for getting protected 
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areas around the Balleny Islands. I think some of the less helpful advocacy at 
times by New Zealand officials has meant that we've actually undermined our 
conservation interests. (Barry Weeber, 12 March 2003). 

DOC is required under its statute to present the case for conservation (Andrew 

Bignell, 13 May 2003). In terms of the Antarctic toothfish, the Department asserted 

New Zealand should advocate for a global moratorium on toothfish fishing given the 

lack of scientific certainty regarding stocks and the issues with IUU fishing. This was 

the only government department to assert such a position and in the 2002 review was 

the only member of the OAC to recommend this course of action to Cabinet (Cabinet 

Finance, Infrastructure and Environment Committee, 2002b ). 

IUU Fishing The 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) noted 

the international pressure on fisheries, recognising the devastation that has occurred to 

some fishing stocks (UN, 2002). The Patagonian toothfish is recognised as being 

under pressure and the target of IUU fishing with stocks fished out in the warmer 

waters and increasing IUU pressure on the Southern Ocean (Dodds, 2000b ). 

New Zealand government asserts a prime concern is to eliminate IUU fishing in the 

Southern Ocean (Upton, 1999; CCAMLR, 2002c). Support for Australia's proposal 

to list toothfish in Appendix II of CITES is structured on the premise that wider 

international collaboration may reduce IUU fishing (CCAMLR, 2002c). New 

Zealand also contributes to the monitoring of IUU fishing in the Southern Ocean 

using the fishing vessels and a programme of Orion over flight surveillance (Cabinet 

Finance, Infrastructure and Environment Committee, 2002b ). It is contended by this 

report from the OAC that there is an advantage in New Zealand actively fishing in the 

region and discouraging IUU fishing through this surveillance programme. The 

effectiveness of this is challenged by Cath Wallace, co-chair of ECO (12 March 

2003). "The main monitoring and enforcement mechanism of ... CCAMLR is not at

sea monitoring - a hopeless task - but product tracking and verification (not just 

documentation)." 

The recent chase and eventual airest during August 2003 of the Uruguayan vessel, 

Viarsa, with 85 tonnes of IUU toothfish taken from around the Australian sub-
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Antarctic islands profiles two issues surrounding IUU fishing in the Southern Ocean. 

Firstly, media coverage of the report said the ship was suspected of poaching a "rare, 

protected fish", but did not mention that it is commercially fished both by Australia 

and other nations (Reuters, 2003). In this sense the IUU boat is vilified, when it may 

be more contextually relevant to see it as engaged in a similar activity to other vessels, 

except that the IUU vessel is operating illegally. 

Secondly, Trevor Hughes (13 May 2003) said "Flag states with IUU vessels shouldn't 

be in exploratory fisheries." The vessel was flagged to Uruguay, and there was a 

fishing vessel from Uruguay, Isla Graciosa, operating in the Ross Sea region in 

2000/01 - although MFish reports there is no link between the vessels at this stage 

(Edgar, 2003, pers.comm). It will be a matter of future interest to note what position 

New Zealand takes at the next CCAMLR meeting given this recent history. 

One of the questions I asked as I was researching this argument was "Why does IUU 

fishing exist?" What I was hoping to find was research exploring the reasons for 

organisations and people engaging in IUU fishing. Unfortunately a literature search 

around the issue found no results. IUU fishing is, without doubt, viewed as an 

activity that is not supported by any person or agency in the New Zealand Antarctic 

community. But what sorts of societal conditions exist to support and encourage this 

activity? Fishing is a commercial and therefore economic activity. An organisation 

would not engage in IUU fishing if a market did not exist. Toothfish is highly valued, 

with New Zealand vessels serving predominantly overseas markets ( excluding a very 

recent small market to a Wellington restaurant) (Bisley, 1996; The Dominion, 2003). 

Lack of product tracking makes the illegal market difficult to identify. 

Inevitably the next question is - how do free trade and the agenda of the WTO affect 

the market for IUU fishing? These are all questions that essentially remain 

unanswered and· within New Zealand officialdom I do not believe they have been 

seriously considered. I asked Trevor Hughes ( during a presentation to GCAS in 

January 2003) what position New Zealand would take, given its support of the WTO, 

if a situation arose where a country decided not to take tootbfish because there was 

concerns about its legality (particularly if it was coming in through a country not a 

signatory to CCAMLR). He was unsure. It is these sorts of issues that need to be 
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framed within the Antarctic fishing context. 

Global Moratorium There has been a call for a global moratorium on toothfish 

fishing and New Zealand could be a leader in advocating for this by exercising 

forbearance (Cabinet Finance, Infrastructure and Environment Committee, 2002b; 

Andrew Bignell, 13 May 2003; Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003). However the 

argument that exists both within MFAT and MFish, is that "if New Zealand was not 

there, somebody else would be" (Trevor Hughes, 13 March 2003; Edgar, 2003, 

pers.comm). This statement is open to conjecture. As a New Zealand flagged vessel 

was the first to fish in the Ross Sea region and this nation remains the most significant 

presence in subareas 88.1 and 88.2, it is reasonable to say that New Zealand pioneered 

fishing in these high latitudes and as such potentially opened the fishing in these 

areas, rather than 'filled the place' that another nation had not yet filled. 

MFAT has argued that other countries wouldn't agree and therefore why should 
we be forbearing? Classic open access common to all resource problems - why 
should we be forbearing because other people won 't. And of course New 
Zealand in fact is leading the pack in being 'not forbearing' and then eve;yone 
else has said, hang on a minute, why shouldn't we be there? (Cath Wallace, 12 
March 2003). 

New Zealand has driven fishing in high latitudes in the Antarctic. It is New 
Zealand that has developed the techniques to deal with mawsoni and it is New 
Zealand that has developed the markets for that species. But once that 
information was out it brought in a whole bunch of other players to get involved 
who could be argued to be less squeaky clean than New Zealand. The trend 
over the last five years is more and more countries fishing in Antarctica. The 
longer term trend of New Zealand being involved in toothfish fishing is likely to 
lead to disaster. (Barry Weeber, 12 March 2003). 

Interestingly, applications from other nations to fish in subareas 88.1 and 88.2 is very 

low compared to New Zealand applications (CCAMLR, 2002b) and therefore it 

would suggest that it might not necessarily hold that other nations would be there if 

New Zealand wasn't. The remoteness of the region and its relative lack of 

inaccessibility appear to have moderated intense interest from elsewhere. 

A further argument posited by those who assert New Zealand's continued fishing, is 

that New Zealand's high environmental standards means it would be a 'better player' 

in the Southern Ocean than other nations. 
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Right now, it is more beneficial to have New Zealand vessels fishing according 
to high environmental and research standards and for New Zealand to have a 
strong and positive influence within CCAMLR, than not to fish and have limited 
influence (while fishing continues by other countries who do not necessarily 
impose such high standards on their vessels). (Edgar, 2003, pers.comm). 

However, this technological assertion is not always looked upon favourably. 

All we've done is we've developed information and techniques to go fishing 
there and that information is transferable. (Bany Weeber, 12 March 2003). 

Sustainability Fishing in the Antarctic sutlers from the same ambiguities surrounding 

notions of sustainability in New Zealand. The term sustainable is used twice within 

the New Zealand revised statement of strategic interest (revised SSI), both times in 

the context of New Zealand's fishing position in the Southern Ocean. The first refers 

to sustainable management with reference to the marine living resources, and the 

second refers to the support of sustainable economic benefits through CCAMLR and 

the Environmental Protocol. Whilst the first may arguably be in the long term interest 

of the living resources, the second reference obviously frames sustainability within 

the economic imperative. The way in which sustainability was adopted within the 

revised SSI was the object of much debate during its construction. I wish here to 

review how this particular clause progressed through its negotiation. 

In October 2001, Felicity Wong, then head of the APU released the revised statement 

for public consultation. The clause relating to New Zealand's fishing position was: 

Conservation, including sustainable use, of the marine living resources of the 
Southern Ocean, and in particular the Ross Sea, in accordance with CCAMLR; 
(Wong, 2001, 4). 

In November 2001 the environmental NGO umbrella group, Environment and 

Conservation Organisations (ECO), responded to this first round of consultation and 

suggested the clause should be amended, removing any reference to sustainability due 

to its ambiguity (additions in bold, deletions in brackets). 

Protection and conservation, [including sustainable use,] of the marine living 
resources of the Southern Ocean, and in particular the Ross Sea, in accordance 
with CCAMLR and the Protocol to the Antarctic Treaty on Environmental 
Protection; (ECO, 2001, 3). 
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These suggestions were not taken on board by MF AT and in December 2001 

references to sustainability remained within the clause, although defined according to 

the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). 

Conservation, including sustainable use*, of the marine living resources of the 
Southern Ocean, and in particular the Ross Sea, in accordance with CCAMLR; 
*sustainable use means the use of components of biological diversity in a way 
and at a rate that does not lead to the long-term decline of biological diversity, 
thereby maintaining its potential to meet the needs and aspirations of present 
and future generations (Convention on Biological Diversity). (cited in Wratt, 
2002). 

In May 2002, after further consultation within the OAC and with environmental 

NGOs, industry and iwi62, the Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade recommended to 

the Cabinet committee the following clause: 

Conservation and sustainable management of the marine living resources of the 
Southern Ocean, and in particular the Ross Sea, in accordance with CCAMLR, 
and within this context support appropriate environmental and economic 
benefits; (Cabinet Finance, Infrastructure and Environment Committee (2002a). 

Cabinet Finance, Infrastructure and Environment Committee returned the draft to the 

Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade and asked his office to "submit to Cabinet ... a 

revised Statement of Strategic Interest, taking into account the Minister of 

Conservation's proposed amendments" (Cabinet Finance, Infrastructure and 

Environment Committee, 2002c). As a consequence Cabinet accepted the final 

statement in May 2002 (additions in bold and deletions in brackets): 

Conservation and sustainable management of the marine living resources of the 
Southern Ocean, and in particular the Ross Sea, in accordance with CCAMLR 
and the Antarctica Environmental Protocol, and within this context supporting 
[appropriate] strong environmental. standards and sustainable economic 
benefits; (Cabinet, 2002a). 

Construction of this clause gives very little indication as to the meaning of the word 

sustainable, other than the utilisation of the CBD definition in an early draft. It 

becomes evident through the consultative process that sustainable in the last instance 

was used to moderate the economic imperative. There was obviously an attempt 

within the environmental community - both non-governmental and governmental - to 

62Iwi refers to the indigenous people of New Zealand/Aotearoa. 
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counter the strong economic focus relating to earlier drafts. 

Cath Wall~ce, co-chair of ECO, contends that the use of sustainability under 

CCAMLR and within the New Zealand fishing has been modified to suit economic 

ends: 

A whole lot of people have cleverly and deliberately misconstrued and 
misinterpreted sustainable development to mean sustained activity - sustained 
development. And this is one that the fishing industry in New Zealand has 
picked up on. (Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003). 

In this regard, the ambiguity and debates surrounding the term sustainability 

internationally, and its conjunction with development, are echoed in the strategic 

interests in New Zealand Antarctic discourse. 

Being 'in to win' 

MFish assert that New Zealand is given greater credence within CCAMLR by being 

an active fishing nation. 

While New Zealand is fishing, New Zealand is in a strong position to influence 
CCAMLR decisions and to push the environmental and research standards and 
IUU measures up through CCAMLR. Many of the environmental and research 
measures (such as many of those relating to seabirds) that have been taken on 
board by CCAMLR have been implemented because of New Zealand efforts. 
(Edgar, 2003, pers.comm). 

However this view is disputed. Barry Weeber, senior researcher with Forest and Bird, 

believes the New Zealand position is now given less credence in CCAMLR since our 

position as a non-fishing nation changed. 

I think New Zealand is highly compromised in the Antarctic since we got 
involved in fishing. I think that prior to that we were one of the good guys - we 
had an independent view because we didn't have any resource position. But 
we 've also had an interest because we were a claimant state and we had bases 
in the Antarctic. So we could actually play quite an important role. We've 
actually, to a degree, lost that position because of our fishing interests. We 're 
just seen as being another resource interested country, rather than a country 
that has conservation interests in the primacy. (Barry Weeber, 12 March 2003). 

Furthermore, Barry Weeber (12 March 2003) also believes MFish are "not well aware 

of the geopolitics of CCAMLR which is different from any other regional fisheries 
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management organisation." Other fisheries organisations generally consist of 

members who are fishing nations. CCAMLR has both fishing and non-fishing 

members. There are also issues of contested sovereignty and the accommodating 

style of ATS strategising. 

I asked Alexandra Edgar, international advisor with MFish, about their training in and 

knowledge of CCAMLR and the broader politics of the ATS. 

The lYiinister of Fisheries (advised by the Ministry of Fisheries) has had a role 
maldng permitting decisions under the AMLR [ Antarctic Marine Living 
Resources] Act since 1981, although the amount of permits issued before 1996 
(when exploratory fishing started in the Ross Sea) would have been 
insignificant. ... All MFish staff have backgrounds in their area of expertise 
whether that is international policy or deep water fish stock assessment/biology, 
etc. In most cases, the Antarctic specific knowledge has been learned on the 
job. All those involved in CCAMLR work attend various parts of the annual 
CCAMLR meetings where it is difficult not to pick up an extensive knowledge of 
Antarctic political issues. Because of the nature of MFish International Policy 
work, and the fact that we work closely with MF AT Antarctic Policy Unit our 
group in particular has that specialist knowledge. (Edgar, 2003, pers.comm). 

It is obvious that New Zealand's fishing role in the Antarctic is highly contentious. In 

examining the collapse of Canada's East Coast fishery, Rogers (1994, 7) believes that 

we must question some of the modernist assumptions that leave fishing industries 

vulnerable to collapse: 

... the assumption that nature exists for human use; the unwillingness to begin 
initiating conservation measures until imminent depletion of natural 
communities threaten human prosperity; the assumption that public regulators 
can and do 'referee 'private economic activity related to the natural world; the 
assumption that science can model the interactions of natural communities so as 
to come up with a magic number which defines sustainable exploitation of 
natural communities; and the assumption that an external authority can manage 
human and natural communities so as to promote economic and ecologic 
stability. 

New Zealand's official - and ultimately political - community have not, nor appear 

willing to, deconstruct these assumptions. By continuing to engage in CCAMLR as a 

protector of the regime, New Zealand fails to address these questions seriously. In 

2002 the position went through an extensive consultation process with the wider 

community before being brought back to the Cabinet to make a decision on the 

position. The geopolitical reasonings surrounding this process will be considered in 
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the next chapter. 

Conclusions: Commercial Activity on Ice 

It is apparent that the 1980s signalled not only a period of environmental recognition 

and legislative change, but also a period of neoliberal economic policy. These 

pressures are reflected in the Antarctic through the decision for New Zealand to fish 

in the Ross Sea region of the Southern Ocean. They also appear in the growing 

interest in bioprospecting issues. New Zealand's commercial exploits in the Antarctic 

remain firmly within our 'geographical space', consistent with actions of a nation 

intent on exploiting its marked territory. 

Commercialisation of aspects of the Antarctic remains contested. Many within the 

New Zealand Antarctic community have grave concerns about commercial extraction 

of Antarctic fish species given our preservation approach to the Antarctic 

environment in general. The antinomy between resource use and preservation is 

heightened in this particular realm. 

New Zealand's commitment to the WTO may also prove to be in conflict with any 

efforts by CCAMLR to implement internationally recognised environmental standards 

for fishing in the Southern Ocean. Despite New Zealand government's decision to 

support Australia's CITES proposal, the downfall of New Zealand's position is that 

there is no full commitment to engage in debates in an international context. Within 

New Zealand officialdom there has already been a recommendation that New Zealand 

must proactively engage the Antarctic with international fora (Prior, 1997). All of 

this is yet to transpire into a fully effective commitment. 

Contestations regarding trade have yet to fully be realised within the Antarctic. This 

is paralleled with the lack of visible and organised dissidence both in New Zealand 

and abroad (Kelsey, 2002). Although tempered by strong environmental standards 

(arguably stronger than in domestic legislation), New Zealand remains firmly 

entrenched in an agenda of free trade and economic growth. Understanding of 

economic activity in the Antarctic will not be complete unless there is greater 
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recognition of the relationships Antarctic commercialisation has with global economic 

activity. 
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7 
Scripting Antarctic Space 

Constructing New Zealand Antarctic 
Policy 

Government policy, economic theory, business decision-making, higher 
education - virtually the entire panoply of contemporaneous human 

experience - are conceptualised in modernist terms. Even contemporary 
ideas of wilderness are enframed by Modernism, for in trying to address 
ecological malaise we have not thought beyond nature as environment -

that is, as standing apart from and i,iferior to us, serving only as a 
resource to fitel the human project. 

Max Oelschlaeger (1991, 321) 

We thought the future was a place of dreams, a dream of possibility. 
Freedom was essentially the freedom to dream differently, and have 
different languages for interpreting our dreams. Today, a group of 

experts tells us what to dream. The fature is suddenly no longer fiction or 
fantasy. It is being colonised by an oracle of international civil servants 

who have mapped it with cybernetics and systems theory . ... In fact, 
bureaucrats don't dream. They only extrapolate. They are so 

conventional that they merely replicate their life-world in the future. 
Shiv Visvanathan (1998, 239) 

New Zealand Antarctic discourses paint a veritable rainbow of perceptions, views and 

legitimate uses of the Antarctic. Many of these coexist without controversy or with 

some form of accommodation. It is obvious though that fundamental conflicts do 

exist. The previous chapters have highlighted the ways in which hegemonic 

discourses are contested, competing discourses are framed, and others are 

marginalised. Elected representatives of parliament have the task of making the 

ultimate decisions regarding how these discourses, whether complementary or 

contradictory, are transformed into policy. Policy then becomes the way in which our 

geopolitical performative Antarctic script is realised (0 Tuathail, 2002). 
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Construction of Antarctic policy consists of two critical levels. The first is the level at 

which policy is developed - within the official government departments. This process 

is primarily based within the APU at MFAT. Other departmental officials are 

involved through the OAC. The second level is where policy is adopted - within the 

political parties currently in power. During the 'environmental era' there have been 

two distinct periods of political power. From 1990 until 1999, the National party 

were in government, either on their own or as a senior coalition partner under Mixed 

Member Proportional representation (MMP). In 1999 Labour regained power and 

have won a successive election, governing both times as the senior partner in coalition 

arrangements. 

The chapter examines how New Zealand constructs its geopolitical performative 

script. A critical examination has been made of official documents relating to the 

development of Antarctic policy and the recommendations made to Ministers in three 

policy areas. The New Zealand Antarctic Institute Act was passed in 1995 under a 

National government, making significant structural changes to the way Antarctic 

operations were run. A perusal of the Cabinet briefing papers and eventual decision 

reveals some of the philosophies and intent of this change. 

Under the 2002 Labour-led government, there was a decision to review the statement 

of strategic interests and fishing by New Zealand in the Ross Sea. The evolution of 

these into policy has left a paper trail that is not satisfactorily complete, but is 

supplemented by interviews with key figures. Finally, the tourism policy was 

released in late May 2003. Having undergone an initially intensive consultation 

period, the final policy was adopted rather hastily in time for the New Zealand 

delegation to have a clear position during the 2003 A TCM. 

The discussion will look at the way certain discourses are utilised and portrayed 

within the government briefing papers, and will consider the way some of these 

discourses have been marginalised. Political party philosophy influences the way in 

which the Antarctic environment is managed by successive governments, from the 

laissez-faire policies of Simon Upton and the National Cabinet under neoliberalism, to 

the 'moderating' influence of the 'Third Way' policies adopted by the Labour 

Government (Kelsey, 2002). 
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Formulating Antarctic Policy 

The process of Antarctic policy formulation is the same as other domestic policy (see 

Figure 7 .1). It requires the officials to consult with interested 'stakeholders' before 

recommending a position to the Minister of Foreign Affairs who takes it to a Cabinet 

committee. The position, if accepted, is then moved to Cabinet for approval. Cabinet 

may return the document to officials for further consideration. The critical phase of 

this process is in the consultation and formulation of the policy position within 

officialdom. In the case of the Antarctic, policy is recommended through the OAC, 

with the Head of the APU as chair. Cabinet relies heavily upon the advice in the 

briefing papers in making its eventual decision. 

Figure 7.1 
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Antarctic Science in a 'laissez-faire' World: A Strategic Review 

The end of the Cold War and the ensuing change in global circumstances, the 
negotiation of the Environmental Protocol to the Antarctic Treaty and the 
effects of public sector restructuring inside New Zealand itself all combined, in 
I 994, to induce a Review of New Zealand Strategic Objectives in Antarctica, 
and the institutional arrangements best suited to support them. (emphasis in 
original; Prior, 1997, 13). 

Stuart Prior was Head of the APU until 1999 and was fundamental in leading the 

change that occurred in Antarctic politics, logistics and science during that time. It 

was under his leadership that the structural review of 1994/95 was conducted in an 

attempt to address the lack of direction and leadership in New Zealand's policy on the 

Antarctic and Southern Ocean (Prior, 1997). 

In December 1994, Cabinet directed officials " ... to investigate options for the 

management of the long-term programme of scientific activity in the Ross 

Dependency and report with recommendations by 31 March 1995" (Cabinet State 

Sector Committee, 1995, 1). By April 1995, officials had progressed three issues. 

They clarified the Government's key objectives in Antarctica and secondly, the 

mechanisms to achieve these (see Table 7.1). Lastly, they identified three options for 

the coordination and logistical support of science and other outputs in Antarctica. 

Table 7.1 Government's key objectives in Antarctica (Cabinet State Sector 
Committee, 1995) 

• Maintain New Zealand's territorial claim in the Ross Dependency; 
• Maintain New Zealand's status as a Consultative Party to the Antarctic Treaty; 
• Contribute actively to the governance of Antarctica in the interests of 

promoting peace on the continent; 
• Encourage quality international science in Antarctica; 
• Display leadership in environmental management in Antarctica; and, 
• Enhance New Zealand's stewardship of the Ross Dependency. 

After consultation with officials, science providers and science community (I do not 

have confirmation of this), the Antarctic Structural Review was completed in 

September 1995 (Cabinet Strategy Committee, 1995). There are five issues 

surrounding this review that I wish to include in a discussion. Firstly, the 
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establishment of a stand-alone Crown entity, the New Zealand Antarctic Institute 

(NZAI) known as Antarctica New Zealand (AntNZ). Secondly, the adoption of the 

set of strategic objectives. Thirdly, the unadopted recommendation for a separate 

Minister of Antarctic Affairs. Fourthly, the method of consultation with Antarctic 

agencies; and finally, the approach recommended for non-governmental activity. 

Establishment of the NZAI 

Early research indicated that the operations of Antarctic activity could be managed 

either through a continuation of the present arrangement (within the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs or an alternative department), as a stand-alone Crown entity, or as a 

contestable supply by independent service providers. The first option was rejected 

(by all except Treasury) on the grounds that it would not be responsive enough to 

"provide sufficient incentives and flexibility for innovation, risk taking and rapid 

responses to changing client demand. . . . There would be a greater risk of poor 

decision-making leading to under-performance" (Cabinet Strategy Committee, 1995, 

3). 

The final option was rejected because it could potentially signal "a lessened Crown 

commitment to the Ross Dependency and a reduced interest in international Antarctic 

affairs" (Cabinet Strategy Committee, 1995, 5). There were also concerns that it 

might damage key strategic relationships, particularly with the United States. Some 

support was given for this option as "[A]n independent service provider would have 

stronger incentives than a department or Crown entity to improve service, innovate 

and meet client needs while ensuring the best price for the Crown. It would also 

encourage the development of alternative revenue opportunities, but with the risk on 

the provider rather than on the Crown" (Cabinet Strategy Committee, 1995, 4). 

The middle option was chosen in an effort to avoid the extremeties of the other two 

positions. A Crown entity was assumed to have the "potential advantage of a single 

focus business ... and [ w ]hile full contestability of supply might not occur, scope may 

exist for efficiencies from the contracting of some activities presently provided in

house" (Cabinet Strategy Committee, 1995, 4). 
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In a discursive analysis of the above geopolitical reasoning, it becomes apparent that 

certain assumptions are made. Firstly, that contestable supply is going to provide 

greater efficiencies. Secondly, that expanded growth and innovation in the Antarctic 

is welcome. Finally, that it is appropriate for the Crown to devolve itself of the 

responsibilities of practical application of Antarctic activity. 

As was outlined in chapter 6, expanding economies based on market-driven (rather 

than government controlled), individualistic agendas, are ultimately assumed by 

officialdom to be of benefit to New Zealand. The rationale in this argument then was 

to maximise the potential for innovation, efficiency and risk opportunities through a 

privatisation of New Zealand's Antarctic arrangements, without opening the Crown to 

the risks of such exposure. The privatisation of government activity was a major 

focus of neoliberal policy in New Zealand (Upton, 1987; Larner & Walters, 2000). 

Kelsey (2002, 40) documents the economic, social and environmental implications of 

adopting the neoliberal agenda in New Zealand which she asserts has resulted in a 

"pathologically dependent, vulnerable and under-performing economy". 

That the recommendation did not extend to advocating ultimate contestability through 

an independent service provider was due to the concerns that potential instability may 

present to New Zealand's relationship with the United States. This move shows an 

awareness within officialdom about the instability of a market-driven economy and its 

impact upon the perceived authority of the nation-state. With the contested 

sovereignty in the Antarctic, the history of New Zealand's assertion and the United 

States refusal to acknowledge claims, any removal of the government's authority in 

Antarctic matters would be shrewdly assessed. 

In the extracts above it is apparent there was considerable support for expanded 

economic opportunities relating to the Antarctic. Although these would not 

necessarily involve actual travel to the Antarctic, they show an increasing recognition 

of the potential for economic exploitation within New Zealand. The potential for 

economic gain to be realised through Antarctic activity had never before been a focus 

of New Zealand's relationship to the Antarctic. This recognition therefore signalled a 

new economic/commercial rationale to New Zealand's activity that was reflected in 

the statement of strategic objectives sitting somewhat uncomfortably alongside issues 
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of environmental stewardship. 

Thus it is suggested that the 1994 review was the opportunity for a sitting National 

government to realise a neoliberal agenda in the Antarctic through a degree of 

privatisation and the acknowledgement of economic aims. 

Setting Strategic Objectives 

As the government was reviewing its management strategy in the Antarctic, it was 

recommended by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs that it was "timely for the 

Government to make a vision statement for Antarctica as a concomitant of the 

Review" (Cabinet Strategy Committee, 1995, 2). The recommended statement of 

strategic objectives was formulated to be consistent with the Government's Strategic 

Result Areas for the Public Sector 1994-97. In recognising New Zealand's 

commitment to the Ross Dependency, the statement took into account the areas of 

national security, economic well-being, international stability and the promotion of 

New Zealand values and ideology. 

These interests were therefore formulated by officials who used already existing 

government policy as a framework. Whilst the Environmental Protocol is recognised 

in the discussion alongside New Zealand's commitment to the Ross Dependency, any 

mention of it failed to be included in the final statement. It therefore gives greater 

credence to issues of national interest (including security, stability and economic 

issues) and is thus focussed on New Zealand's well-being rather than that of the 

Antarctic. 

What happened to a Minister for Antarctic Affairs? 

There was very strong support (with the exception of Treasury) within the 1995 

review to establish a Minister for Antarctic Affairs (Cabinet Strategy Committee, 

1995, 10): 

Invite the Prime Minister to consider the creation of a portfolio with 
responsibility for Antarctic Affairs to appropriately recognise the importance of 
the nation 's strategic interests in the Ross Dependency and Antarctica (this will 
not require the creation of a separate Vote); 
or (Treasury) 
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note that a case for establishing an additional portfolio for Antarctic Affairs, 
and the associated Public Finance Act implications, has not been analysed by 
officials as part of this exercise; 

Cabinet approved the first recommendation to invite the Prime Minister to consider 

the creation of a separate Minister for Antarctic Affairs (Cabinet, 1995). At the time 

though, it was recommended by Don McKinnon, then Minister of Foreign Affairs, 

that "it should come to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, but with a distinct 

conservation and environmental involvement." (cited in New Zealand Parliamentary 

Debates, 1996a, 12003). Key figures within the Antarctic community are unaware of 

the 1995 recommendation - the Chief Executive of AntNZ, Lou Sanson, is one 

example. 

Interestingly, it remains a relevant issue for today. Tasmania, Australia has a Minister 

for Antarctic Affairs within the Department of Economic Development (Antarctic 

Tasmania/Department of Economic Development, 2003), and has been involved in 

actively pursuing Antarctic interests, including within New Zealand (Lou Sanson, 25 

August 2003). Questions may be raised about the efficacy of managing Antarctic 

affairs within New Zealand through a number of agencies. Certainly the role of the 

DOC has diminished over the past few years despite the assertions of Don McKinnon. 

Even in recommending appointments to an Interim Management Board for the New 

Zealand Antarctic Institute, the Minister of Conservation was excluded whilst 

Ministers of Finance, State Services, Research, Science and Technology and 

Environment were asked to submit (Cabinet Strategy Committee, 1995). 

Consultation Processes 

It appears consultation on the structural review was undertaken within government 

departments, without input from the wider Antarctic community (Cabinet State Sector 

Committee, 1995; Cabinet Strategy Committee, 1995). Progress reports to Cabinet 

Committee suggested that "wider public consultation is deemed desirable" (Cabinet 

State Sector Committee, 1995, 1) ... and that "[o]fficials believe that wider 

consultation with selected Antarctic research providers, stake-holders and other 

interested parties about features desired in a new structure would be very helpful to 

the final decision-making process by ensuring that users such as science understand 

the process and the end result." (Cabinet State Sector Committee, 1995, 4). There is a 
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possibility that consultation may have taken place with the Antarctic science 

community, however it is not reflected in documents that I have accessed. It has been 

asserted by members of the environmental NGO community, that the 1995 review 

was a secretive process, resulting in commercially oriented outcomes (Barry Weeber, 

12 March 2003). In comparison with the 2002 review (to be discussed later in the 

chapter), it is apparent that the 1995 review was kept much more within government 

departments. 

Non-governmental activity in the Antarctic: neither confirm nor deny 

In complete synchronicity with laissez-faire policies, officials advocated "the 

Government should not hinder the development of environmentally-sound non

scientific activities in Antarctica such as private sector Antarctic support services and 

eco-tourism" (Cabinet State Sector Committee, 1995, 2). The tourism industry was 

seen to provide potential economic gains to New Zealand. 

Officials note that there are a number of actual and potential non-science 
activities which may grow in importance and become significant in fitture. 
Commercial tourism, for example, is currently growing and diversifying rapidly 
and has assumed significant proportions in the Ross Sea region. This is already 
requiring increased attention by officials to issues of management and 
regulation. New Zealand's geographical proximity to the continent makes New 
Zealand well placed to capture some of the potential benefits of Antarctic eco
tourism. In addition, Christchurch is well placed to develop further the services 
and facilities on offer from its 'Antarctic industry' which is already estimated to 
be worth $40 to $50 million annually to the local economy. (Cabinet State 
Sector Committee, 1995, 4). 

There was a distinct and purposeful decision to ensure the government was not 

involved in unduly restricting non-governmental activity of the Antarctic. It believed 

activity should occur as long as it was consistent with the Environmental Protocol and 

subsequent New Zealand policy. Tourism and other non-governmental activity were 

therefore given a free rein to negotiate their own agendas and outcomes within the 

parameters of current Antarctic legislation. 

The advent of New Zealand fishing in the Ross Sea region occurred within two years 

of the release of this statement. After an approach by Sea Lords, a New Zealand 

fishing company, there was a decision made to apply for a fishing permit under the 

Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR) 
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(OAC, 1996a). That there was no decision made by Cabinet to commence fishing in 

the Ross Sea is significant alongside this 'hands-off approach to non-governmental 

activity. Stuart Prior (2003, pers.comm) advises: 

... the Committee [OAC] established a sub-committee on fisheries to develop 
policy approaches to matters concerning Southern Ocean fisheries. The sub
committee thus played a key role in shaping the brief for CCAMLR meetings, ... 
The OAC and its sub-committee could be advisory only - because legislative 
responsibilities for Antarctic matters are vested in MF AT and Fisheries (and 
occasionally other departments). The Minister responsible for Antarctic 
matters (Simon Upton) was .fitlly apprised of all the work and recommendations 
of the OAC and its sub-committees. Where appropriate he consulted with other 
lvfinisterial colleagues on decisions crossing portfolio responsibilities. The 
OA C worked as a very collective process during the time of the Ross Sea fishery 
development. So any recommendations with respect to CCAMLR were put to 
the Minister and his Fisheries colleague . ... 
The decision about New Zealand fishing in the Ross Sea region was made by 
CCAMLR, not by New Zealand. CCAMLR authorised a certain number of New 
Zealand vessels to fish in the Ross Sea in a carefully controlled and exploratory 
manner. 

Perusal of the minutes of the meetings indicates the presence of a number of 

representatives in the working group from government departments, industry and 

environmental NGOs. Upon application from Sea Lords, the working group 

established that they needed to be clear about ensuring the soundness of New 

Zealand's application to CCAMLR (OAC, 1996a). "The OAC would be required to 

advise the Ministers of this new development ... " (OAC, 1996a, 2). At no stage of the 

process was there any recognition of the need to question New Zealand's movement 

to a fishing nation within CCAMLR. Given the heightened awareness of 

environmental protection for the Antarctic, the debates over CRAMRA through the 

1980s, and the stated objective of both political parties to advocate for a World Park 

in Antarctica, it is very surprising that this issue was not raised or considered. 

Perhaps it is not surprising if it is considered that a National-led government was now 

in power, and asserted an economic agenda for the Antarctic. In the words of Sir 

Robin Gray, Associate Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade in 1996: 

With reference to economic wellbeing, I say that there is no doubt that New 
Zealand has tremendous opportunities down in that part of the world. ( cited in 
New Zealand Parliamentary Debates, 1996a, 12003). 

Sovereignty issues are highlighted in the minutes of the OAC working group. Under 
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section 6(a) of the Official Information Act (1982) some details of the minutes have 

been withheld in the interests of protecting the security or defence of New Zealand or 

the international relations (Hughes, 2003b ). However, what can be identified is that 

there was concern expressed at the 1996 CCAMLR meeting that New Zealand had 

acted in concert with Australia and South Africa to establish new fisheries over a 

large part of the Southern Ocean (OAC, 1996c). Secondly, Stuart Prior in an 

overview of the CCAMLR meeting said "In particular, the Ministry would be looking 

to Fisheries for strong and effective guidance at future Commission meetings: New 

Zealand had some real interests to protect in addition to continuing its traditional 

strong commitment to the wise management of the Antarctic marine eco-system." 

(OAC, 1996c, 1). At an earlier meeting Stuart Prior also suggested "increasing 

fishing activity close to the Ross Sea made it imperative to ensure the effectiveness of 

CCAMLR. Otherwise, New Zealand might have to consider following the Australian 

lead in declaring an EEZ in the Ross Dependency to ensure that this and other marine 

resources in the area were adequately managed." (OAC, 1996b, 2). 

It becomes clear then, that there was a significant policy awareness of economic gain 

in the Antarctic during the mid 1990s and that New Zealand capitalised on its 

perception of sovereignty to support the establishment of a fishing regime in the 

Antarctic alongside a steadily growing tourist industry. 

Taking the bait: The Government's Response to Fishing 

In 2002 the Labour Government undertook two concurrent reviews: Antarctic -

Strategic Interests; and Antarctic - Ross Sea and Southern Ocean Review. The results 

were a lengthy discussion process with government departments, industry and 

environmental NGOs, as well as the wider Antarctic community. In this discussion I 

want to focus on the contested aspects of the second review as a continuation of the 

material covered in chapter 6 on toothfish fishing. 

On 10 July 2001 the Cabinet Finance, Infrastructure and Environment Committee 

( endorsed by Cabinet) authorised the review to "includ[ e] consideration of sustainable 

fishing regimes for toothfish or a global moratorium with a view to setting a clear 
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framework and direction for the future" (Cabinet Finance, Infrastructure and 

Environment Committee, 2001, 1). In the minute of decision they made two 

statements that are potentially contentious. 

Firstly it is obvious that there were high levels of concern about the potential for 

illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing in the Ross Sea. 

noted that there is no evidence at this stage that the protection of the toothfish 
in the Ross Sea has proved inadequate, and that if any such evidence were to 
become available, the issue of a potential moratorium under the Convention on 
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Flora and Fauna (CITES) 
will be revisited; (Cabinet Finance, Infrastructure and Environment Committee, 
2001, 1). 

It is obviously therefore in the interests of the New Zealand toothfish fishing industry 

not to find any evidence of IUU fishing in the Antarctic. If the New Zealand 

government are relying upon industry to supply information regarding any IUU 

fishing in the Ross Sea, then they are asking industry to 'provide a noose for their 

own necks'. 

Secondly, there is an obvious assertion of territorial rights in the following statement: 

noted that last season for the first time non-New Zealand vessels fished in the 
Western Ross Sea consistent with CCAMLR Conservation Measures and that 
efforts to encourage them to desist were not successful; (Cabinet Finance, 
Infrastructure and Environment Committee, 2001, 2). 

It could be argued that New Zealand wants to maintain New Zealand vessels in the 

Ross Sea region because of the high environmental standards imposed upon our fleet. 

As the Ross Sea region is viewed as part of the Ross Dependency over which New 

Zealand wishes to show high levels of environmental stewardship, it still remains, at 

least covertly, an assertion of sovereignty. 

The APU at MF AT then issued a 9-page (plus annexes) discussion paper in December 

2001 with the purpose of "seek[ing] the views of interested parties as to the approach 

that should be taken by New Zealand in the management of marine living resources in 

the Ross Sea and Southern Ocean, particularly with regard to toothfish fishing." 

(APU, 2001, 1). 
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The summary of New Zealand's fishing in the Ross Sea emphasised the potential 

benefits of continued fishing to the New Zealand economy including the number of 

jobs (100 FTE), current contribution of $10 million annually and "[i]f the Ross Sea 

was fished to its current estimated yield of 5,000 tonnes, this resource could be 

potentially worth $71 million per year" (APU, 2001, 6). It did not include any 

negative impacts of fishing on the Ross Sea, either environmentally, fiscally, or in 

relation to national security and international stability. Feedback from the 

Environment and Conservation Organisations of New Zealand (ECO) and the Royal 

Forest and Bird Protection Society (Forest & Bird) states: 

Most overwhelmingly it is so clearly designed to make the case for business as 
usual that it does not even try to present a coherent case for protection in the 
form of marine reserves or the moratorium. (ECO/Forest & Bird, 2002, 1). 

In an 11-page submission on the document, ECO/Forest & Bird (2002) made a 

number of assertions challenging the validity of the position as constructed in the 

discussion document. In challenging the presentation of values and interests, the 

legislative implications, the economic arguments, ecological and environmental 

impacts, and diplomatic ramifications, ECO/Forest & Bird presented a thought

provoking submission on the implications of continued fishing by New Zealand in the 

Ross Sea region. In deciding to support the advocacy of a global moratorium on the 

trade in toothfish, the submission highlighted Labour Party policy at the 1999 election 

that "advocate[ s] the protection of Antarctica as a world park, free from mining and 

other threats to its near pristine environment" (1999, cited in ECO/Forest & Bird, 

2002, 2). 

In May 2002, after consultation with relevant Ministry departments, environmental 

·NGOs, fishing industry, Antarctic science community and iwi, the Minister of Foreign 

Affairs, Phil Goff, and the Minister of Fisheries, Pete Hodgson, submitted a paper to a 

Cabinet Committee for consideration (Office of the Minister of Foreign Affairs and 

Trade/Office of the Minister of Fisheries, 2002). Excluding government departments 

(who are represented on the OAC) it appears as though only the toothfish fishing 

industry and environmental NGOs responded to the document. Their submissions 

were included in a two-page summary annexed to the briefing paper. 
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After reading both the 11-page submission and the 1-page summaty, I do not believe 

that the submission by ECO/Forest & Bird was adequately summarised. Nor was the 

intent of their submission accurately presented. Their submission stated: 

The groups support a moratorium on toothfish fishing and the listing of 
toothfish on CITES appendix IL ... We do not agree ... with the continued 
participation in CCAMLRfishing. If it is to continue then there should only be 
fishing in the one established area and at no greater level of effort than there 
now is . ... We support the advocacy of a moratorium on fishing in the CCAMLR 
area. Failing that we support continued efforts for better legal and other 
mechanisms to reduce IUU fishing and to exert better control on legal fishing. 
(ECO/Forest & Bird, 2002, 10-11 ). 

The summary advanced their position as this: 

These NGOs argue that New Zealand fishing should be limited to existing areas 
whilst advocating a moratorium. They strongly oppose continued expansion of 
New Zealand fishing into other CCAMLR Subareas (ie areas beyond the Ross 
Sea). They oppose maintaining broadly similar levels of catch limits for the 
Ross Sea within the CCAMLR management framework. ... They . .. support 
advocating a moratorium until other mechanisms are in place addressing IUU. 
(Office of the Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade/Office of the Minister of 
Fisheries, 2002, 14). 

This obviously misrepresents the clear advocacy of a moratorium and the desire for 

New Zealand to desist from fishing in the Ross Sea. Furthermore the Ministers' 

offices present the IUU moratorium argument in a way that suggests if IUU fishing 

were to be addressed then a moratorium would no longer be advanced by the 

submitters. The summary is worded so that it appears as though ECO and Forest & 

Bird do not oppose New Zealand fishing under CCAMLR in the Ross Sea region. 

ECO/Forest & Bird (2002) also put a four-page case regarding the economic costs of 

fishing by addressing issues of natural capital, existence value and ecological damage 

as well as challenging issues surrounding compliance and opportunity costs. This is 

summarised into one sentence: 

They argue that the non-economic values need to be protected and that the 
economic analysis does not include the cost of management, enforcement or 
research, which is paid for by the Crown or by other Governments through the 
CCAMLR processes. (Office of the Minister of Foreign Affairs and 
Trade/Office of the Minister of Fisheries, 2002, 14). 

158 



I would therefore argue that the concerns of ECO and Forest & Bird were moderated 

in the summary attached to the Cabinet briefing, and that Cabinet were not fully 

apprised of all the issues surrounding this submission. 

The summary of the toothfish fishing industry view includes: 

In real and economic terms, New Zealand economic interests in Antarctic 
fisheries have increased substantially during the past six years . ... The industry 
support current protected area proposals in the Ross Sea but oppose additional 
reserves as there is no evidence of fisheries depletion. . . . The indusfly argues 
that current decision-maldng takes account of environmental and other factors 
satisfactorily. They strongly object to New Zealand fishing being limited to 
existing areas, on the grounds that New Zealand must be able to compete in all 
areas on an equal basis . ... They strongly support continued expansion of New 
Zealand industry into other areas within the CCAMLR management framework. 
... The industry supports catch limits being set within the CCAMLR management 
framework based on scientific advice, without a predetermined policy level. 
They support progression of the Ross Sea fishery from an exploratory fishery to 
an assessed fishery, which scientific evidence supports, and would benefit the 
New Zealand economy. .. . They support increased pressure on IUU, .. . The 
industry opposes a global moratorium as an unrealistic option that would not 
have a meaningful impact on IUU fishing and is unachievable, ... (Office of the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade/Office of the Minister of Fisheries, 2002, 
13-14). 

As will be seen, each of these wishes currently exist (or have the potential to exist, i.e. 

assessed fishery) within the reviewed policy. The only point of difference is in New 

Zealand's advocacy for more marine reserves (Cabinet, 2002b). There have been no 

advances on marine reserves in the Ross Sea region to the present date, excluding a 

no-take area of 10 nautical miles around the Balleny Islands. In an informal 

agreement with other countries interested in the area, New Zealand has voluntarily 

extended the Balleny Islands protection to 50 nautical miles and established 10 

nautical mile no-take zones around all of the Ross Sea coastal bird breeding sites 

(Office of the Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade/Office of the Minister of 

Fisheries, 2002). These zones were already in force at the time of the governmental 

review. 

The briefing paper recommended four options on fishing in the Ross Sea by New 

Zealand vessels. To highlight the way these were presented to Cabinet, I will reprint 

these in full: 
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EITHER 

4.1 agree to advocate development of an assessed fishery in the Ross Sea; 

OR (supported by all Departments, except DOC) 

4.2 agree to New Zealand participation in sustainable fishing activities at 
conservative and precautionary catch levels which are approved by CCAMLR 
and consistent with its principles of conservation and Scientific Committee 
advice, while protecting biodiversity; 

OR 

4.3 agree to cap New Zealand involvement to no more than current levels 
of participation in Ross Sea exploratory fishing activities and advocate 
CCAMLR adoption of more conservative and precautionary levels of catch for 
the Ross Sea, until representative no-take reserves are established in the area; 

OR (supported by DOC) 

4.4 direct the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade in consultation with 
relevant departments, industry and NGOs to advocate a global moratorium on 
the trade in toothfish, and withdraw support for the time being from New 
Zealand exploratory fishing; 
(Office of the Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade/Office of the Minister of 
Fisheries, 2002, 9). 

The Cabinet Finance, Infrastructure and Environment Committee (2002d, 2) accepted 

option 4.2 as written, adding "that the decision ... would not preclude revisiting the 

issue of a global moratorium on the trade in toothfish, if a world-wide consensus on 

the matter develops". This was adopted unchanged by Cabinet on 27 May 2002 

(Cabinet, 2002b ). 

The arguments supporting the briefing paper included some contentious comments 

that I do not believe were properly represented. Firstly officials argued the economic 

case for fishing, including the assertion that if they were not there, others would be. 

Capping the New Zealand level of explorat01y fishing (and confining it to the 
Ross Sea) would not in any event stop other countries fishing in the Ross Sea or 
elsewhere at levels determined by CCAMLR scientific advice. This would 
lessen economic returns to New Zealand whilst allowing other countries to take 
up those economic opportunities. (Office of the Minister of Foreign Affairs and 
Trade/Office of the Minister of Fisheries, 2002, 6). 

No indication was made of the apparent ability for other nations to currently apply to 
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fish in the Ross Sea region, and, as has already been argued, the current status shows 

that although interest in the Ross Sea region is growing, it does not match the interest 

and commitment shown by the New Zealand toothfish fishing industry. The Ross Sea 

region is therefore constructed in New Zealand as a legitimate resource space for the 

ongoing expansion of the fishing industry. The dilemma 'are we in, changing? or out, 

protesting?' is certainly relevant to New Zealand's involvement in CCAMLR. 

However, it is important to remember that, unlike other regulatory fishery 

mechanisms (RFMOs), CCAMLR is a 'conservation-based' regime and allows 

members to be fully active even if they abstain from fishing. This was New Zealand's 

position for over a decade. To this end, New Zealand could remain within the regime 

as a non-fishing nation, and still advocate for change. 

Secondly, there is one statement that gives more concern than the rest. In outlining 

the operations and processes of CCAMLR, the briefing paper asserts: 

The Commission specifically adopts a precautionary approach to managing 
Southern Ocean toothfish stocks by basing its decisions on a robust scientific 
process and in some cases, by discounting stock assessment levels by 5 0% to 
allow for uncertainty in stock assessment. ( emphasis added, Office of the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade/Office of the Minister of Fisheries, 2002, 
3). 

Given the arguments outlined in the previous chapter, it is potentially erroneous to 

make such an assertion, and at the very least misleads politicians into an assurance 

about the reliability of the information used by CCAMLR in assessing fish stocks in 

subareas 88.1 and 88.2. CCAMLR (2002b) has stated "that the approach employed to 

estimate yield in Subareas 88.1 and 88.2 may no longer be applicable ... " Although 

this was stated after the review had taken place, the process of assessing estimated 

yields for the two subareas was already contentious. 

There is a concern that not enough is known about the population dynamics and 
ecosystem role of Antarctic toothfish. This lack of information has led to some 
problems with setting limits for the Ross Sea, and exploratory catch limits here 
have been more conservatively based than the limits set for Patagonian 
toothfish in other CCAMLR areas. (Waterhouse, 2001, 3.40). 

Information provided by officials to the Cabinet briefing is critical in the formulation 

of Antarctic policy. In the example of the Ross Sea review, this analysis reveals there 

were instances when the information was not always accurately portrayed and as such 
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served to marginalise the discourses and input of those interest groups who opposed 

fishing by New Zealand in the Ross Sea region. 

Marginalising Discourses 

The above mapping of process illustrates how the views of the environmental 

community were not adopted in the final review. Any addition of environmental 

concerns did not effect any significant change in the outcome and constituted a 

potential 'greenwash' of fishing policy. So how did this occur? 

Disparaging environmental NGO concerns The environmental NGO community 

acknowledge they have difficulty in having their views taken seriously within 

officialdom - often looked upon as 'thorns in the side' of progress ( as stated by 

Palmer, 1990). 

They 're sort of sceptical of NGOs and you've just got to go through that process 
of (in some way) educating them about what NGOs are all about. That there is 
some broader community interest in Antarctic policy, ... (Barry Weeber, Forest 
& Bird, 12 March 2003). 

Fisheries, we used to casually raise Antarctic issues with them at what used to 
be regular meetings with MFish, which they've discontinued mainly because 
they didn't like us saying 'clean up your act'. They got sick of us. (Cath 
Wallace, co-chair, ECO, 12 March 200~). 

There is no open acknowledgement of dismissal of environmental NGO concerns 

within the official community, however some statements do give this impression. 

There is always going to be a section of the NZ population that does not agree 
with fishing in Antarctic. MFish accepts that this is the case and it is important 
that the views of this section of society are taken into account when policy 
decisions are made (such as occurred in the Ross Sea review last year). (Edgar, 
2003b, pers.comm). 

Neglecting to properly include the argument of organisations with over 50,000 

members means that politicians do not have the opportunity to consider the wishes of 

their voting public. In changing tact on the minerals negotiations, Geoffrey Palmer 

acknowledges the power of public opinion. When asked 'In your role as Prime 

Minister, what part did you play in the eventual abandonment of CRAMRA?' he 

replied: 
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Everything. Totally. I was Minister for the Environment, as well as being 
Prime Minister and probably the environmental aspects of this were the most 
important. . .. Despite all the good work that Chris Beeby did over a series of 
years, the abandonment of it was both desirable and necessary. 
Environmental opinion changed. (Geoffrey Palmer, 11 March 2003). 

Furthermore, the under-resourcing in terms of staffing and funds, makes 

environmental NGOs very vulnerable in terms of equity at the negotiating table (Cath 

Wallace, 12 March 2003; Barry Weeber, 12 March 2003). 

The 'unashamed advocate'? : Department of Conservation The other voice for a 

moratorium came from within officialdom - DOC. Under the 1995 strategic review, it 

was envisaged that DOC would play a pivotal role in Antarctic affairs and is the only 

government department to specifically require, under statute, management of the 

Antarctic environment within the Ross Dependency (Andrew Bignell, 13 May 2003). 

Despite their involvement on the OAC and representation at international forum (i.e. 

CCAMLR and the Committee for Environmental Protection - CEP), it is immediately 

apparent that DOC neither affords the Antarctic a high priority within its own 

department, nor is pivotal in Antarctic affairs domestically. There was no 

representation at any of the Antarctic-related conferences I attended during the year, 

nor was there any input into these in any way. A worker from the department was 

scheduled to be involved in the bioprospecting conference, but did not attend. 

Andrew Bignell, International Relations Manager (13 May 2003), questioned the 

relevancy of the department spending resources on involvement at the conference, 

when issues surrounding the conservation of Antarctic biodiversity were not at risk. 

He also stated that there were issues of prioritisation to consider and staff were 

required to be at another conference that had greater significance. 

The Department seems to be afflicted with the same issues that are impacting on the 

environmental NGO community. There are no full-time Antarctic people employed 

within the department, and most have to juggle Antarctic commitments with other 

priorities. Furthermore, it has been suggested that the Department no longer has the 

political clout that it had. 

They are very low down in the pecking order in the departments, having been 
really starved of funds, particularly over the time when National was in power. 
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In the aftermath of Cave Creek63 they found it very hard to stand up to other 
departments. They lost a lot of the moral high ground. And they have become 
very timid - they were beaten up so much at official level and at a cabinet level 
when the Nats [sic] were in. (Cath Wallace, 12 March 2003). 

About 1988-89 there was a move to actually widen out Antarctic policy. At that 
stage an officials committee got established and certainly from that stage, for 
probably the next 3-4 years, DOC and MJE played quite a key role in Antarctic 
policy ... Since about 1993-94 there was a downgrading of both MJE and 
DOC's role and the economic agencies got more involved in it. (Barry Weeber, 
12 March 2003). 

Therefore in spite ofrhetoric to the contrary, it appears that DOC has lost a significant 

amount of its role in Antarctic affairs. This is reflected within the review of the Ross 
I 

Sea fishing. Despite DOC's advocacy for the moratorium, their position was isolated 

from the remainder of the OAC. 

The sidelining of DOC is totally consistent with the policies of a laissez-faire political 

style during the 1990s. Under a National government their departmental funding was 

cut by $33 million annually (Moore, 1993), a situation that has never been fully 

reinstated by Labour. In the meantime other government departments have taken a 

higher profile role in Antarctic issues. The Ministry for Economic Development 

(formerly the Ministry of Commerce) has recently become involved in issues 

surrounding bioprospecting. Geoffrey Palmer (1990) suggested that Commerce was 

one of the government departments that did not have a tradition of being friendly to 

the environment. The consultation process for the Ross Sea and Southern Ocean 

review included representation from Defence, DOC, Department of Prime Minister 

and Cabinet, Land Information NZ, Ministry for Economic Development, Ministry 

for the Environment, Ministry of Fisheries, and Treasury (Cabinet Finance, 

Infrastructure and Environment Committee, 2002b ). Excluding DOC, and to a certain 

degree MfE, none of the other organisations has conservation as a mandate. Given 

that the ATS and the legislation that flows from it is built on a greater premise of 

conservation than anywhere else in the world, this is an element that is contested. 

At the moment the 'knowledge wave' is dominating government policy and 
environment policy. While there's some sort of commitment at different stages -
we make some progress in different areas - the policy, the commitment [to 

63 In 1995 a DOC viewing platform at Cave Creek on the West Coast collapsed, resulting in the loss of 
14 lives. In the aftermath, DOC was found to be negligent in the construction of the platfonn. 
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environmental protection] is pretty low - particularly on our international 
policy. (Barry Weeber, 12 March 2003). 

It's just not an appropriate objective - to have a New Zealand regional 
economic development objective for a place that is a protected area of 
wilderness and seemingly quite ready to sacrifice some of those things. (Cath 
Wallace, 12 March 2003). 

Adopting the Discou1·se of Sustainabillty As revealed in chapter 5, New Zealand's 

environmental policy is built on the notion of sustainable development. It also 

became apparent that New Zealand government's interpretation of sustainability 

development meant continued growth that minimises the impact on the environment. 

The RMA (1991) provided the mechanism by which all of nature can be commodified 

(O'Connor, 1999). The decision to fish in the Ross Sea region parallels the 

widespread adoption of sustainability discourse in New Zealand environmental 

management approaches. 

What happened to the global moratorium? 

In the discussion document proposals for a global moratorium were met with 

resistance. It was asserted "[t]he need for consensus among CCAMLR members 

needs to be borne in mind." (APU, 2001, 8). ECO/Forest & Bird (2002, 7) challenged 

this position: 

This paper takes the status quo position of the wish by some CCAMLR countries 
to fish as a given. It does not explore how to shift this or whether it can be 
shifted. This is exactly the same mistake that MFAT made with the Antarctic 
minerals debate: it took the status quo as a given and did not consider what 
might effect change. 

It can be seen that the marginalisation of opposition to fishing in the Ross Sea 

involves a multitude of factors. Alongside some of the discussions on inadequacy of 

the environmental NGO movement, the co-option of previously independent 

campaigners, the tendency within officialdom to seek commercial gain in the 

Antarctic and the way iri which the discourses are presented to Cabinet are also 

critical. The rationale for ·continued fishing was framed within this setting and no 

doubt will continue to be challenged. 
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Reviewing New Zealand's Antarctic Policy the 'Third Way' 

The National government had asserted a 'hands-off' approach to tourism provided the 

activities were ecologically sound (Cabinet State Sector Committee, 1995). In 1997, 

still under National, MF AT issued a guideline booklet for visitors to the Ross Sea 

region. In it they state: 

If tourism in the Ross Sea region is to grow and develop without detrimental 
impact on the wildlife and the environment, or disruption of scientific research, 
there rnust be appropriate management of activities within a legislative 
framework to ensure the necessary safeguards and to promote responsible 
tourist operations. (MFAT, 1997, 8). 

It can be seen that the growth of tourism in the Antarctic was not viewed as 

problematic provided there were no detrimental impacts both to the environment and 

to scientific research. Despite increasing growth in the 1990s (Hampson, 2002), the 

government did not acknowledge any concerns with cumulative effects. 

The 1998 Antarctic Futures workshop explored the possibilities of future scenarios in 

the Antarctic, including some very obviously market-led commercial ventures 

(Tetley, 1998). In June 2000, AntNZ hosted a workshop on Antarctic tourism. 

Participants covered a wide diversity of views in debates ranging from neoliberal 

market-lead drivers through to the exercising of restraint and forbearance with strong 

governmental regulation (AntNZ, 2000b). In the preface to the proceedings it is 

asserted "while paiiicipants generally agreed that existing tourism is well managed, 

they expressed caution at the potential for ecological and environmental damage to 

the Antarctic if tourism expands at too rapid a pace." (AntNZ, 2000b, 3)64. 

After the tum of the century, there were increasing concerns about the potential 

cumulative effects on the environment, issues of vessel and passenger safety, and the 

exponential growth in tourism to the Antarctic. As a result tourism was to be a 

"major item on the agenda for XXVIth ATCM [Antarctic Treaty Consultative 

Meeting] in Madrid in June [2003]." (Office of the Minister of Foreign Affairs and 

64Ministerial assertion of sovereignty through notions of stewardship and guardianship was also 
evidenced during this workshop. Mark Burton (then Minister of Tourism) stated during his opening 
address "New Zealand is most fortunate to be a custodian of a very large portion of the Antarctic 
continent ... " (AntNZ, 2000b, 6). 
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Trade, 2003, 1). Consequently the New Zealand delegation needed direction from the 

Government about the negotiating position required. 

In 2002 the Ministry issued a draft document for consultation, 'New Zealand Policy 

and Procedures for Visitors to Antarctica' "which was subsequently terminated due 

mainly to problems with the consultation document." (Office of the Minister of 

Foreign Affairs and Trade, 2003, 6). The draft policy in this document continued to 

advance private visits (including tourism) as a legitimate Antarctic activity 

" ... provided that they are consistent with and contribute beneficially to the primary 

purposes and values of the reserve" (MFAT, 2002, 5). 

Given a very narrow timeframe in which to formulate a position before the ATCM, 

the Ministry did not consult with the wider community and instead chose to adopt the 

consultation and feedback from the 2002 process in formulating the 2003 report to 

Cabinet. In a significant shift from previous policy, the report recommended that 

greater intervention in Antarctic tourism was needed. 

New Zealand will seek the strengthening of the means to manage effectively, 
and where necessary control, tourism and other non-governmental activities in 
Antarctica, will avoid promoting any expansion of Antarctic tourism, will 
oppose any expansion of permanent or semi-permanent land-based tourism in 
Antarctica, especially in the Ross Dependency, and will continue to limit the 
extent of government support to tourism and other non-governmental activities 
in Antarctica to that of humanitarian assistance and basic hospitality. The 
paper does not, however, propose restricting current levels of tourism from New 
Zealand to Antarctica. (Office of the Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 
2003, 1). 

The New Zealand delegation subsequently presented this argument at the Madrid 

ATCM where a number of issues surrounding tourism and other non-governmental 

activities were discussed (XXVI ATCM, 2003). New Zealand's position was to 

advocate for some increased measures within the ATS. However, some delegations 

believed that current measures were enough to provide for ongoing management. 

With nothing conclusive reached at the ATCM, an inter-sessional working group was 

established to consider some of the issues in preparation for the next ATCM. This 

shift in New Zealand policy caused some heated discussion within the tourism 

industry (Storey, 2003, pers.comm.) 

167 



The 'Third Way' 

The policy New Zealand adopted reflects an interventionist approach that 

characterises the fifth Labour Government (Kelsey, 2002). In an attempt to soften the 

hardline neoliberal policies of the 1990s (resulting in increased inequalities and 

failure to deliver on environmental outcomes), the Labour government adopted 

strategies used internationally, commonly known as 'The Third Way'. 

The role of a Third Way government is to pilot its citizens through this new 
terrain. It should take a positive attitude to globalisation, while addressing its 
destructive effects. .. . It should reconstruct authority to involve active and 
participatory democracy. And it should promote a modernising strategy that is 
based on the principle of ecological conservatism. (Giddens, cited in Kelsey, 
2002, 54-55). 

While many assert that there can be no alternative, Kelsey (2002, 85) argues these 

policies do little more than "recycle neoliberal wine in social democracy bottles" and 

the contradictions inherent in neoliberal policy have not been addressed by adopting 

Third Way policies. Postcolonial and feminist critiques assert the increased 

intervention displayed in Third Way governments constitutes a type of 

'greenwashing' of the neoliberal agenda and does nothing to address the inequalities 

stemming from market-place dynamics, free trade agreements, environmental 

exploitation and the colonial co-option of indigenous knowledge (Rowell, 1996; 

Beder, 1997; Guha & Martinez-Alier, 1997; Doyle, 1998; Visvanathan, 1998; 

O'Connor, 1999; Rosser, 1999; Holland, 2000; Redclift, 2000; Shiva, 2001; Harcourt, 

2002; Kelsey, 2002; Plumwood, 2002). 

Feminist and Postcolonial Critiques of Government 

Aside from the general masculine nature in which governments and parliaments have 

been structured (Dalby, 1994), women are systematically excluded from the political 

arena in similar ways to their exclusion from science (Enloe, 1989; Seager, 1993). 

Despite growing numbers of women in high political positions, the structures remain 

unchanged. Colonial imposition of parliamentary power in New Zealand also served 

to exclude the indigenous people from power-sharing in policies that actively 

discriminated against iwi (Orange, 1992). Also arguably less overt now, policies and 
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structures are still set up in such a way that indigenous voices are marginalised within 

New Zealand politics (Kelsey, 2002). 

Throughout recent history, much feminist and postcolonial critiques have been 

directed at the governments of nation states (Enloe, 1989; Seager, 1993; Escobar, 

1995; Kelsey, 2002). Dodds (2000) noted the prevalence of nation state security and 

preservation in geopolitical discourse. Dalby (1994) also highlights the feminist 

debates on demarcation of territory, and the inadequacy of some governments to 

provide security for their populations. Governments, often focussed on the 

preservation of these spaces, become entrenched in defending territorial sovereignty 

without giving due consideration to the politics of equality within and between 

nations. In the Antarctic, through the overt activities and policies surrounding the 

security of territorial interests, the feminist and postcolonial calls for equity and 

fairness (Young, 2003) are neglected. Dalby (1994, 606) suggests: 

Part of the task of critical geopolitics is the investigation of the (territorial) 
construction of political community_ and the exploration of the possibilities of 
constructing forms of political communities which are not so vulnerable to the 
violence of sovereignty. 

This is a major contribution that feminist and postcolonial critiques of Antarctic 

geopolitics can make. By challenging the sovereign assertion of nation states, these 

theoretical frameworks encourage greater participation and inclusion. With any 

issues that may arise from contested sovereignty in the Antarctic, the feminist 

assertions of moving beyond the conception of nation state security to more inclusive 

global processes is worthy of attention. 

Conclusions: Geopolitical Assertions of Space 

The formation of the geopolitical performative script was the focus of this chapter, 

while the following chapter will thread these constructions into the geopolitical 

framework designed by O Tuathail (2002). By considering three distinct events in 

policy making, different aspects of the construction process were highlighted. The 

timeframe also provided representation of the agendas of the two political parties in 

power. 
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Politicians rely on the advice given to them by officials to make informed decisions 

about Antarctic policy. This chapter has suggested that through the marginalisation of 

opposing discourses, at least in the Ross Sea review, officials misrepresented some of 

the concerns of dissenters and inaccurately portrayed information regarding the 

scientific process. 

After briefing, politicians then have the responsibility to make further decisions based 

on their political philosophies, ministerial responsibilities and wishes of their voting 

public. Geoffrey Palmer (1990, 131) recognised this in his decision regarding the 

minerals regime. 

The need for the best scientific evidence is central to good environmental policy. 
But even then difficult judgements have to be made on the basis of what might 
happen. Those judgements are not scientific. They are essentially political. 

Whilst also being influenced by public opinion, governments are most 

overwhelmingly influenced by their party political philosophy, which although 

changing over time, remains spatially consistent. This review of the construction of 

Antarctic policy has highlighted the connectedness Antarctic policy has with related 

New Zealand domestic policies and party philosophies, including neoliberal and 

'Third Way' agendas and the adoption of sustainable development within the Ross 

Sea region. 

Since the first strategic review m the mid 1990s, successive New Zealand 

governments have strongly asserted strategic interests in the Ross Dependency. To 

avoid issues of sovereignty, the Ross Dependency is conveniently identified as the 

Ross Sea region, which, through issues of environmental stewardship and regulation 

of commercial activity, allows the New Zealand government to exercise and 

legitimise its territorial claim. The New Zealand Antarctic Institute Act (1996) 

provided the platform for this activity and is underpinned by New Zealand's 

commitment to upholding the territorial claim and interest in the Ross Dependency. 

The importance of the Ross Sea region is not just realised through the colonial 

inheritance of territory, but also through issues of geographical proximity that has 
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New Zealand, as a South Pacific nation, desiring to maintain a degree of control 

(through peace and stability) in the region. New Zealand officialdom and government 

also tends to uphold New Zealand as a nation with a record of good environmental 

stewardship, expressed very strongly throughout New Zealand Antarctic discourses. 

This is used to justify continued exploitation and regulatory control in the Ross Sea 

region through mechanisms available in the ATS. 
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8 
We Still Run the Ice 

Concluding the Geopolitical Gaze 

For the sake of sheer international stability, I believe that New Zealand 
should enhance its leadership down there and not give any of it away. 
Sir Robin Gray (cited in New Zealand Parliamentary Debates, 1996a, 

12003) 

[T]he basis of the Treaty regime is still not wholly accepted 
internationally. The world is not indeed really familiar with the Treaty. 
Antarctica is not governed by an instrument that has been negotiated 

amongst the world's nations. The legal status of Antarctica is not 
resolved. Parties are still vulnerable to the charge that Antarctica is 

governed under a regime determined by a self-selected and 
unrepresentative group of countries . ... The Treaty has, in all truth, not 
confi'onted the sort of challenge that would ensue from the discovery of 

major, valuable and exploitable resources within the area over which the 
Treaty provides governance. .. . A sounder relationship between the 

Antarctic Treaty and the United Nations must be established. 
Stuart Prior (1997, 7) 

"Aotearoa, rugged individual ... " The opening lines from a verse of Six Months in a 

Leaky Boat by New Zealand band Split Enz, epitomise the masculinist construction of 

the New Zealand male psyche. These tributes echo in the discourses of the Antarctic, 

from the celebration of the heroic explorer, to the modem scientist who survives the 

extreme conditions of the Antarctic to provide benefit to 'mankind'. This final chapter 

will pull together the threads of the discussions in the previous chapters to highlight 

the masculine and colonial construction of Antarctic space. 

Chapter 2 outlined a methodology not only for constructing geographs, but also for 

considering how these geographs and the discourses within them are collectively 

assembled and constructed into a formalised geopolitical script - New Zealand 

Antarctic policy. In this concluding chapter I want to revisit the questions that were 

posed by O Tuathail (2002) in the construction of storylines and consider what 
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answers would be given in the context of New Zealand Antarctic policy. In asking 

where, what, who, why and so what, it will be shown that the discussions arising from 

the previous chapters provide answers to these questions. 

Secondly I will consider how the discourses of some groups in the New Zealand 

Antarctic community are consistently marginalised. The feminist and postcolonial 

voices are rarely, if ever, heard. By using the analysis above, it can be shown how and 

why these voices have become marginalised and excluded in Antarctic circles. 

Finally, I will discuss what a feminist postcolonial critique has inspired for a critical 

geopolitical study of the Antarctic. I have found this approach a novel and useful way 

to help deconstruct some of the assumptions within New Zealand discourses on the 

Antarctic. At times the theoretical aspects of the debate have merged into the 

background as the detailed empirical analysis of documents and interviews came to 

the fore. As a whole, this thesis achieved the contextualisation of empirical 

information with the theoretical debates in a (re)construction of New Zealand's 

relationship to the Antarctic. 

Revisiting Questions of Geopolitical Relevance 

Although used to deconstruct the Bosnian War, 0 Tuathail's (2002) analysis provides 

a useful tool for considering how New Zealand's Antarctic policy is constructed. By 

recognising that policy is formulated at another level separate from the storylines of 

Antarctic organisations, this framework reveals the way in which policy attempts to 

make coherent statements from an array of competing discourses. In light of the 

examinations of this thesis, the conclusion revisits the questions outlined by 0 

Tuathail, considering how they have become formalised in New Zealand Antarctic 

policy through an examination of their underlying assumptions. 

Where? 

New Zealand's Antarctic activity. _focuses on the Ross Sea reg10n. Chapter 3 

considered the ways in which New Zealand overtly asserts its territorial interests in 
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the Ross Dependency through reference to documents and information literature 

available from MFAT. The two statements of strategic interests released under both 

National and Labour-led governments continue to recognise and assert New Zealand's 

interest in this area. 

Geographical proximity is often used to frame an ongoing interest in the region. 

Phrases such as 'gateway', 'back door' and 'neighbour' have all been used to 

highlight these claims. By claiming reference to such geographical advantage, New 

Zealand has legitimised a number of activities in the Antarctic - both commercial and 

non-commercial. Fishing in the Southern Ocean is one example ( chapters 5 and 6), 

and the production of the State of the Environment Report on the Ross Sea region 

(Waterhouse, 2001) is another. It cannot be simplistically separated from issues of 

sovereignty assertion, with geographical proximity compounding the claim to territory 

and the right to act. Together they conceptualise the Ross Sea region as a legitimate 

space for New Zealand Antarctic activity. 

The construction of Christchurch as the 'gateway city' has been utilised for 

commercial gain within the tourism sector, through links to historical past and as the 

base for cooperative logistical activity. Overt economic benefit to New Zealand does 

not always require physical contact with the Antarctic, and Christchurch has aptly 

capitalised on the gateway concept to make such gains. 

What? 

To make the Antarctic a meaningful place for New Zealand activity requires more 

than geographical proximity. The 'inheriting' of the Ross Dependency through British 

colonial activity, accompanied by the intense interest in the early voyages to the 

Antarctic through New Zealand ports, created the basis for an ongoing interest by a 

group of interested New Zealand citizens - primarily scientists or people actively 

involved in some of the early endeavours. The formation of the NZAS in 1933 was 

the culmination of activity by some of these people to ensure that the Antarctic heroic 

endeavours were not lost to history (Peat, 1983). Although political interest waned 

throughout the first half of the century, significant lobbying on behalf of the science 

community and the NZAS saw a renewed interest in Antarctic activity culminating in 

the TAE during the IGY. Since that time New Zealand has maintained an active 
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commitment in the ATS through ongoing science programmes. 

The ATS has ensured the Antarctic has remained free of active conflict, maintaining 

peace and stability on a large continent close to New Zealand. As elucidated in 

chapter 3, it is important to New Zealand defence policy that peace is maintained in 

the area. The removal of military and nuclear threats in the Antarctic parallels New 

Zealand's domestic policies and therefore is consistent with New Zealand's strategic 

defence objectives. 

Despite political moves to internationalise the Antarctic, it has remained within the 

ATS, and current policy seems set to retain this commitment whilst asserting New 

Zealand's territorial claim. 

The mineral debates of the 1980s initiated a reintensification of interest in Antarctic 

issues and with the negotiations held in New Zealand, there was a definite political 

and official interest in the outcomes. The resulting Environmental Protocol reframed 

the Antarctic as a place of wilderness rather than for resource use. But this needs to be 

qualified. Through an analysis of the arguments presented, it can be seen that New 

Zealand's hegemonic discourse recognises the continent and landmasses of the 

Antarctic as a wilderness deserving protection, but it does not offer the same 

construction of the Southern Ocean, which is perceived of in resourcist terms. It is 

interesting that the land perceived as 'wasteland' is worthy of environmental 

preservation, but the ocean which is teeming with marine life, is not considered 

worthy of the same protection. In the Antarctic, the preservationist argument only 

goes so far as deeming places that are 'worthless' as worth preserving, and those that 

are worth something, need to be sustainably managed. 

Who? 

New Zealand policy makes very clear statements about who it contends should be 

players in the Antarctic. Through its commitment to the Treaty and subsequent 

regimes, New Zealand upholds the right of science as a legitimate Antarctic activity. 

It has framed scientific activity within the science strategy, which whilst asserting the 

moral high ground on conducting activity for global environmental purposes, also 

engages in science for potential commercial gain ( e.g. bioprospecting) and has 
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numerous science events involving the study of Antarctic biological systems ( chapter 

4). It is not for here to argue the progressive/regressive nature of these different 

science events, but it is important to recognise that physical science of all disciplines 

continues in the Antarctic despite the claims to an environmental mandate. There are 

challenges to this in some quarters (e.g. Lou Sanson, 14 February 2003; Cath 

Wallace, 12 March 2003), and it is likely that science events are going to have to 

increasingly prove their value. 

It is clear that in supporting the ATS, New Zealand officials and politicians recognise 

that all parties who accede to the Treaty and the Environmental Protocol are 

legitimate players in the Antarctic decision-making realm. That members must be 

nation states means that no authority other than the nation state is acceptable. Other 

players can be involved when invited by the consultative parties, but they have no 

decision-making powers. 

In supporting the ATS, there has also been overt concerns about engaging in a 

political forum that resembles the UN. This is in contrast to Stuart Prior, former Head 

of the APU (1997), who recognised that New Zealand needed to engage much more 

proactively with international regimes, citing the UN as one important example. 

Through its relationship to the 'heroic era', New Zealand maintains active leadership 

in the management and preservation of the historic huts in the Ross Sea region. 

Ongoing programmes of a restoration and monitoring nature are supported by AntNZ. 

This activity upholds the value assigned to the heroic era by members of the Antarctic 

community and wider society. 

In holding the moral high ground on environmental stewardship, New Zealand asserts 

the need for Antarctic players to be similarly mindful. This is most particularly true in 

the case of the Ross Sea fishing activity, where New Zealand's concerns about 

environmental protection are entangled with notions of commercial viability of 

toothfish stocks. New Zealand has developed some sound practices in fishing that are 

recognised as being of a very high standard, however, they have equally been 

challenged for seeking commercial gain at the expense of reliable information and 

geopolitical forethought. New Zealand's domestic records of environmental 
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stewardship have also been contested and despite some far-reaching claims to good 

environmental management and process, New Zealand's environmental agenda 

remains firmly embedded in one of sustainable development - with all the ambiguities 

that this entails as recognised in chapters 5 and 6. 

As well as recognising legitimate players in the Antarctic, the hegemonic discourses 

also consider who should be excluded. Current New Zealand policy asserts that 

tourists are allowed provided they meet very strict conditions and do not seek to 

further their encroachment onto the continental landmass and associated islands of 

Antarctica. 

Any players with dubious environmental records should also be excluded. If that is 

linked to the notion that poverty causes environmental degradation, then it can be seen 

that countries that are less wealthy than other members of the ATS may be viewed 

with greater concern. By demanding nations engage in significant scientific 

programmes in the Antarctic if they wish to join the ATS as voting members, there 

needs to be a fairly substantial financial commitment. This, by virtue of inequity of 

wealth, will probably exclude poorer nations from the Antarctic debating table. If this 

is the case, and there is potential economic wealth to be gained by being involved in 

the Antarctic, then questions must be asked about the appropriateness of sustaining 

such an inequitable institution. New Zealand does not question these assumptions in 

any way. By protecting the superiority of the ATS, New Zealand mandates the 

ongoing right to seek and extract wealth within this framework. 

Why? 

0 Tuathail (2002) framed this question in terms of assigning blame to the different 

warring factions. I want to use this same question to consider how New Zealand 

policy assigns causality to some of the current issues in the Ross Sea region of the 

Antarctic. 

IUU Fishing One of New Zealand's arguments for remaining involved in toothfish 

fishing in the Ross Sea region is due to IUU fishing. By asserting good environmental 

practices and through operating within a legal regime ( despite an absence of 

enforcement capabilities), New Zealand elevates its programme of fishing to be 
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legitimate against the illegitimate fishing of other vessels. Legal fishing is used as an 

argument to deter illegal fishing. Masking the contested issue of New Zealand fishing 

and its overt aim of economic gain, successive officials and politicians have 

highlighted the problems with IUU fishing - which, of course, is also about economic 

gain. Through the adoption of legal regimes for fishing mandated by nation states 

with economic interests at heart, New Zealand's fishing regime vilifies IUU fishers 

and nations without addressing reasons of agency. 

Engaging in legal fishing is also used to deter other nations' interests in the Ross Sea 

region. The New Zealand toothfish fishing industry have made no qualms about 

attempting to claim prior rights to fishing in the area. Although this cannot be assured 

under CCAMLR, their efforts at setting good environmental standards and their 

expansion of fishing capabilities and technologies, are strategic given this is mind. 

New Zealand's support of fishing in the region ensures New ,Zealand benefits 

economically whilst remaining within the framework of the ATS. New Zealand have 

argued strategically to keep other nations excluded from the Ross Sea, and may 

continue to use some of the less stringent environmental standards of other fishing 

nations to argue for the exclusion of their vessels. 

Implementing an Environmental Agenda The heightened environmental arguments 

of the 1980s and the resulting 1991 Environmental Protocol meant New Zealand 

official activity in the Antarctic took greater efforts to ensure the protection of the 

Antarctic environment. Both Labour and National party adopted policies that 

advocated for a World Park for Antarctica. As a result conflicts and issues have 

arisen. Firstly, whilst acknowledging that science has the most detrimental effects on 

the Antarctic environment, it is also granted an elevated status in terms of activity 

because of the nature of the Antarctic Treaty. Arguably science would have a greater 

impact than land based tourism, and yet the current New Zealand government have 

stated they will resist attempts to further develop tourism in the Antarctic. 

Secondly, there is an obvious distinction made between the terrestrial and the marine 

environments of the Antarctic. Whilst one is deserving of very heavy regulation and 

protection of wilderness, the other is subjected to the mining of its ecosystems 

through fishing. CCAMLR was formed before the minerals negotiations, and the 
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tensions that exist between protection of the environment and sustainable 

management of Southern Ocean fisheries are mainly a result of different eras in 

Antarctic environmental thinking. Described as 'confused' by the CEO of AntNZ, 

Lou Sanson (25 August 2003), New Zealand's Antarctic marine policy reflects this 

historical tension. 

The environmental debates of the 1980s and 90s ushered in a period of global concern 

about environmental security. As a sea bounded nation with a production base 

dependent upon favourable climatic and weather conditions, New Zealand takes 

climate change very seriously. As with other nations though, it has not addressed 

issues of agency (Seager, 1993). Whilst pursuing a scientific programme of 

exploration of such issues in the Antarctic, the questions of how the economic 

imperatives and scientific programmes are implicated in increasing the rate of climate 

change within the same context remain unanswered. 

Imprint of comme1·cialisation There is no doubt that commercial interests are 

playing an expanding role in Antarctic endeavours permeating science programmes 

and catering to the demands of increasingly resource and stimulus hungry western 

nations. In 1998, AntNZ hosted an Antarctic Futures workshop entitled Trends and 

Discontinuities in the Antarctic. Disconcerting for some, a number of the themes· to 

arise focussed on an increasing commercialisation of the continent and its surrounding 

ocean. One, by James Hill of Saatchi & Saatchi, captured the essence of a 

commercialised Antarctic: 

Given the inevitable decline of nation states and rise of corporations, the most 
influential Antarctica lobby will soon be oil and mining companies. Many 
companies, especially companies that focus on resource extraction, have no 
ethic higher than the profit motive. As soon as a company is satisfied that 
Antarctica contains commercially exploitable resources, it will be easy to 
convince their home Governments that they should support altering the treaty to 
allow for controlled exploitation. (cited in Tetley, 1998, 38). 

This research has shown that New Zealand has strategically increased its commercial 

interest in the Antarctic since the signing of the Environmental Protocol and its 

ratification in New Zealand in 1994. Successive governments have recognised the 

potential for economic gain and, in the nature of the market-led economy, believe that 

if New Zealand is not exploiting the resources we are able to under the ATS, others 
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will. This argument runs not only through fishing, but also in the bioprospecting 

debates. Once again this is historically based. Acting as if something does exist, may 

actually increase the likelihood that it will. By New Zealand growing an Antarctic 

economy, others may follow suit, as suggested by Cath Wallace, co-chair of ECO (12 

March 2003). 

One is entitled to ask what is wrong with increasing commercial activity in the 

Antarctic. Acknowledging the issues raised in chapter 6 about the possible negative 

effects on the environment of neoliberal reforms and free trade agendas alongside the 

increases in inequitable wealth distribution, the Antarctic, as a contested space, may 

become the scene of resource disputes and conflicts. Associate Professor Azizan 

from the University of Malaysia said at the 1998 Futures Workshop, "[My] country 

saw Antarctica as ... a world resource cornered by a wealthy and greedy few for their 

own exploitation." (cited in Tetley, 1998, 30). Through the colonial appropriation of 

the Antarctic and its continued legitimation through the ATS, this thesis would agree 

that such pursuits and the aggravating inequalities of neoliberal policies on a global 

basis support such assertions. It has not been the focus of this thesis to explore in 

total the complexity of Antarctic commercialisation, but it has thrown up issues of 

contention. In constructing New Zealand policy, these are considerations that must be 

taken into account by politicians and officials. 

So What? 

New Zealand remains committed to maintaining its geostrategic interests in the Ross 

Dependency of the Antarctic. It does this for three main reasons easily derived from 

the above discussions; territorial assertion, stability for peace and environmental 

security, and to realise economic gain. 

Territorial Claim Within the statement of strategic interests New Zealand continues 

to assert its territorial claim. This was evidenced throughout the current research, 

from the early days of colonial inheritance, waning through the early years of the 20th 

century, revived through scientific interest in the 1950s and the environmental 

concerns of the 1980s, and expressed in the more diverse interest of the 1990s. 

Territorial claims are maintained due to the nature of the Antarctic Treaty and in case 
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of future issues. During the 1996 decision for New Zealand to apply for a fishing 

permit under CCAMLR, there was mention made by Stuart Prior of asserting an 

Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) in the Ross Dependency, similar to that undertaken 

by Australia if CCAMLR proved ineffective (OAC, 1996b). Territorial issues remain 

prominent in Antarctic geopolitics, perhaps heightened by events over the past 

decade. 

Stability Throughout documents and with interviews with officials, it was identified 

that the maintenance of stability in the region was deemed very important for 

international relations for New Zealand. This stability was not only in terms of 

peaceful activity, but also to ensure stability for environmental security. New 

Zealand's geographical proximity, whilst often advocated as beneficial in terms of 

economic benefit and access, also makes New Zealand vulnerable to destabilisation in 

the Antarctic and Southern Ocean if issues of a military or defence nature resurface. 

Economic Gain It is apparent that from the 1990s there has been an emphasis on 

commercial gain for New Zealand. This potential boost to the coffers of New 

Zealand's companies and the injection into science programmes through 

bioprospecting, makes economic activity in the Antarctic attractive. There has also 

been heightened activity within Christchurch to seek economic benefits from 

Antarctic-related ventures (principally visitor attractions), plus recognition of the 

benefits to the local economy of hosting the United States and Italian programmes. 

Marginalisation of Opposing Discourses 

Throughout the thesis it became apparent that there were efforts both within the 

official community and at a political level to marginalise the discourses that conflicted 

with the strategic interests outlined above. Within New Zealand, the environmental 

NGO community has had a reasonably high profile on Antarctic issues in the past. 

Their ongoing conflict with the fishing industry provides the main focus of current 

activity. Other than issues of funding and resource disparities, environmental NGOs 

are marginalised by the commitment both domestically and in the Antarctic to some 

key issues. The first is the notion of sustainability. It is apparent that sustainability is 
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viewed sceptically by environmental NGOs, including ECO and Forest and Bird. The 

second is the emphasis on economic gain. Here the NGOs are not in isolation, a 

number of the scientific community and members of the NZAS also expressed 

concern about the increasing commercialisation of the Antarctic. Territorial 

sovereignty also raises concerns if these issues increase the potential for 'resource 

rivalry'. 

Feminist discourses are marginalised to the point of silence in the New Zealand 

Antarctic geopolitical context. The feminist debates about science are not considered 

within the Treaty structure, nor within the framework of New Zealand's science 

strategy that continues to promote the fieldwork of physical sciences. Issues of 

agency are overlooked with modernist science continuing as the unchallenged 

supreme Antarctic activity. The Antarctic remains structured as a masculine space, 

objectifying a 'feminine nature' and upholding the ritualised systems of masculinised 

fieldwork aptly described by Dr Andy Pearce, Chief Executive of Landcare Research 

New Zealand Ltd as the "Antarctic Explorers Club. They have the right stuff. Man 

against nature" (cited in Tetley, 1998, 35). This is perpetuated by the dominance of 

the nation state in advancing a security for individual states through the ATS that does 

not necessarily ensure security for its own citizens (Hyndman, 2001). It is further 

enabled by the commemoration and celebration of the colonial endeavours of early 

male explorers as evidenced in chapter 3. 

Similarly, the postcolonial critiques have also been silenced. Te Puna Kokiri, the 

government department catering to the interests of Maori in New Zealand, is virtually 

silent on Antarctic issues. Given the privileging of certain nations throughout the 

history of the Antarctic, postcolonial thinkers are passively left out of debates. 

· Nations and indigenous peoples become excluded because of impoverishment and a 

history of colonial oppression. They continue to be barred on the grounds of 'lax 

environmental standards', 'inadequate science programmes', and 'interested in only 

economic gain'. These ass~rtions have continued to ensure the exclusivity of the 

ATS. New Zealand has not openly challenged this exclusivity, and instead chooses to 

actively promote the retention of the ATS because of its contribution to stability in the 

Antarctic and Southern Ocean. 
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Postcolonial practice challenges the very nature of the ATS. Young (2003, 7) states: 

A lot of people don't like the term 'postcolonial ' .... It disturbs the order of the 
world. It threatens privilege and power. It refitses to acknowledge the 
superiority of western cultures. Its radical agenda is to demand equality and 
well-being for all human beings on this earth. 

The description of postcolonial practice outlined by Young challenges the very heart 

of the current management system of the Antarctic by its demands for radical change 

and deconstruction of western power hegemony. These type of debates are left out of 

A.ntarctic circles, \vith two of the interviewees questioning the relevance of applying 

international arguments on the fairness of intellectual property rights and patents to 

discussions on bioprospecting in the Antarctic. In an area of contested sovereignty 

and management, this thesis contends that it is indeed important to address these 

issues from a postcolonial and feminist standpoint. 

Bioprospecting is not the only debate to be questioned from the postcolonial 

perspective - the issue of legitimising toothfish fishing through CCAMLR is 

contestable. IUU fishing becomes vilified, but the issues of agency creating demand 

for toothfish from IUU vessels remain unaddressed. 

Feminist and postcolonial literatures are pushing the bounds of radical change 

globally (Blunt & Wills, 2000). That the Antarctic has been isolated from these 

challenges is unsurprising given the very recent inclusion of women into the Antarctic 

arena, and the even lengthier delay to any significant inclusion of the assertions of 

indigenous peoples and third world nations. Resistance to inclusive United Nations 

style politics still overtly exists in New Zealand. 

The reformist approaches by some agencies to increase the number of women and 

New Zealand's indigenous peoples in our programmes may begin to change the face 

of New Zealand's Antarctic programme, but these initiatives do nothing to challenge 

the colonial imperatives upon which it is based. There is nothing wrong with 

recognising the great achievements of our ancestors - and indeed cultures throughout 

history pass down messages of heroic endeavour from generation to generation, but 

the uncritical acceptance of the imperatives upon which these acknowledgements are 

based denies the contested nature of colonial oppression and its ongoing legitimation. 
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Through the marginalisation of the discourses of environmental NGOs and the 

ongoing silence of dissident geographies in New Zealand Antarctic circles, New 

Zealand fails to actively engage in these debates at a political level and instead seeks 

to ensure the privileged security of its current status. This thesis would suggest that 

parallels exist with the domestic situation of New Zealand policy, although the 

challenges of postcolonial debates witnessed through the ongoing contestations of the 

Treaty of Waitangi continue to force New Zealand domestic policy discussions into 

this arena 65
• Opening itself up to contestations of inequality and exclusivity along the 

lines suggested by Young (2003) may have implications for the potential economic 

gain New Zealand can make from its association with the Ross Sea region of the 

Antarctic. Furthermore what would it mean for potential tourists if we saw Robert 

Falcon Scott as a failure? If the Trans-Antarctic Expedition was viewed as nothing 

more than an assertion of sovereignty over the Ross Dependency? Or if ongoing 

assertions of environmental stewardship were revealed as geostrategic tools to ensure 

our exclusive right over a valuable commodity? 

These questions are obviously simplistic - but they reframe the way in which New 

Zealand government has constructed our history to serve the hegemonic interests 

relating to territorial 1ights, environmental security, regional stability and commercial 

gam. Challenges to these have been actively marginalised by officials using 

arguments based on the modernist assumptions of science. Palmer's (1990) assertion 

that even the best of science must sometimes play second fiddle to political agendas, 

reflects the assertion by Harding (1991) that physical objective sciences need to be 

positioned within the social sciences for a more comprehensive understanding. 

It is suggested that New Zealand's ability to critically engage in some of these debates 

is waning: 

This has always been a deficiency in New Zealand, but it was exacerbated by 
the intolerance of dissent during the neoliberal era. New Zealand's political 
environment became so dumbed down, and the left so marginalised, that when 
even business leaders and economic commentators began to concede in the late 

65One of the current debates in New Zealand domestic politics regarding the Treaty of Waitangi is 
about ownership of the seabed and foreshore with assertions of Crown ownership being challenged by 
those of customary title. 

184 



1990s that the experiment had failed, no-one was able to capitalise on the 
opportunity. There was a dearth of critical analysis f,-om the media, academics, 
the churches and non-government organisations. (Kelsey, 2002, 62-63) 

As identified in chapter 5, the 'backlash' against the green movement has severely 

weakened the capacity for radical change in New Zealand (Rowell, 1996; Beder, 

1997; Doyle, 1998). The intolerance for dissent outlined by Kelsey may have 

contributed to this weakening. With ongoing pressures of resourcing and the rapid 

rate of change under neoliberal policies, the co-option of vital members of the 

Antarctic NGO community, the adoption of the Environmental Protocol and New 

Zealand's assertions of 'environmental stewardship', it becomes increasingly difficult 

to create a public profile on more radical environmental debates on Antarctic issues 

(Doyle & Kellow, 1995). Therefore those issues that share commonalities with the 

feminist and postcolonial critiques remain silent. 

Offerings of Feminist and Postcolonial Analyses to the Critical 
Geopolitical Debates 

Rosser (1999) wondered why it had taken her so long to recogmse that the 

combination of postcolonial and feminist critiques offered something substantial to 

the field of geopolitics. Perhaps it is by vi1tue of my own background that very early 

on in my research I felt these two fields could offer a great deal to the understanding 

of New Zealand's relationship to the Antarctic. New Zealand has a high profile 

history of the achievements of the suffragette movement and a long ( dis )engagement 

with the postcolonial issues entangled with the Treaty of Waitangi. 

This type of analysis, although supported by a strong body of literature, has never 

been used in an Antarctic context within New Zealand. Most discussion of this nature 

has focussed on boosting the numbers of women on science programmes ( e.g. 

Chipman, 1986; Edwards & Graham, 1994). The Antarctic is not normally the focus 

of postcolonial or feminist analysis due to the relative absence of indigenous and 

female voices in Antarctic discourses. In reflection I believe this analysis offers a 

number of things to the deconstruction of New Zealand's Antarctic relationship. 
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• It provides a framework for the deconstruction of colonial imperatives and the 

ways in which colonialism still drives aspects of Antarctic policy. 

• It situates science within the framework of political and colonial endeavour and 

realises its masculinist origins that remain entrenched in Antarctic fieldwork. 

• It questions the commitment of New Zealand to a progressive environmental 

agenda, given the contested notions of environmental stewardship and the 

contested juxtaposition between 'sustainable' and 'development'. 

• It recognises the energy spent on 'understanding' the problems of global warming, 

without addressing issues of agency. 

• It identifies that the focus on providing benefit to the nation state does not always 

serve the interests of its citizens, and discounts any desires to create a global 

equality. 

• It proposes the opportunity for New Zealand political circles to become more 

actively engaged, capitalising on its internal experiences, in developing critical 

debates on issues of ownership, sovereignty and commercial exploitation. 

• It recognises the benefits to wider stability through actively engaging in dialogue 

on issues of contested space and inequalities of wealth distribution. 

• It recognises that New Zealand's Antarctic policy cannot be viewed in isolation to 

domestic and global influences. 

• It acknowledges the complicity and positionality of the researcher. 

• Finally, it holds to the premises of critical geopolitics that any analysis of this kind 

must acknowledge temporal and spatial factors. 

I frame the above in the present tense as a reminder to myself and the reader that these 

issues do not close as does the final chapter, but remain active within New Zealand 

Antarctic discourse. As a new and evolving field, a feminist postcolonial contribution 

to geopolitics offers radical ways to challenge hegemonic structures in an increasingly 

global society (Rosser, 1999; Blunt & Wills, 2000; Young, 2003). The preciousness 

with which nation states defend their own backyard contrasts with the willingness of 

feminist and postcolonial . practices to open up areas of discursive analysis and 

practice on local and global levels (Hyndman, 2001). Postcolonial and feminist 

agendas are dissident and radical (Blunt & Wills, 2000). The question is: "Is there 

sufficient interest in the Antarctic to make these agendas heard, or do Antarctic 

assumptions continue unchallenged?" 
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Positioning this Analysis 

Using a feminist postcolonial framework in examining Antarctic policy was a 

challenging academic experience. The Antarctic has become so constructed within 

the disciplines of physical sciences and modernist constructions of nature and territory 

that even discursive processes with interviewees and officials were difficult at times. 

I also had to deal with the criticisms of Antarctic colleagues who framed my 

challenge as 'unscientific' and 'subjectively opinionated'. The movement from a 

'value-free' interpretation of Antarctic politics was inevitably going to raise these 

types of issues, and the reflexive process meant I was continually engaged in a critical 

awareness of the philosophical basis upon which this research is based. A critical 

approach is about uncovering hidden assumptions, and this thesis explored aspects of 

the Antarctic that have not been explored in New Zealand Antarctic discourse before. 

The Antarctic lends itself to such an analysis with the overt dominance of colonial, 

masculine and modernist historical constructions. 

Utilising this type of critique also posed the risk of constructing a perception of New 

Zealand Antarctic organisations, people and endeavours within an essentialised one

dimensional framework of colonial and masculine endeavour. This thesis needs to be 

placed contextually alongside other critical geopolitical and historical analyses of the 

Antarctic. It has opened the potential to negotiate more widely on policy aspects 

within New Zealand Antarctic discussions and in the international arena. 

Whilst extending an understanding of New Zealand's geopolitical relationship with 

the Antarctic, this thesis also applied radical aspects of feminist and postcolonial 

geographies to the field. A feminist geopolitics has been slow to emerge in political 

geography. As highlighted in chapter 1, this is partly to do with its focus on issues of 

national security and the contested realms of sovereignty, and its historical analysis of 

state leadership. Feminist analyses have challenged the hegemonic dominance of 

these constructions, particularly their relevance to the security of citizens throughout 

the globe. Within academia there has been a tendency to raise issues within an 

academic context and then refrain from advocacy. Many feminist and postcolonial 

writers believe we need to challenge this complicity and became active members of 

agency for change. I am of this ilk. A feminist postcolonial geopolitics then 
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challenges critical geopolitics to become more involved in issues of agency, 

challenging its own complicity with hegemonic projects. 

In recognising the global importance of environmental aspects of the Antarctic, it is 

also important to recognise the global significance of aspects of physical and 

economic security to the citizens of the world. Internationally and domestically there 

are contestations to the dominance of hegemonic geopolitics by postcolonial and 

feminist writers, although these mimic the marginalisation apparent globally. The 

Antarctic cannot be excluded from this analysis. 

Conclusions: Positioning myself in the Field 

I wish to return to the Antarctic for it is here that my journey starts and ends. It is 

timely to remind myself the reasons for embarking on this journey. To facilitate this I 

replay a video clip made whilst I was in the Antarctic in December 2001. I am 

swaddled in AntNZ issue ECWs (extreme cold weather gear), sitting on a thermaseat 

on the 200 metre thick Ross Ice Shel£ Despite imparting stillness, the ice shelf 

beneath me is moving at around one metre a day, and the active volcano Mt Erebus 

behind me issues steam from its warm interior. The Antarctic is not a wasteland, but 

a vast continent that is responsive and active to the vagaries of global phenomena. Its 

sheer size belies stillness, and circling its lands are oceans that run thickly with the 

life of mysterious creatures imagined by the writers of science fiction. I had been 

given the opportunity to experience this - privileged by my apparent wealth, education 

opp01tunities and geographical position. But right then, I was taking the chance to 

rest, ponder and share my experiences. New Zealand Antarctic politics seemed 

incongruent with what I was experiencing - cold, dry, clear air and centuries old ice. I 

am complicit in the colonial project, and I acknowledge that. But this complicity does 

not have to tie me to an uncritical examination of the place I call 'home'. 

Aotearoa, New Zealand 
Land of the long white cloud 

Land of the South Pacific 
Living in the shadow of Antarctica 
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Appendix One 

The Antarctic Treaty 

The Governments of Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Chile, the French Republic, 
Japan, New Zealand, Norway, the Union of South Africa, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and 
the United States of America, 

Recognizing that it is in the interest of all mankind that Antarctica shall continue for 
ever to be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and shall not become the scene or 
object of international discord; 

Acknowledging the substantial contributions to scientific knowledge resulting from 
international cooperation in scientific investigation in Antarctica; 

Convinced that the establishment of a firm foundation for the continuation and 
development of such cooperation on the basis of freedom of scientific investigation in 
Antarctica as applied during the International Geophysical Year accords with the 
interests of science and the progress of all mankind; 

Convinced also that a treaty ensuring the use of Antarctica for peaceful purposes only 
and the continuance of international harmony in Antarctica will further the purposes 
and principles embodied in the Charter of the United Nations; 
Have agreed as follows: 

Article I 

1. Antarctica shall be used for peaceful purposes only. There shall be prohibited, inter 
alia, any measure of a military nature, such as the establishment of military bases and 
fortifications, the carrying out of military manoeuvres, as well as the testing of any 
type of weapon. 
2. The present Treaty shall not prevent the use of military personnel or equipment for 
scientific research or for any other peaceful purpose. 

Article II 

Freedom of scientific investigation in Antarctica and cooperation toward that end, as 
applied during the International Geophysical Year, shall continue, subject to the 
provisions of the present Treaty. 

206 



Article III 

1. In order to promote international cooperation in scientific investigation in 
Antarctica, as provided for in Article II of the present Treaty, the Contracting Parties 
agree that, to the greatest extent feasible and practicable: 
a. information regarding plans for scientific programs in Antarctica shall be 
exchanged to permit maximum economy of and efficiency of operations; 
b. scientific personnel shall be exchanged in Antarctica between expeditions and 
stations; 
c. scientific observations and results from Antarctica shall be exchanged and made 
freely available. 
2. In implementing this Article, every encouragement shall be given to the 
establishment of cooperative working relations with those Specialized Agencies of the 
United Nations and other technical organizations having a scientific or technical 
interest in Antarctica. 

Article IV 

1. Nothing contained in the present Treaty shall be interpreted as: 
a. a renunciation by any Contracting Party of previously asserted rights of or claims to 
territorial sovereignty in Antarctica; 
b. a renunciation or diminution by any Contracting Party of any basis of claim to 
territorial sovereignty in Antarctica which it may have whether as a result of its 
activities or those of its nationals in Antarctica, or otherwise; 
c. prejudicing the position of any Contracting Party as regards its recognition or non
recognition of any other State's rights of or claim or basis of claim to territorial 
sovereignty in Antarctica. 
2. No acts or activities taking place while the present Treaty is in force shall constitute 
a basis for asserting, supporting or denying a claim to territorial sovereignty in 
Antarctica or create any rights of sovereignty in Antarctica. No new claim, or 
enlargement of an existing claim, to tenitorial sovereignty in Antarctica shall be 
asserted while the present Treaty is in force. 

Article V 

1. Any nuclear explosions in Antarctica and the disposal there of radioactive waste 
material shall be prohibited. 
2. In the event of the conclusion of international agreements concerning the use of 
nuclear energy, including nuclear explosicr~sand the disposal of radioactive waste 
material, to which all of the Contracting Parti~s whose representatives are entitled to 
participate in the meetings provided for under Article IX are parties, the rules 
established under such agreements shall apply in Antarctica. 

Article VI 

The provisions of the present Treaty shall apply to the area south of 60° South 
Latitude, including all ice shelves, but nothing in the present Treaty shall prejudice or 
in any way affect the rights, or the exercise of the rights, of any State under 
international law with regard to the high seas within that area. 
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Article VII 

1. In order to promote the objectives and ensure the observance of the provisions of 
the present Treaty, each Contracting Party whose representatives are entitled to 
participate in the meetings referred to in Article IX of the Treaty shall have the right 
to designate observers to carry out any inspection provided for by the present Article. 
Observers shall be nationals of the Contracting Parties which designate them. The 
names of observers shall be communicated to every other Contracting Party having 
the right to designate observers, and like notice shall be given of the termination of 
their appointment. 
2. Each observer designated in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 1 of this 
Article shall have complete freedom of access at any time to any or all areas of 
Antarctica. 
3. All areas of Antarctica, including all stations, installations and equipment within 
those areas, and all ships and aircraft at points of discharging or embarking cargoes or 
personnel in Antarctica, shall be open at all times to inspection by any observers 
designated in accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article. 
4. Aerial observation may be carried out at any time over any or all areas of 
Antarctica by any of the Contracting Parties having the right to designate observers. 
5. Each Contracting Party shall, at the time when the present Treaty enters into force 
for it, inform the other Contracting Parties, and thereafter shall give them notice in 
advance,of 
a. all expeditions to and within Antarctica, on the part of its ships or nationals, and all 
expeditions to Antarctica organized in or proceeding from its territory; 
b. all stations in Antarctica occupied by its nationals; and 
c. any military personnel or equipment intended to be introduced by it into Antarctica 
subject to the conditions prescribed in paragraph 2 of Article I of the present Treaty. 

Article VIII 

1. In order to facilitate the exercise of their functions under the present Treaty, and 
without prejudice to the respective positions of the Contracting Parties relating to 
jurisdiction over all other persons in Antarctica, observers designated under paragraph 
1 of Article VII and scientific personnel exchanged under sub-paragraph 1 (b) of 
Article III of the Treaty, and members of the staffs accompanying any such persons, 
shall be subject only to the jurisdiction of the Contracting Party of which they are 
nationals in respect of all acts or omissions occurring while they are in Antarctica for 
the purpose of exercising their functions. 
2. Without prejudice to the provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article, and pending the 
adoption of measures in pursuance of subparagraph 1 ( e) of Article IX, the Contracting 
Parties concerned in any case of dispute with regard to the exercise of jurisdiction in 
Antarctica shall immediately consult together with a view to reaching a mutually 
acceptable solution. 

Article IX 

1. Representatives of the Contracting Parties named in the preamble to the present 
Treaty shall meet at the City of Canberra within two months after the date of entry 
into force of the Treaty, and thereafter at suitable intervals and places, for the purpose 
of exchanging information, consulting together on matters of common interest 
pertaining to Antarctica, and formulating and considering, and recommending to their 
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Governments, measures in furtherance of the principles and objectives of the Treaty, 
including measures regarding: 
a. use of Antarctica for peaceful purposes only; 
b. facilitation of scientific research in Antarctica; 
c. facilitation of international scientific cooperation in Antarctica; 
d. facilitation of the exercise of the rights of inspection provided for in Article VII of 
the Treaty; 
e. questions relating to the exercise of jurisdiction in Antarctica; 
f. preservation and conservation of living resources in Antarctica. 
2. Each Contracting Party which has become a party to the present Treaty by 
accession under Article XIII shall be entitled to appoint representatives to participate 
in the meetings referred to in paragraph 1 of the present Article, during such times as 
that Contracting Party demonstrates its interest in Antarctica by conducting 
substantial research activity there, such as the establishment of a scientific station or 
the despatch of a scientific expedition. 
3. Reports from the observers referred to in Article VII of the present Treaty shall be 
transmitted to the representatives of the Contracting Parties participating in the 
meetings referred to in paragraph 1 of the present Article. 
4. The measures referred to in paragraph 1 of this Article shall become effective when 
approved by all the Contracting Parties whose representatives were entitled to 
participate in the meetings held to consider those measures. 
5. Any or all of the rights established in the present Treaty may be exercised as from 
the date of entry into force of the Treaty whether or not any measures facilitating the 
exercise of such rights have been proposed, considered or approved as provided in 
this Article. 

ArticleX 

Each of the Contracting Parties undertakes to exert appropriate efforts, consistent with 
the Charter of the United Nations, to the end that no one engages in any activity in 
Antarctica contrary to the principles or purposes of the present Treaty. 

Article XI 

1. If any dispute arises between two or more of the Contracting Parties concerning the 
interpretation or application of the present Treaty, those Contracting Parties shall 
consult among themselves with a view to having the dispute resolved by negotiation, 
inquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement or other peaceful 
means of their own choice. 
2. Any dispute of this character not so resolved shall, with the consent, in each case, 
of all parties to the dispute, be referred to the International Court of Justice for 
settlement; but failure to reach agreement on reference to the International Court shall 
not absolve parties to the dispute from the responsibility of continuing to seek to 
resolve it by any of the various peaceful means referred to in paragraph 1 of this 
Article. 

Article XII 

1. a. The present Treaty may be modified or amended at any time by unanimous 
agreement of the Contracting Parties whose representatives are entitled to participate 
in the meetings provided for under Article IX. Any such modification or amendment 
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shall enter into force when the depositary Government has received notice from all 
such Contracting Parties that they have ratified it. 
b. Such modification or amendment shall thereafter enter into force as to any other 
Contracting Party when notice of ratification by it has been received by the depositary 
Government. Any such Contracting Party from which no notice of ratification is 
received within a period of two years from the date of entry into force of the 
modification or amendment in accordance with the provision of subparagraph 1 (a) of 
this Article shall be deemed to have withdrawn from the present Treaty on the date of 
the expiration of such period. 
2. a. If after the expiration of thirty years from the date of entry into force of the 
present Treaty, any of the Contracting Parties whose representatives are entitled to 
participate in the meetings provided for under Article IX so requests by a 
communication addressed to the depositary Government, a Conference of all the 
Contracting Parties shall be held as soon as practicable to review the operation of the 
Treaty. 
b. Any modification or amendment to the present Treaty which is approved at such a 
Conference by a majority of the Contracting Parties there represented, including a 
majority of those whose representatives are entitled to participate in the meetings 
provided for under Article IX, shall be communicated by the depositary Government 
to all Contracting Parties immediately after the termination of the Conference and 
shall enter into force in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 1 of the present 
Article 
c. If any such modification or amendment has not entered into force in accordance 
with the provisions of subparagraph l(a) of this Article within a period of two years 
after the date of its communication to all the Contracting Parties, any Contracting 
Party may at any time after the expiration of that period give notice to the depositary 
Government of its withdrawal from the present Treaty; and such withdrawal shall take 
effect two years after the receipt of the notice by the depositary Government. 

Article XIII 

1. The present Treaty shall be subject to ratification by the signatory States. It shall be 
open for accession by any State which is a Member of the United Nations, or by any 
other State which may be invited to accede to the Treaty with the consent of all the 
Contracting Parties whose representatives are entitled to participate in the meetings 
provided for under Article IX of the Treaty. 
2. Ratification of or accession to the present Treaty shall be effected by each State in 
accordance with its constitutional processes. 
3. Instruments of ratification and instruments of accession shall be deposited with the 
Government of the United States of America, hereby designated as the depositary 
Government. 
4. The depositary Government shall inform all signatory and acceding States of the 
date of each deposit of an instrument of ratification or accession, and the date of entry 
into force of the Treaty and of any modification or amendment thereto. 
5. Upon the deposit of instruments ofratification by all the signatory States, the 
present Treaty shall enter into force for those States and for States which have 
deposited instruments of accession. Thereafter the Treaty shall enter into force for any 
acceding State upon the deposit of its instruments of accession. 
6. The present Treaty shall be registered by the depositary Government pursuant to 
Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations. 
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Article XIV 

The present Treaty, done in the English, French, Russian and Spanish languages, each 
version being equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Government 
of the United States of America, which shall transmit duly certified copies thereof to 
the Governments of the signatory and acceding States. 

The Antarctic Treaty 
signed in Washington on 1 December 1959 

entered into force on 23 June 1961 

( cited in SCAR, 2003) 
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Appendix Two 

1995 Statement of Strategic Objective 

The Government's vision for Antarctica is the conservation of the intrinsic values of 
Antarctica and the Southern Ocean for the benefit of the world community and for 
present and future generations of New Zealanders, reflected inactive and responsible 
stewardship that promotes New Zealand's interests in: 

1 maintaining New Zealand's long term interest in, and commitment to, the Ross 
Dependency; 

11 national security - keeping Antarctica as a neutral and non-militarised 
neighbour; 

111 economic well-being- enhancing New Zealand's economic opportunities 
within the parameters of the Antarctic Treaty System; 

1v international stability- enhancing New Zealand's leadership in the governance 
of Antarctica; 

v values and ideology - promoting Antarctica as a natural reserve devoted to 
peace and science. 

(Cabinet, 1995, 1-2) 
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2002 Revised 
New Zealand Statement of Strategic Interests 

New Zealand is committed to conservation of the intrinsic and wilderness values of 
Antarctica and the Southern Ocean, for the benefit of the world community and for 
present and future generations of New Zealanders. This will be reflected in active and 
responsible stewardship, under the Antarctic Treaty System, that promotes New 
Zealand's interests in: 

i National and international peace and security through a commitment to keeping 
Antarctica peaceful, nuclear :free, and its environment protected; 

ii Continued influence in Antarctic governance through maintaining an effective 
role in the Antarctic Treaty System, and maintaining its long term interest, 
commitment to and credible presence in the Ross Dependency; 

111 Conserving, protecting, and understanding the biodiversity of Antarctica and the 
Southern Ocean, in particular the biodiversity of the Ross Sea region, including 
promotion, protection and management of representative special areas, and 
enhancing biosecurity; 

iv Conservation and sustainable management of the marine living resources of the 
Southern Ocean, and in particular the Ross Sea, in accordance with CCAMLR 
and the Antarctica Environmental Protocol, and within this context supporting 
strong environmental standards and sustainable economic benefits; 

v Supporting and where appropriate leading, high quality Antarctic and Southern 
Ocean science that benefits :from the unique research opportunities provided by 
Antarctica; 

v1 Demonstrating and advocating for best practice in environmental stewardship 
and all other activities throughout Antarctica, and in particular the Ross Sea 
region; 

vii Ensuring that all activity is undertaken in a manner consistent with Antarctica's 
status as a natural reserve devoted to peace and science. 

( Cabinet, 2002a, 3) 
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