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Abstract

The idea of heritage in Antarctica stereotypically evokes images of disintegrating huts buried
under snow or ice, and rock cairns scattered across the continent. Similarly, it might be thought
that the challenges of heritage management in this polar region are limited to maintaining the
physical longevity of sites situated in an extreme and remote environment. But these historic
remains are powerful political resources as well as vulnerable cultural artefacts. This thesis
examines how Antarctic heritage is deployed for geopolitical means by states, providing them
with an alternative pathway to influence international affairs. This appropriation of cultural
heritage is of particular importance to the currently well-managed, yet technically unresolved,
issue of sovereignty south of 60° South latitude. Although the region’s overarching governing
regime specifically prohibits states from asserting sovereignty within this geographical area,
states can enhance their presence in Antarctica by treating historical sites and monuments as
signifiers of territorial occupation. The aim of this thesis is therefore to expose how and why
the governance of Antarctic heritage concerns more than the preservation and conservation of

historic remains, and what effects these alternative agendas have on multilateral relations.

Previous research has established the inherently political nature of cultural heritage and its
management in Antarctica. This thesis deepens and extends this research by: arguing that there
is an official discourse on Antarctic heritage; examining who this discourse has been
constructed by (and whom it benefits); critically analysing the underlying assumptions of this
discourse; and investigating how states have applied this discourse within the practice of

international relations.

The analysis draws primarily upon scholarship from two disciplines, Political Geography and
Heritage Studies. Both of these fields of research support a critical interpretation that not only
problematises how states have managed and engaged with Antarctic heritage, but also
questions what cultural heritage in Antarctica actually is. Under these broad disciplinary
mandates, this thesis employs a discourse analysis as its methodological framework to
interrogate the conceptualisation and content of the official discourse on Antarctic heritage,
and to investigate how this dominant discourse can and has been geopolitically manipulated by

states operating in the polar region.



Structurally, the thesis is centred around three primary research questions. The first asks,
‘Whose perspective on Antarctic heritage counts?’” Both qualitative and quantitative coding
techniques are used to answer this question, identifying claimant states as responsible for the
definition and treatment of Antarctic Historic Sites and Monuments (HSMs) to date. The
second research question asks, ‘How have states deployed Antarctic heritage for geopolitical
means?’ Here, a geopolitical reading is used to analyse the ways in which states have exploited
Antarctic heritage — within exercises of de facto sovereignty; to bolster nation-building
strategies; and to meet environmental expectations. The third and final research question asks,
‘Which non-state actors have engaged with Antarctic heritage?” Again, a geopolitical reading
is the chosen method, revealing that although states are the most powerful actors in the region
at present, other non-state actors — including the tourism industry, non-governmental

organisations, and individuals — can and do perceive of Antarctic heritage differently to states.

In answering these questions, this thesis offers an in-depth and nuanced account of how
Antarctic heritage has come to be officially curated and deployed, and also outlines the current
and potential future geopolitical implications of a statist interpretation of heritage within

Antarctic affairs.
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Preface

18 degrees of difference

Figure 0.1: The author at her home during a snow event in southeast Tasmania.
(Photo taken by author.)

On 4 August 2020, during the latter stages of my thesis research, | was snowed-in at my house
just outside of Hobart, Australia (42° South latitude). Much of Tasmania’s southeast was
blanketed by a weather system that had moved northward from the Antarctic continent causing
snow to fall close to sea level. Although the snow did not stick on the ground in town as it did
at my home in the Huon, Hobart residents were on ‘Snow alert ... as “Antarctic air” [swept]
towards Tasmania.’* It was a stark reminder of the reason we had moved to the state in the first

! Damian Mclintyre, “Snow alert for Hobart as ‘Antarctic air’ sweeps towards Tasmania,” the Australian
Broadcasting Corporation, 3 August 2020, https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-08-03/snow-alert-for-hobart-as-
cold-front-bound-for-tas/12518408.
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place — for its proximity to the frozen continent.? | had very literally migrated south to live as
close as | reasonably could to Antarctica in order to study it. In the above photo, | am standing
in front of tree ferns, or Dixonia antarctica — further tangible evidence of the island’s ancient
geographical connection with Antarctica (Gondwana).

Perhaps the reason for all the excitement (including my own) in the lead up to the snow, or at
least the potential for it, was because the white stuff is what many Australian — even Tasmanian
— people associate with an environment they would not normally find themselves in: an
environment that epitomises polar places. Even the anticipation of snowfall evokes an affective
link with Antarctica. For me, the snowfall on that day was a physical reminder of the
continent’s proximity to me and the island, and acted as a metaphor for Antarctica’s global
connectedness. This polar region is often considered to be a unique, exceptional, and mystical
place a world away from everyday life,® but it cannot and does not exist in a vacuum. Just as
its weather patterns creep north, international politics creeps south and influences the everyday
governing of the geographic area south of 60° South latitude. In this sense, Antarctic
geopolitics really is unexceptional. However, this does not mean that it is not distinct or worthy
of further investigation; quite the opposite. Because of the Antarctic region’s susceptibility to
political forces operating elsewhere around the globe, the effect these forces have on Antarctic
affairs is unique. In this thesis, I study these geopolitical pressures through their manifestation

within Antarctic cultural heritage management.

2| was drawn to the University of Tasmania/Institute for Marine and Antarctic Studies for its critical mass of
expertise in Antarctic Studies — a research connection that cannot be separated from Hobart’s geographical
proximity to the continent and status as an Antarctic Gateway city.

3 Maria Ximena Senatore, “Things in Antarctica: An archaeological perspective,” The Polar Journal 10, no. 2
(2020): 1.
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Chapter One: Introduction

The geopolitics of Antarctic heritage

Figure 1.1: The sinking of the Endurance. (Frank Hurley/Scott Polar Research Institute.)

At the 2019 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting (ATCM XLII), the Committee for
Environmental Protection (CEP) designated the wreck of the Endurance — a vessel used by
Ernest Shackleton’s 1914-1916 Imperial Trans-Antarctic Expedition — as a Historic Site or
Monument (HSM), despite its unknown location (Figure 1.1).* Five of the seven criteria for
HSM designation listed under the HSM Guidelines were cited to justify its historic
significance.? The United Kingdom (UK) had flagged its intention to make the proposal at the
previous ATCM (XLI) in 2018, stating in a Working Paper that it wished to ‘confirm the
protection status of the vessel in the event that it is located,” after learning of plans by non-

L1t is estimated to be located somewhere on the seabed of the western Weddell Sea. Antarctic Treaty Consultative
Parties, ATCM XLII Final Report, 2019, paragraph 113.

2 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Guidelines for proposing new Historic Sites and Monuments, Resolution
8, 1995.



governmental actors to locate the wreck in coming seasons.® From January to February 2019
the Weddell Sea Expedition* attempted to find the wreck with the assistance of an Automated
Underwater Vehicle (AUV) — a piece of technology that was eventually lost somewhere under
the sea ice of the Weddell Sea during the efforts. Even though the expedition did not
successfully locate the wreck, expedition members and the reporting media celebrated the
attempt and compared the expedition’s plight with that of Shackleton’s men, referencing the

harsh Antarctic conditions as the ultimate nemesis and reason for failure.®

Apart from affirming humans’ tendencies to rationalise their present situation (the fate of the
Weddell Sea Expedition) with events of the past (the Heroic Era),® the activity and interest
around the Endurance demonstrates the complexity of managing heritage in Antarctica. The
first challenge this wreck poses, even prior to attempts to locate it, is in relation to issues of
possession and responsibility. It was clear that the UK was concerned about non-governmental
parties locating the wreck, and therefore once aware of potential plans to do so, the state secured
the wreck’s protection under two separate ATCM resolutions.” This protection pertained not
only to the ship, but also personal possessions and all artefacts lying nearby on the seabed.
These pre-emptive steps are controversial because the seabed on which the Endurance rests is
an area contested between the UK, Argentina, and Chile — even though by definition the seabed
is not within claimed territory, it may be below waters appurtenant to claimed area — meaning
that the wreck could be interpreted by the wider international community as lying outside the
UK’s sovereignty and jurisdiction. The UK has also claimed responsibility for how the wreck
should be treated if found — undisturbed, photographed only, and left in situ. In effect, the UK
has positioned itself as head curator, drawing upon established international principles and
adopting best practice for the management of underwater cultural heritage.® The historic

3 The United Kingdom, Notification of pre-1958 historic remains: Wreck of Sir Ernest Shackleton’s vessel
Endurance, WP021 (2018): 3.

4 An expedition funded by a Netherlands-based marine charity, The Flotilla Foundation.

> The History Channel aired an episode titled ‘Endurance: The Hunt for Shackleton's Ice Ship’ on November 28,
2020 in which several key expedition members were interviewed throughout the voyage, and also several news
outlets have covered the expedition in the past few years such as those from the British Broadcasting Corporation,
the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, the Scott Polar Research Institute (Cambridge University) and the
expedition’s website. History’s Greatest Mysteries, “Endurance: The Hunt for Shackleton's Ice Ship,” History
Channel, 28 November 2020, https://www.history.com/shows/historys-greatest-mysteries/season-1/episode-3.

& The Heroic Era is typically defined as the period between 1895 and 1922 when explorers from primarily white
colonial nation-states were exploring, mapping, and researching the region.

” Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Guidelines for handling of pre-1958 historic remains whose existence or
present location is not yet known, Resolution 5, 2001; and Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Guidelines for
the assessment and management of Heritage in Antarctica, Resolution 2, 2018.

8 The International Polar Heritage Committee (IPHC) plays an important role in determining best practice for the
treatment of underwater archaeology in the polar region.
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remains of the Endurance also highlight the growing significance and acceptance of what in
the following | term “‘temporarily intangible’ heritage in Antarctica. Even though the wreck is
yet to be found and the state of its existence is unknown, it represents a legendary story of
survival within Antarctic history. Lastly, the equipment lost during the 2019 expedition raises
questions about the definition of heritage as opposed to waste. A submarine-like device (the
AUV) now resides somewhere in the Weddell Sea, but what potentially defines this chunk of
metal as waste, while a decaying wooden ship is considered heritage? These are the types of
questions with which this thesis is concerned.

As these recent events suggest, historic remains in Antarctica are powerful political resources
as well as vulnerable cultural artefacts. The management® of these sites is therefore not limited
to ensuring their physical longevity. It also involves diplomatic negotiations over what can and
cannot be considered heritage in Antarctica in the first place, and subsequently how it should
be engaged with. The decisions made and codified within this managing process take place
against the backdrop of the region’s overarching governing regime, the Antarctic Treaty
System (ATS). At first, it may not be apparent how dilapidated huts buried under snow and ice
or piles of rocks scattered across the continent can impact Antarctic geopolitics, but not all
governance takes place within traditional arenas of diplomacy. This is particularly important
to recognise in a global region like Antarctica where an international treaty prohibits
conventional claims to sovereignty. In this context, these historic remains serve as states’
physical signifiers of past conquest and occupation in Antarctica. In an effort to better
understand the geopolitical appropriation of historic sites and monuments by states in this part
of the world, this thesis considers how Antarctic heritage has been officially curated and
deployed, and explains the geopolitical implications of a statist interpretation of heritage. |
argue that the prevailing approach to heritage in Antarctica has been developed by states,

exploited by states, and adhered to by non-state political actors.

This thesis’ problematisation of Antarctic heritage as both a concept and a practice challenges
arguments for Antarctic ‘exceptionalism’ — that is, the idea that Antarctica is ‘a place apart’

from the rest of the globe; a pristine space reserved for peace and science.' But even though

%1 use this term in the same way as Barr — that is, to refer to the overarching regulation, administration, and
treatment of cultural heritage within Antarctica. Susan Barr, “Twenty years of protection of historic values in
Antarctica under the Madrid Protocol,” The Polar Journal 8, no. 2 (2018): 241-264.

10 Elizabeth Leane, “Fictionalizing Antarctica,” in the Handbook on the Politics of Antarctica, eds. Klaus Dodds,
Alan D. Hemmings, and Peder Roberts (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited, 2017), 27.
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the region’s history is unique and its overarching governing regime is worthy of celebration,
Antarctica is not exempt from the social, cultural, and political forces that exist around, and
influence, the rest of the globe. An analysis of the governing of Antarctic heritage is

instrumental in illustrating the unexceptional nature of Antarctic geopolitics.

1. Research Questions: The ‘who,” the *how,” and the ‘which’ of Antarctic
heritage geopolitics

Within this thesis, | aim to better understand the nature of Antarctic geopolitics through an
analysis of states’ deployment of Antarctic heritage for geopolitical means. To meet this
objective, | pose three primary research questions, which divide the body of the thesis into
three sections (see bold in Figure 1.2). The form and method for each section necessarily differ,
but all are informed by a broadly critical approach that suspects Antarctic heritage management
of being co-opted by statist agendas. | address the perspectives of non-state political actors, but

inevitably the predominant focus is on states as they are the most dominant actors in the region.

Vhat is Antarctic heritage
and why is it worth studying:
- Chaptera
- Chapter 2

The Geopolities of Cultural
Heritage in Antarctieca.

Which non-state
actors have engaged with

How have states
deployed Antaretic heritage

Whose perspective on
Antarctic heritage counts?

- Chapter 3 for geopolitical means? Antaretic heritage?
- Chapter 4 - Chapter 6 - Chapterg
- Chapter 5 - Chapter 7

- Chapter §

When might heritage
management in Antaretica

change?
- Chapter 10

O = primary research questions
<:> = secondary research questions

Figure 1.2: Map of research questions.
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My first primary research question is: ‘Whose perspective on Antarctic heritage counts?” This
question implies that there are multiple perspectives on Antarctic heritage, and therefore
potentially multiple ways in which it could be governed. My assumption here is that the
perspective that counts is the one written down and enshrined within international law, or in
other words, is adopted as the official interpretation of heritage within the ATS. The author/s
of heritage discourse in this region have not been explicitly identified previously, nor has the
framework they have constructed within the region’s governing regime been deconstructed. By
identifying whom Antarctic heritage has been curated by and for, and what Antarctic heritage
entails, | expose the underlying power dynamics and decision-making processes. In turn, these
findings have ramifications for understanding how Antarctic heritage has been managed in the

past and present, but also for determining how it could be managed in the future.

My second primary research question is: ‘How have states deployed Antarctic heritage for
geopolitical means?” As touched upon earlier, this question arises from my interest in states
proposing, designating, and managing Antarctic heritage for means other than the conservation
and preservation of the historic remains themselves. I am not suggesting that states do not
invest in the protection of these artefacts at all, but rather that they have identified the
governance of Antarctic heritage as a means to achieve additional national objectives. The most
obvious and valuable function Antarctic heritage can serve for states is as evidence of past,
present, and intended future presence in the region. But heritage sites and objects can also assist
in nation-building efforts for states with more recent Antarctic pasts, and help states appear to
be meeting environmental expectations. | will analyse all of these ulterior statist motives for
the protection of historic remains on and around the continent, making explicit what is
implicitly known about the management of Antarctic heritage in the process. More generally,
my answer to this research question gives further explanation to state behaviour in the region,

particularly in relation to the governance of protected areas.

My third and final primary research question is: “Which non-state actors have engaged with
Antarctic heritage?” No thesis on the geopolitics of Antarctic heritage management would be
complete without an acknowledgement of the role of non-state actors. Although states are still
the most dominant political actors within both international politics around the globe as well
as in Antarctica, several non-state actors are active and influential within the region. The three

I investigate within this section are the tourism industry, non-governmental organisations
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(NGOs), and individuals. Each of these groups hold alternative interpretations of heritage to
states, and although they have not yet actively challenged how the prevailing perspective
defines and manages Antarctic heritage, there is potential for their perceptions to influence how
historic remains in Antarctica are perceived and used in the future. At present, however, their
engagement with Antarctic heritage co-exists with the statist perspective in relative harmony.
As will become evident throughout the course of this thesis, the cultural phenomenon of
heritage is by no means a fixed thing. It is an intersubjective concept socially determined by

various actors at various points in time.

2. Background: Antarctic Studies, Political Geography, and Heritage Studies

These questions are inspired by previous research within the field of Antarctic Studies®!
focusing on either Antarctic geopolitics, Antarctic heritage, or both. Political geographers and
Heritage Studies scholars have already debated the value of analysing geopolitical discourse,
discussed the defining characteristics of geopolitical discourse in Antarctica, outlined the
problems facing Antarctic heritage governance overall, and detailed issues pertaining to the
management of Historic Sites and Monuments in particular. 1 address each of these

contributions and what they mean in the context of this thesis below.

The analysis of geopolitical discourse anywhere on the globe, and in relation to any cultural
phenomenon (such as cultural heritage) has not always been considered a legitimate line of
enquiry within Political Geography. Until the emergence of critical geopolitics in the late
twentieth century that contemplated the social construction of ‘place,” the discipline was
concerned only with how politics can affect geographical spaces, and not the reverse.
Following this critical turn, scholars researching Antarctic geopolitics also adopted the latter
view, what is also referred to as the ‘new geopolitics.” Dodds began discussing the discourse
of Antarctic geopolitics in 1997 to reveal the dominant spatialisations or discourses of the
region throughout the twentieth century, in turn giving context and explanation to the behaviour
of political actors, both state and non-state, which operate there.'? Dodds uses the term
‘geopolitical imagination” to acknowledge that Antarctica is as much a product of the

imagination as it is a tangible place. He also emphasises that because only a select few can

11 This new subfield is now offered as an interdisciplinary study pathway at multiple universities around the globe
including the University of Tasmania in Australia, the University of Canterbury in New Zealand, the University
of Cambridge in the United Kingdom, and the University of Groningen in the Netherlands.

12 Klaus Dodds, Geopolitics in Antarctica: Views from the Southern Oceanic Rim (Cambridge: Scott Polar
Research Institute, 1997).



experience the continent and its surrounding ocean, their accounts of these places become

highly fetishised — in effect skewing the geographical knowledge distributed and reproduced.

This imbalance in the distribution of knowledge about Antarctica results in a power imbalance
within the practice of Antarctic geopolitics, which includes the governance of Antarctic
heritage. Chaturvedi is acutely aware of the need for equitable and socially sustainable
policymaking on the behalf of developing countries within the region. He focuses on the
elements — that is, the people, materials, resources, and even history — that make up the
territorial units that are sovereign states.'®* He advocates for the adoption of a critical lens to
view geopolitical research and believes that ‘the success of the new geopolitics on the ground
... depends largely on the ability and willingness of politics to transcend narrow state-centred,
power-political concerns and to address the issues that concern humanity as a whole.”** With
regard to the polar regions in particular, he comes to the conclusion that they ‘have been
perceived differently at different times in history, and the human perceptions of, and attitudes
to, these regions have also changed from one historical period to another.”*® The overall
relationship between discourse and power and its manifestation within Antarctica informs the

methodological underpinning of this thesis.

The protracted issue of sovereignty in Antarctica heavily influences geopolitical discourse in
the region, which again includes discourse on Antarctic heritage. Since the Antarctic Treaty
entered into force in 1961, claims to territory south of 60° South latitude have been effectively
‘frozen,” meaning that territorial claims are prohibited while the Treaty is in force, and that
those made prior to 1961 do not receive formal international recognition. Several scholars have
commented on how this sovereignty dilemma has characterised Antarctic affairs to date.
Chaturvedi talks about how ‘both the polar regions have been deeply affected by the
sovereignty discourse, the geography of imperialism and the geopolitics of state power.’*®
Collis also analyses imperialistic agendas and describes “cultural technologies’ that states have
pursued throughout the Heroic Era, which include ‘representation, international territorial law,

and the body of the explorer.”*’ Lastly, Dodds discusses how performances of sovereignty in

13 Sanjay Chaturvedi, The Polar Regions: A Political Geography (Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, 1996).

14 Chaturvedi, The Polar Regions: A Political Geography, 259.

15 Chaturvedi, The Polar Regions: A Political Geography, 81.

16 Chaturvedi, The Polar Regions: A Political Geography, 81.

7 In this article Collis is referring specifically to Australian Antarctic histories of occupation. Christy Collis, “The
Proclamation Island moment: making Antarctica Australian,” Law Text Culture 8, no. 1 (2004): 40.
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Antarctica — such as those traceable in ‘maps, postage stamps, public education, flag waving,
place naming, scientific activity, the regulation of fishing, flying pregnant women to the region
and public ceremonies such as commemoration’*® — fit within a broader colonial project for
Antarctica and the Southern Ocean. Sovereignty is therefore a defining characteristic of
Antarctic geopolitics and is helpful in explaining state behaviour in the region, particularly in
relation to the management and treatment of historic remains. These observations on Antarctic
sovereignty are also relevant to this thesis’ analysis of Antarctic heritage, as they provide vital
context for how and why these historic remains came to be situated in the region in the first

place.

The emergence of a ‘new geopolitics’ in the discipline of Political Geography and its
application within an Antarctic (and Arctic) context has culminated in the emergence of critical
polar geopolitics®® — the subfield in which this thesis is grounded. In addition to providing an
epistemological foundation for my research, this critical body of work validates my analysis of
an otherwise under-researched pathway of international relations and diplomacy: cultural
heritage management. In other words, this scholarship from Political Geography has provided
me with a mandate to study cultural phenomena within Antarctic geopolitics, whilst scholarship
from Heritage Studies has provided me with the necessary knowledge of this phenomena —

cultural heritage — to sustain and meaningfully add to the conversation.

The challenges facing heritage governance around the globe have been discussed by heritage
professionals and experts for decades, but similar to Political Geography, Heritage Studies has
only recently accepted discourse analysis as a legitimate method of enquiry.?° Ever since the
Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties (ATCPs) first attempted to define heritage values within
the ATS at the first ATCM, criticism from polar heritage specialists has grown. This group
holds two primary concerns: who and what Antarctic heritage has come to represent, and how

heritage in Antarctica is evaluated and subsequently treated.

18 Klaus Dodds, “Sovereignty watch: claimant states, resources, and territory in contemporary Antarctica,” Polar
Record 47, no. 3 (2011): 234.

19 This subfield includes the analysis of Arctic affairs.

20 Smith was particularly instrumental in this development, but I will wait to discuss her contribution in relation
to the prevailing discourse on Antarctic heritage until Chapter Five: Authorising Heritage. Laurajane Smith, Uses
of Heritage (London: Routledge, 2006).



The first concern is in relation to the official recognition, documentation, and protection of
some historic sites over others, namely sites from within the Heroic Era over sites from within
the sealing and whaling period.?* Researchers such as Senatore and Avango have raised the
profile of the sites that commemorate exploitation over exploration — that is, sealing and
whaling sites rather than those linked to the Heroic Era. Senatore describes the complex
heritage-making process in Antarctica, highlighting the differing perspectives that have sought
to either question or reinforce the dominant narratives of Antarctic history.?? She argues that
since the signing of the Treaty in 1959, competing national interests have made heritage in the
region a political issue, and suggests that national appropriation of heritage is why the
narratives of human experiences and presences in Antarctica have omitted industrial and
contemporary archaeologies thus far.?® Senatore believes that the official representations of
heritage in Antarctica today (HSMs) are ‘material expressions of the dominant narratives of
Antarctic history’?* in which the sealing and whaling sites have been framed as ‘part of a
shameful past of over-exploitation of Antarctic marine resources that are currently being
protected.”® Avango also focuses on industrial heritage sites and shows how historic sites such
as Antarctic whaling sites can be used to construct narratives that support claims for political
influence.?® These accounts of alternative and less attractive Antarctic histories are integral to
defining what official discourse does not typically categorise, commemorate, and celebrate as
‘heritage,” and hence are central to this thesis’ analysis of the official discourse on Antarctic
heritage and its application by states.

The second concern held by heritage specialists pertains to the method and logic of heritage
evaluation within Antarctic governance. Although the ATS has adopted guidelines for the
assessment of sites of historic significance since 1995, the criteria these guidelines follow are
strategically vague in an attempt to avoid international discord within both their initial adoption

and subsequent operation. This has left historic sites in Antarctica vulnerable to state

21 Sealing began in the region at the end of the eighteenth century, while whaling began at the end of the nineteenth
century. Tom Griffiths, Slicing the Silence: Voyaging to Antarctica (Sydney: University of New South Wales
Press, 2007), 55-58.

22 Maria Ximena Senatore, “Archaeologies in Antarctica from Nostalgia to Capitalism: A Review,” International
Journal of Historical Archaeology 23, (2019): 755-771.

23 Senatore, “Archaeologies in Antarctica from Nostalgia to Capitalism: A Review,” 755-771.

24 Senatore, “Archaeologies in Antarctica from Nostalgia to Capitalism: A Review,” 767.

% Senatore, “Archaeologies in Antarctica from Nostalgia to Capitalism: A Review,” 767.

% Dag Avango, “Working geopolitics: sealing, whaling, and industrialized Antarctica,” in the Handbook on the
Politics of Antarctica, eds. Klaus Dodds, Alan D. Hemmings, and Peder Roberts (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar
Publishing Limited, 2017).



exploitation because there is no consistent definition of what is and is not considered heritage.
The lack of guidance was problematic during the ‘clean-up Antarctica’ campaign initiated
during the 1980s’ environmental movement.?’ In relation to the otherwise environmentally
responsible and sustainable behaviours encouraged by this movement, Barr and Chaplin report
their trepidations over the ensuing ‘overwhelming reason to remove all traces of past human
activity’ on and around the continent.?® Pearson also points out that ‘what is artefact and what
is rubbish is a central issue in making appropriate decisions that balance cultural heritage and
environmental values.”?® Evans reinforces this argument and highlights the delay in the
adoption of best practice in cultural heritage management in Antarctica when discussing
Australia’s cultural heritage management approach.®® But to further complicate the issue, these
scholars are generally aware that what one person or country considers heritage, another may
not, and therefore that it is impossible to reach a universal definition of Antarctic heritage that
works in practice. Avango summarises this subjectivity well when he talks about heritage sites
in Antarctica as “places of memory, which actors for various reasons have defined as cultural
heritage.”3! This thesis acknowledges these concerns, but instead of trying to find a potentially
non-existent solution, it performs a discourse analysis to show how this ad hoc approach to
heritage management in Antarctica came about, and to also consider the current and potential

future geopolitical implications of this discourse development.

Commentary relating specifically to Historic Sites and Monuments is also of key relevance
here. Roura’s highlighting of the linkage between Antarctic geopolitics and HSM designation
has had a strong influence on my own analysis.3? His investigation of the features and
geopolitical uses of HSMs is the precursor for what this thesis is trying to achieve: a
comprehensive geopolitical analysis of cultural heritage in Antarctica. Lintott also corroborates

the importance and relevance of a geopolitical analysis of cultural heritage in Antarctica when

27 Emma Shortis, “Lessons from the Last Continent: Science, Emotion, and the Relevance of History,”
Communicating the Climate 4, (2019): 53-60.

28 paul Chaplin and Susan Barr, "Polar Heritage: Rubbish Or Relics?" Heritage at Risk (2002/2003): 233.

2% Michael Pearson, “Artefact or rubbish — a dilemma for Antarctic managers,” in Cultural Heritage in the Arctic
and Antarctic Regions, eds. Susan Barr and Paul Chaplin (Oslo: ICOMOS, 2004), 42.

30 Sherrie-lee Evans, “Icy Heritage—managing Historic Sites in the Antarctic: Pristine Wilderness, Anthropogenic
Degradation or Cultural Landscape?” The Polar Journal 1, no. 1 (2011): 87-100.

31 Dag Avango, “Historical Sites and Heritage in the Polar Regions,” in The Routledge Handbook on the Polar
Regions, eds. Mark Nuttall, Torben R. Christensen, and Martin J. Siegert (Abingdon: Routledge, 2018), 116.

%2 Ricardo Roura, “Antarctic Cultural Heritage: Geopolitics and Management,” in the Handbook on the Politics
of Antarctica, eds. Klaus Dodds, Alan D. Hemmings, and Peder Roberts (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing
Limited, 2017).
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analysing Scott’s and Shackleton’s Huts through the discipline of International Relations.®
But Warren’s 1989 Masters thesis, “A Proposal for the Designation and Protection of Antarctic
Historic Resources submitted to the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties,”3* is the most
comprehensive attempt yet at such an analysis and therefore is the primary point of departure
for my own research. Warren’s primary objective was to emphasise the lack of adequate
protection for what she called “Historic Resources’ in the region; she believed that the ATS
had not given the subject sufficient recognition, attention, or prioritisation prior to this. She
intended to fill this gap and create impetus on the issue so that HSMs could ‘survive as more
than curiosities’ in the region. In her final chapter, Warren makes several recommendations
and provides several options for implementation, but her overall petition can be summarised
as requesting three developments: ‘the adoption of criteria for site designation, the use of
professionals trained in appropriate fields and a financial commitment to implement protection
strategies.” In reflecting on these requests some three decades later, | would argue that these
appear to have been only partly achieved: criteria for HSM proposals were adopted in 1995;
heritage trusts and foundations are now involved with the conservation of HSMs, but the advice
of heritage experts is yet to be fully integrated within the ATCM decision-making processes;
and a large portion of the funding for the maintenance of HSMs derives from private donors

rather than national programs.

Although this thesis draws on similar content to Warren and similarly questions the politics
and management of Antarctic heritage, my approach differs in three integral areas. First, my
research questions the operation of heritage management systems in the region, but it also
questions the underlying discourse. Secondly, the methods and techniques | employ contrast:
a discourse analysis as opposed to problem-solving, and a geopolitical reading as opposed to a
survey. Lastly and perhaps most importantly, our a priori assumptions on the politicisation of
Antarctic heritage diverge: Warren believes that with the implementation of effective criteria

for HSM proposals, ‘the potential political motivation to designate an Historic Resource [is]

33 Bryan Lintott, “Scott’s and Shackleton’s Huts: Antarctic Heritage and International Relations” (PhD diss.,
University of Canterbury, 2015).

34 patricia Warren, “A Proposal for the Designation and Protection of Antarctic Historic Resources submitted to
the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties” (draft of master’s thesis, University of Washington, 1989), 21. Due to
COVID-19 restrictions | was unable to source the final thesis from the UOW, but had access to the penultimate
draft.

3 Warren, “A Proposal for the Designation and Protection of Antarctic Historic Resources submitted to the
Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties,” 108.
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eliminated,”3® whereas | argue that Antarctic heritage and its governance is inherently political
and therefore it is impossible to isolate the management of these places and objects from the
politics of the region more widely. In addition to these methodological differences, several
significant developments have occurred within the three decades that separate our theses — most
prominently, the signing of the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty.
Nonetheless, the direction and objectives of my analysis are strongly indebted to her work, as

well as the scholars mentioned above.

3. Research Scope: Terms and Boundaries

Here | set my parameters for the thesis by defining key terms and marking significant
boundaries. The definitions most crucial to make are in relation to the primary research areas
of geopolitics and heritage. A classical interpretation of the term ‘geopolitics’ focuses on the
practical application of geostrategy by state elites.>” However, the term became tainted by the
Geopolitik of the Nazi regime during the 1930s, and after its explosive use by intellectuals,
politicians, and the public in the 1980s, political geographers sought a new definition. In
response to this need, O Tuathail and Agnew reconceptualised the definition of ‘geopolitics’
to describe a formal academic area of enquiry, as well as a practical discourse. These scholars
maintained that ‘the natural environment and geographical setting of a state ... exercised the
greatest influence on its destiny,”3® but, in stark contrast to their predecessors, did not believe
that this setting was absolute, non-discursive, or removed from politics. Chaturvedi adopted
this view when discussing the polar regions and defined new geopolitics as ‘both a new
geography and a new politics ... [that are necessary as] politics becomes more civil-society-
oriented, transcending narrow state-centric concerns, and as a geography becomes more
humanized.”*® I adopt this critical interpretation, as it encompasses not only how geographical

space can affect the practice of politics, but also how politics can affect the meaning of place.

3 Warren, “A Proposal for the Designation and Protection of Antarctic Historic Resources submitted to the
Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties,” 113-114.

37 Virginie Mamadouh and Gertjan Dijkink, “Geopolitics, International Relations and Political Geography: The
Politics of Geopolitical Discourse,” Geopolitics 11, no. 3 (2006): 353.

3 Geardid O Tuathail and John Agnew, “Geopolitics and Discourse: Practical Geopolitical Reasoning in
American Foreign Policy,” Political Geography 11, no. 2 (1992): 191.

39 Chaturvedi, The Polar Regions: A Political Geography, 2.
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The definition of ‘heritage’ has undergone a similar evolution. Until the critical turn within
Heritage Studies at the new millennium, the term was relatively unproblematised.*® The only
direction was from the word ‘eritage’ — translating from OIld French as property which
‘devolves by right of inheritance in a process involving a series of linked hereditary
successions’#! — and as such the derivative ‘heritage’ was used to refer overwhelmingly to
material historic remains, usually those that could be passed on. But after the ‘heritage boom’
of the late twentieth century,*? heritage experts began to question the material and nationalistic
focus of the field. A decade later, Winter sought to clarify how these experts understood and
applied heritage, and concluded that there was still no consensus on what heritage actually
entailed within the new subfield of critical heritage studies.*® Just as geopolitics can be
considered a social construct, so can heritage. | therefore refer to heritage throughout this thesis
as a dynamic and contested concept, the meaning of which is determined by the user. It is
embodied within practices, experiences, emotions, and physical materials in which differing
and incompatible meanings can exist simultaneously.** However, my main focus is on material
remains, as the official definition of Antarctic heritage with which | am concerned is
synonymous with the designated HSMs on and around the continent. | also discuss informal
Antarctic heritage, such as historic places or objects that are yet to be proposed for official

protection, but much less so.

The boundaries for this thesis are geographical, temporal, and theoretical. Geographically, I
apply the official description from the Antarctic Treaty: ‘the area south of 60° South
Latitude.” This is because the official version of Antarctic heritage within this system is my
primary focus. Temporally, | investigate the 60-year period between 1959 and 2019, as it
encompasses all official discussions on Antarctic heritage up until the time of writing. Lastly,
I have narrowed the theoretical boundary of the concept of heritage. Although there is no

universal definition for heritage, there is a general consensus among heritage scholars that the

40 Emma Waterton, Laurajane Smith, and Gary Campbell, “The Utility of Discourse Analysis to Heritage Studies:
The Burra Charter and Social Inclusion,” International Journal of Heritage Studies 12, no. 4 (2006): 339.

4l Nezar Alsayyad, Consuming Tradition, Manufacturing Heritage: Global Norms and Urban Forms in the Age
of Tourism (London: Routledge, 2013), 2.

42 This boom took place in countries such as the United Kingdom. Tim Winter, “Clarifying the critical in critical
heritage studies,” International Journal of Heritage Studies 19, no. 6 (2012): 532.

43 Winter, “Clarifying the critical in critical heritage studies,” 532-545.

4 Brian Graham, Gregory Ashworth, and John Tunbridge, A Geography of Heritage: Power, Culture and
Economy (London: Arnold, 2000), 5.

4 Article VI, The Antarctic Treaty, 1 December 1959, Washington.
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phenomena can be separated into two broad (although interconnected) camps: cultural and

natural. The focus of this thesis is on Antarctic cultural heritage.

Lastly, this thesis does not question if the management of heritage in the Antarctic region has
been politicised, but rather how management has been manipulated by political actors.
Ultimately, the recognition, protection, and celebration of heritage in this polar region proves
no exception to the management of heritage elsewhere around the globe. The Treaty represents
an outstanding achievement within the practice of international relations and is regarded as a
gold standard for international regimes. But even this impressive legal artefact and its
subsidiary instruments and bodies cannot curb states’ drive to pursue national agendas through
alternative avenues of governance. It would be naive to assume that the seemingly untouched

continent is also untouched by the everyday workings of international politics.

4. Thesis Structure: Chapter Outlines

The thesis comprises 10 chapters, divided into five parts. The first part is introductory
(Chapters 1 and 2); the second (Chapters 3, 4, and 5), third (Chapters 6, 7, and 8) and fourth
(Chapter 9) parts are loosely dedicated to intra-, inter- and extra-national levels of analysis,

respectively; and the last part forms a conclusion (Chapter 10).

Chapter One: Introduction (this chapter) introduces the research topic, problem, and questions,
gives a brief overview of the existing literature, sets the scope of the research, and provides a
map to the thesis. Chapter Two: Methodology outlines the methodological framework and
makes explicit my ontology, epistemology, axiology, and methods and techniques.

Chapters 3, 4, and 5 answer the first primary research question, ‘Whose perspective on
Antarctic heritage counts?” Chapter Three: Codifying Heritage investigates how the prevailing
discourse on Antarctic heritage has been constructed by breaking down the ATS mechanisms
for the development of an HSM Framework, and by identifying this framework’s key
components. Chapter Four: Claiming Heritage asks who has constructed this prevailing
discourse by coding state behaviour against key progressions in the HSM Framework,
identifying the most active parties and providing a quantitative reading for reference. Chapter
Five: Authorising Heritage examines the characteristics of the prevailing discourse by

comparing it with an existing model of heritage on a global scale.
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Chapters 6, 7, and 8 answer the second primary research question, ‘How have states deployed
Antarctic heritage for geopolitical means?’” Each conducts a geopolitical reading of this
deployment and provides case examples, and chapter weighting depends on the prevalence of
the motive. Chapter Six: Reinforcing Heritage analyses Antarctic heritage as a means to
exercise de facto/symbolic/effective sovereignty and investigates three HSMs as case
examples. Chapter Seven: Constructing Heritage analyses Antarctic heritage as a means to
nation-build and investigates two HSMs as case examples. Chapter Eight: Wasting Heritage
analyses Antarctic heritage as a means to meet environmental expectations and investigates

one HSM case example.

Chapter Nine: Reconceptualising Heritage addresses the third primary research question,
‘Which non-state actors have engaged with Antarctic heritage?” This marks a departure from
the state-centric focus and recognises the importance of non-state actors in the region. This
chapter explores how three non-state actors — the tourism industry, NGOs, and individuals —

perceive, and engage with, Antarctic heritage.

Finally, Chapter Ten: Conclusion draws the preceding analysis into a whole and includes brief

discussion of findings and contributions.

5. Summary: A geopolitical analysis of discourse on Antarctic heritage

There is no doubt that the management of cultural heritage in Antarctica is inherently political.
There is uncertainty, however, around the origins, nature, and application of the geopolitical
discourse on Antarctic heritage. This thesis deepens and extends previous research by: arguing
that there is an official discourse on Antarctic heritage; identifying who has constructed this
discourse; critically analysing the underlying assumptions of this discourse; and investigating

how state and non-state actors have applied this discourse within the region’s geopolitics.
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Chapter Two: Methodology

A discourse analysis of Antarctic heritage management

This chapter articulates my overarching methodology, and outlines the philosophical,
theoretical, and practical stances | employ throughout this thesis. I will explicitly define my
ontological, epistemological, and axiological posture — or in other words, explain what, how,
and why | study — as well as explain my methodological decisions. Each of these helps me to
answer this thesis’ foundational questions on Antarctic geopolitics and heritage. | begin by
considering ontological, epistemological, and axiological questions, before turning to the more
practical questions concerning the selected method and techniques.

1. Ontological Questions: What is Antarctic heritage?

A researcher’s ontology is their philosophical standpoint that infiltrates, either consciously or
subconsciously, every aspect of their research. It is dangerous to assume that we can ‘insert
ourselves into the world free of theory, and [that] such theory [will] be unaffected by our
experiences in the world.”* For this thesis, | am applying a constructivist approach that renders
the world inherently social, and subsequently, political. Constructivists generally believe that
social reality is constructed and does not exist outside of human consciousness, as ‘the human
world is one of artifice ... “constructed” through the actions of actors themselves.”’? An
ontology also determines what phenomena are worth investigating, and the nature of those

phenomena.

For this thesis, the phenomenon in question is Antarctic cultural heritage, or more specifically
— Antarctic Historic Sites and Monuments (HSMs) — and | am interested in the discourses that
surround them. Therefore, my ‘data set’ is the texts that detail and manage their existence:
official documents within the Antarctic Treaty System (ATS). This group of documents is a
unique set of texts that contain important information on HSMs, and therefore have much to
tell us about the geopolitical meaning of Antarctic heritage. Ideas, norms, interests, identities,

and memories concerning the management of the sites and artefacts are pertinent to my

! Juliana Mansvelt and Lawrence Berg, “Writing Qualitative Geographies, Constructing Meaningful Geographical
Knowledges,” in Qualitative Research Methods in Human Geography, ed. lain Hay (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2010), 341.

2 Friedrich Kratochwil, “Constructivism as an Approach to Interdisciplinary Study,” in Constructing International
Relations: The Next Generation, eds. Karin Fierke and Knud Jgrgensen (Armonk, N.Y.: M.E. Sharpe, 2001), 17.
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investigation. Antarctic heritage is an intersubjective and mutually constituted phenomenon
that does not and cannot exist in a vacuum; and just as reality is not “out there,” neither is this

phenomenon.

The inherently political nature of heritage underlies this thesis’ primary objective: to expose
the geopolitical meanings of HSMs. According to Roura, heritage is a ‘meaning rather than
artefact, and similarly geopolitics “is not a struggle for space; it is a contest to give spaces
specific meanings,””® and to create ‘place.” This statement resonates with my approach to an
investigation of HSMs, as it highlights the constructed nature of heritage. Antarctic heritage
cannot be defined as merely the physical sites and monuments on the continent. Although these
places and objects are central, heritage is much more than this. Heritage is a practice,
experience, or emotion, which means that material heritage is ‘a physical representation of ...
“the past” that speak[s] to a sense of place, a sense of self, of belonging and community.’* Nor
do I take the concept of place for granted. According to Antonello, place is ‘material as well as
discursive, rooted as well as connected, stable and unstable, made by human and non-human
agents, and with multiple temporalities.”® In this regard, this thesis moves away from Antarctic
exceptionalism’ —that is, the frequent representation of Antarctica as ‘a passive [space], simply
awaiting ever-greater human impact and intervention.”® On the contrary, Antarctica is a
complex place becoming less remote. It is a ‘part of the world, and in order to understand it, it
is crucial that it not be segregated from the complex ideological and geopolitical dynamics by
which it is shaped.”” These realisations on the meaning of heritage, space and place provide the

core inspiration for my project.

2. Epistemological Questions: How do we come to know the geopolitics of
Antarctic heritage?

A researcher’s epistemology is their theory of knowledge that directs how they go about

knowing, or attempting to know, the phenomena they study. How we conduct our research is

3 Ricardo Roura, “Antarctic Cultural Heritage: Geopolitics and Management,” in the Handbook on the Politics of
Antarctica, eds. Klaus Dodds, Alan D. Hemmings, and Peder Roberts (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing
Limited, 2017), 478-479.

4 Laurajane Smith, Uses of Heritage (London: Routledge, 2006), 30.

5 Alessandro Antonello, “Finding Place in Antarctica,” in Antarctica and the Humanities, eds. Roberts Peder,
Lize-Marié van der Watt, and Adrian Howkins (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2016), 184.

6 Klaus Dodds and Richard Powell, “Polar Geopolitics: new researchers on the polar regions,” The Polar Journal
3, no. 1 (2013): 4.

" Klaus Dodds and Christy Collis, “Post-colonial Antarctica,” in the Handbook on the Politics of Antarctica, eds.
Klaus Dodds, Alan D. Hemmings, and Peder Roberts (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited, 2017), 53.
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embedded in a set of assumptions made explicit by our ontology. | have already made the
assumption that the world is inherently social and political, and that the phenomena I
investigate are socially constructed. How | then go about understanding these phenomena
therefore requires an approach that can denaturalise them. A critical enquiry that problematises,
challenges, and is suspicious of hegemonic ways of knowing, proves appropriate. Such an
approach is also aware that all knowledge is situated, tied to different contexts, and entangled

in power relations.®

When we reconsider the concept of heritage from this critical perspective, the most dominant
and current discourses surrounding it are made visible, and broader questions concerning
political life in Antarctica can be answered. As mentioned previously, heritage is a practice,
experience, or emotion. However, the current, prevailing discourse favours a Western outlook
that privileges materialism, preservation, timelessness, and innate value.® With regard to space
and politics, previous discourses framed geopolitics as a grand narrative within strategising
that sought “to “unlock” the secrets of the physical earth and lionise the power of the mountain
range, the river, the maritime strait, the ocean, the island, the desert and the atmosphere.’
Contemporary criticism challenges these assumptions about space, and illuminates the
practices by which political actors spatialise international politics. The location of Antarctica
within modern geographical imagination depicts it as the ‘new’ and ‘last’ frontier,'! implying
its susceptibility to state exploitation. A similar logic can be applied to HSMs: states assign
‘particular meanings to historical events embodied in cultural remains’ in an attempt to

conform to an overarching national narrative about their historic presence in Antarctica.*?

3. Axiological Questions: Why is the geopolitics of Antarctic heritage worth
studying?

A researcher’s axiology is the socio-political context of their research. It necessitates
recognition of the research process as political and value-laden. An active engagement with
this reality makes for a more rigorous analysis as the researcher is required to practise humility

8 Anna Uminska-Woroniecka, “Cultural Diplomacy in International Relations Theory and Studies on Diplomacy,”
Actual Problems of International Relations 2, no. 127 (2016): 4.

%1 will outline Smith’s argument for a dominant discourse in much greater depth in Chapter Five: Authorising
Heritage. Smith, Uses of Heritage, 29.

10 Dodds and Powell, “Polar Geopolitics: new researchers on the polar regions,” 3.

11 Klaus Dodds and Mark Nuttall, The Scramble for the Poles: The geopolitics of the Arctic and Antarctic
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 2016), 20.

12 Roura, “Antarctic Cultural Heritage: Geopolitics and Management,” 469.
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— flagging their suppositions and acknowledging the contribution they are attempting to make.
The first major context that informs my axiology is the interdisciplinary nature of my research.
I support the view that too often “too much intellectual energy ... goes into creating maintaining
boundaries between stylized camps,’® and that it is important not to get mired in ‘distracting
definitional battles of paradigm wars.”** | am engaging with both Political Geography and

Heritage Studies to more fully understand the geopolitical nature of Antarctic heritage.

The second major context that informs my axiology is the position my research holds within
the Humanities and Social Sciences (HASS) disciplines which have come to be categorised
under the umbrella term of ‘Antarctic Studies.”*® This field contains a diverse group of
disciplines — from International Relations to Musicology — that are in conversation with each
other. As Steel points out in an introduction to a special issue of The Polar Journal on the value
of the social sciences in polar research, ‘One need only point out that robots have not yet
completely taken over the study of the polar regions, nor do polar bears, penguins and ice sheets
study themselves. People do all these things, along with making decisions as to how these
regions are governed ... the results of these studies have much to say about the possible fates
of these regions.”® Until recently, however, these contributions have ranked second place to
the practice of Science — that is, the physical, natural, and biological sciences — that has
colonised the continent to date.!” The Antarctic Treaty has dubbed Science as the ‘currency of
influence’ since it entered into force mid last century.!® But it is now apparent that
‘representations [of Antarctica] do matter, and they deserve to be studied and understood.”*°
This attitude is a product of the cultural®® and social?! turn in the field within the past decade

or so.

13 Audie Klotz and Cecelia Lynch, Strategies for Research in Constructivist International Relations (Abingdon:
Routledge, 2007), 11.

14 Jennifer Mason, Qualitative Researching (London: SAGE Publications Ltd, 2018), 24.

15 As mentioned in Chapter One: Introduction, Antarctic Studies is offered as a study pathway at multiple
universities around the globe. The hosting of biennial conferences by the Standing Committee on Humanities and
Social Sciences (of the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research) suggests a form of coherence across this
family of disciplines.

16 Gary Steel, “Polar, Social, Science: A Reflection on the Characteristics and Benefits of the Polar Social
Sciences,” The Polar Journal 5, no. 1 (2015): 3.

17 Antonello, “Finding Place in Antarctica,” 197.

18 Elizabeth Leane, “Introduction: The Cultural Turn in Antarctic Studies,” The Polar Journal 1, no. 2 (2011):
149.

19| eane, “Introduction: The Cultural Turn in Antarctic Studies,” 150.

20 |_eane, “Introduction: The Cultural Turn in Antarctic Studies,” 149-154.

2L steel, “Polar, Social, Science: A Reflection on the Characteristics and Benefits of the Polar Social Sciences,”
1-7.
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My research is therefore unavoidably politically charged. This is evident in both its formulation
as an interdisciplinary project, and its position within the broader Antarctic research agenda.
The former requires me to make decisions concerning the application of varying approaches,
whilst the latter supports efforts to raise the profile of the HASS disciplines within Antarctic
research. The last step in unpacking my axiology is to make explicit my hypothesis. | am
suspicious of political actors and their use of Antarctic heritage, and, subsequently, my main

objective is to expose the geopolitical meanings of HSMs.

4. Methodological Questions: How do we analyse the geopolitics of Antarctic
heritage?

In addition to encompassing the ontological, epistemological, and axiological predispositions
of the researcher, a methodology also outlines the more practical methods and techniques
employed by the researcher. The method for this thesis is a discourse analysis, and the
techniques are coding and close reading. Below | address what each of these entails, their
application within this thesis, and their limitations.

4.1 Method — Discourse Analysis

At the heart of critical enquiry is the analysis of discourse. Although there is no shared
understanding of how to do a discourse analysis,? the origins of the task can be attributed to
the work of late twentieth century French philosophers.? Discourses are frameworks of
thought through which the world is made meaningful, and which are embedded within texts,
written, spoken, or otherwise. A discourse analysis subsequently aims to provide a better, more
profound account of these social practices via an examination of these texts. Within the context
of this thesis, the texts are the ‘socio-cultural resources and rules by which the geographies of
international politics get written.”?* Researchers pose ‘how’ rather than ‘what’ questions that
are spatially and historically sensitive in order to reach a “primordial understanding’ of their
subject matter. ?® Furthermore, by acknowledging that discourses are situated — that is,
produced, received, and manipulated within a particular time and place — discourse analysts are

well positioned to identify and critique existing power structures. It is possible for multiple

22 Martin Muller, "Doing discourse analysis in critical geopolitics," L’Espace Politique 12, no. 3 (2010): 1-21.
23 Namely, Jacques Derrida’s deconstruction of texts and Michel Foucault’s genealogical analysis.

24 Gear6id O Tuathail and John Agnew, “Geopolitics and Discourse: Practical Geopolitical Reasoning in
American Foreign Policy,” Political Geography 11, no. 2 (1992): 193.

% Richard Ashley, “The Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space: Toward a Critical Social Theory of International
Politics,” Alternatives 12, (1987): 403.

20



complex and contradictory discourses to be in circulation at any one time, but there tends to be
one hegemonic discourse for each social reality. Discourse analyses strive to provide a better,
more profound account of our social reality by engaging a collection of techniques to expose
the creation of meanings, and their communication through language and text.

My selection of discourse analysis as the primary method for this thesis is corroborated by the
data set type. The data collected lends itself to a discursive reading as it is a collection of official
documents from within the ATS regarding heritage management in the region (as further
detailed in the following chapter, Chapter Three: Codifying Heritage). These records are quite
literally a textual representation of the Antarctic heritage discourse — the ‘geopolitical scripts
and storylines in the discursive policy process.”? The official descriptions of the HSMs
themselves are also descriptions of the social world around them; and they are, to a degree, the
very narrative that is under investigation.?” Of course, discourses are more than texts as they
embody frameworks of thought that are not exclusively expressed by textual means,?® but for
the purposes of this thesis, these documents offer a valuable data set from which | can draw
significant insight concerning heritage management processes in Antarctica. They contain
‘background knowledge’?® — that is, ‘assumptions about the world that are never made explicit
or are not advanced by author or speaker as debatable.”*® Once revealed, however, these
assumptions can be questioned, potentially leading to a reinterpretation and reapplication of
the prevailing discourse. Moreover, scientific investigation is in one sense a literary exercise

in and of itself, as it is about the fate of statements as they interact with one another.3!

I am inspired by works from within Political Geography which have applied the philosophical
foundations of discourse analysis and explore the relationship between power and discourse.

Political geographers now largely agree that geopolitical discourse is never a natural or non-

% Virginie Mamadouh and Gertjan Dijkink, “Geopolitics, International Relations and Political Geography: The
Politics of Geopolitical Discourse,” Geopolitics 11, no. 3 (2006): 355.

27 Roura, “Antarctic Cultural Heritage: Geopolitics and Management,” 480.

28 Martin Muller, “Reconsidering the concept of discourse for the field of critical geopolitics: Towards discourse
as language and practice,” Political Geography 27, no. 3 (2008): 334.

2 Norman L. Fairclough, “Critical and descriptive goals in discourse analysis,” Journal of Pragmatics 9, no. 6
(1985): 739.

30 Mamadouh and Dijkink, “Geopolitics, International Relations and Political Geography: The Politics of
Geopolitical Discourse,” 357.

31 John Law, After Method: Mess in Social Science Research (Hoboken: Taylor & Francis, 2017), 28.
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discursive phenomenon,® but is instead deeply rooted in power/knowledge relations.*® Nor is
space ever blank; rather, it is ‘riddled with meaning, symbolism, contradictions, various layers
of history, social and cultural practices and complex power relationships.’3* Lastly, political
geographers have discussed how the concepts of space and power intersect, and have developed
the idea of ‘power-geometries’ to ‘capture both the fact that space is imbued with power and
the fact that power in its turn always has a spatiality.”> The work of the scholar is therefore to
analyse and problematise the spatiality of power operating beneath the geopolitical discourse
in question — in this case, the discursive production of heritage in Antarctica.

However, carrying out a discourse analysis does come with its challenges, primarily in relation
to issues of transparency and function. Discourse analyses are often accused of a lack of
transparency toward method and technique applied.®® This vagueness is blamed on a ‘post-
positivist sensibility that is itself wary of the idea of a simple list of methods.”3” The standard
practice is to leave methodologies as implicit rather than make them explicit, but this
approach makes it difficult to verify what was actually involved in the research process, and
how others can replicate it within another context. Regarding its function, a discourse analysis
cannot predict which discourses may achieve dominance in the future, as their production is
the result of a struggle between social actors.*® It can expose and reposition discourses, but not

transcend them.*°

% O Tuathail and Agnew, “Geopolitics and Discourse: Practical Geopolitical Reasoning in American Foreign
Policy,” 192.

33 Leslie Hepple, “Metaphor, Geopolitical Discourse and the Military in South America,” in Writing Worlds:
Discourse, Text and Metaphor in the Representations of Language, eds. Trevor Barnes and James Duncan
(London and New York: Routledge, 1992), 139.

34 peter Shirlow, “Representation,” in Key Concepts in Political Geography, eds. Carolyn Gallaher, Carl T.
Dahlman, Mary Gilmartin, Alison Mountz, and Peter Shirlow (London: SAGE Publications Ltd, 2009), 310.

% Doreen Massey, “Concepts of space and power in theory and in political practice,” Documents D'analisi
Geografica 5, (2009): 19.

% Mamadouh and Dijkink, “Geopolitics, International Relations and Political Geography: The Politics of
Geopolitical Discourse,” 364.

37 Lawrence Berg, “Discourse Analysis,” in The International Encyclopedia of Human Geography, eds. Rob
Kitchin and Nigel Thrift (Amsterdam: Elsevier Ltd, 2009), 218.

3 Berg, “Discourse Analysis,” 218.

3 Mamadouh and Dijkink, “Geopolitics, International Relations and Political Geography: The Politics of
Geopolitical Discourse,” 358.

40 Mamadouh and Dijkink, “Geopolitics, International Relations and Political Geography: The Politics of
Geopolitical Discourse,” 351.
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4.2 Techniques — Coding and Close Reading

Technique can be understood as ‘the art or craft of performing a particular task.”*! The
techniques | employ to carry out this discourse analysis are coding and close reading, each of
which | detail in turn below.

The technique of coding is applied to effectively extract meaning from texts, and is a heuristic,
‘exploratory problem-solving technique without specific formulas or algorithms to follow.’#?
Although texts (as described above) would appear to lend themselves to qualitative analysis,
coding demonstrates a means to effectively translate qualitative data into quantitative data with
minimal loss of meaning. Coding is not a precise science, but rather an interpretive act that
serves as a ‘transitional process between data collection and more extensive data analysis.”*
Given that coding is cyclical in nature, it sometimes requires multiple cycles using different
codes in order to develop closeness with, and potential themes from, the data.** Here, | borrow
Saldafa’s definition of a code as “a word or short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative,
salient, essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a portion of language-based or visual
data.”*® These codes can also be quantified by simply ascertaining how many times they occur

within the text (or in my case, also represent submitted diplomatic papers).

This quantification process can be carried out either manually or automatically with coding
software. | use a combination of the two so as to retain comfortable contact with the data (pen
and paper), whilst at the same time managing ideas and maintaining ‘rapid access to conceptual
and theoretical knowledge’ (computer).*® This allows me to keep appropriate distance from the
data and switch between “closeness for familiarity and appreciation for subtle differences [and]
distance for abstraction and synthesis.”*’ | use NVivo (version 12) data analysis software to
assist me in this process. This software is a popular choice for social scientists conducting a
discourse analysis as it allows researchers to not only code, store, and archive large amounts
of textual and graphic material, it also has an interface that supports complex correlation
calculations (although my own data synthesis did not require these additional functions). |

4l Margaret Zeegers and Deirdre Barron, Milestone Moments in Getting Your PhD in Qualitative Research
(Amsterdam: Elsevier Ltd, 2015), 87.

42 Johnny Saldafia, The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers (London: SAGE Publications Ltd, 2015), 9.
43 Gregory Owen, “Qualitative Methods in Higher Education Policy Analysis: Using Interviews and Document
Analysis,” Qualitative Report 19, no. 26 (2014): 16.

44 Saldafa, The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers, 9.

4 Saldafa, The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers, 4.

46 pat Bazeley, Qualitative data analysis with NVivo (Los Angeles: SAGE Publications Ltd, 2007), 2-3.

47 Bazeley, Qualitative data analysis with NVivo, 8.
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started coding in NVivo only after | had conducted an initial reading of the documents, as |
was then able to familiarise myself with the text and perform ‘category construction, based on
the data’s characteristics, to uncover themes.’*® It is up to the analyst and not the software to
identify the themes or ‘nodes’ present within the text. Only once the analyst has determined
these categories can the software be programmed to identify and code them. This is an iterative
process with theory and evidence informing each other. A more grounded or inductive
approach initially fits with my underlying constructivist ontology — one that considers the
documents as “social facts’ — and the post-structuralist epistemology — one that is wary of these
facts. Towards the end of the coding process, the codes that the analyst identifies can be
thematically arranged. This is a form of pattern recognition that requires: a focused review of
the data; reflection upon themes and categories already identified; and potential re-coding. |
outline the details of my coding technique within my codebook contained within Chapter Four:
Claiming Heritage, as this is the chapter in which | conduct a quantitative analysis of my
results. | then juxtapose these findings with existing models in Chapter Five: Authorising

Heritage.

The predominant challenge encountered with coding relates to researcher choice, which is
always at risk of selection bias. Researchers must make decisions concerning what set of
questions they will ask of the data, what they will emphasise, and what they will pay little or
least attention to. To do this, the researcher must demonstrate that they can identify information
that is pertinent to the phenomenon, separating it from that which is not.>® All the while they
must remain objective (seeking to represent the research material fairly) and sensitive
(responding to even subtle cues to meaning) throughout,® and avoid falling into the ‘coding
trap.” The researcher encounters this trap when they become so bogged down in their data that

they can no longer “see the forest for the trees.”>

The second technique | employ is close reading. In the past, close reading has been described
as the ‘primary methodology’ of Literary Studies.>® This technique typically requires the reader

48 Glenn Bowen, "Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method," Qualitative Research Journal 9, no. 2
(2009): 32.

49 Bowen, “Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method,” 32.

50 Bowen, “Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method,” 32.

51 Bowen, “Document Analysis as a Qualitative Research Method,” 32.

%2 Bazeley, Qualitative data analysis with NVivo, 8.

3 Matthew L. Jockers, Macroanalysis: Digital methods and literary history (Champaign: University of Illinois
Press, 2013), 6.
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to become familiar with the chosen text, to consider it in detail, and to be critical of it. Brummett
defines close reading as ‘the mindful, disciplined reading of an object with a view to deeper
understanding of its meanings.”>* Throughout this thesis, | am specifically concerned with the
geopolitical meaning of the texts | interrogate. In this sense | am responding to Finnemore and
Sikkink’s plea to ‘reassert “thick” regional geographical knowledge in the face of “thin”

universal theorising about world affairs.”®

To carry out my geopolitical reading, | begin by closely reading the current Historic Sites and
Monuments List.%® This List provides a factual summary of what sites and monuments were
accepted when, proposed by whom, and managed by whom. | then select case examples to
investigate varying geopolitical themes across part I1l. The challenge here is to trace how sites
of Antarctic heritage — which are both complex material places and geographical abstractions

—are reduced to opportunities for strategic gain within the context of Antarctic geopolitics.

The limitations of a close reading are similar to those of coding, in that this technique relies
heavily on the researcher’s unique interpretation of the texts they encounter. The product is an
intimate but subjective understanding of the chosen topic. Furthermore, given the level of
attention required for close reading, 1 am able to select only a small number of case examples

for analysis. This reduces the scope of the analysis but increases its comprehensiveness.

5. Practising Reflexivity: A political geographer in Antarctic Studies

Research design should not be a passive process, nor should our efforts prioritise method over
methodology. As there is no one privileged way of exploring, understanding, and knowing the
world we live in, it is vital for the researcher to explicitly and clearly state their ontological,
epistemological, axiological, and methodological underpinnings to foster greater
understanding. In my case, | have explained my ontology as constructivist, my epistemology
as critical, my axiology as determined by the current state of HASS-based Antarctic research,
and my methodology as encompassing various techniques of discourse analysis. This
explanation gives transparency to the nature, direction, and purpose of the research offered in

this thesis and makes clear the ground on which the following chapters rest.

54 Barry Brummett, Techniques of Close Reading (Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, 2018), 2.

% Mamadouh and Dijkink, “Geopolitics, International Relations and Political Geography: The Politics of
Geopolitical Discourse,” 352.

%6 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Revised List of Antarctic Historic Sites and Monuments, Measure 12,
20109.
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Chapter Three: Codifying Heritage

The codification of heritage within Antarctic governance

The official discourse on Antarctic heritage is codified within the Antarctic Treaty System and
its accompanying apparatus. Codification is an act of formal documentation that attributes
greater recognition to one party’s interpretation over another’s, and advances and cements
some norms instead of others by affording them legal meaning and weight.* This chapter is the
first of three parts that, like a triptych, hinge together to address the ‘how,’ the ‘who,” and the
‘what’ of Antarctic heritage discourse. Here | establish how the official discourse on Antarctic
heritage is codified, in preparation for the following chapter that identifies whose perspective
it reflects, before finally delving into what the discourse characteristically entails in the fifth

chapter.

International norms are a part of international discourse and are key to unlocking how the
discourse has been constructed. International law arranges these norms in a hierarchy to specify
their relative influence over the behaviour of their addressees (nation-states).? | begin by
discussing the role of international norms in developing discourse within International
Relations, before | apply pre-existing theories on norm progression to the Antarctic context. |
then explain the mechanisms through which states have operationalised an official discourse
on Antarctic heritage to create Antarctic Historic Sites and Monuments. Finally, I conclude
with an outline of what I call the ‘HSM Framework’ — that is, the textual codification of the

official discourse on cultural heritage in Antarctica.

1. Normalisation of Antarctic Heritage Management

The Oxford English Dictionary defines a norm as ‘a pattern; a type, a standard.”® International

Relations theorists have identified three types of norms within the discourse and practice of

! While codifying and coding are very similar words, they mean quite different things in academic research and
in this thesis. The first is an International Relations (IR) term used often within IR and International Law (IL),
and the second (explained in the previous chapter) is a method within discourse analysis.

2 Some international norms, such as jus cogens or ‘compelling norms,” fall into the category of ‘hard law,” whilst
others, such as ordinary or ‘twilight’ norms, fall into the category of ‘soft law.” Ulrich Beyerlin, “Different Types
of Norms in International Environmental Law Policies, Principles, and Rules,” in The Oxford Handbook of
International Environmental Law, eds. Daniel Bodansky, Jutta Brunnée, and Ellen Hey (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007), 425-448.

3 The Oxford English Dictionary, “Quick search: Norm,” accessed 24 March 2020,
https://www.oed.com/view/Entry/128266?rskey=pCWQ5H&result=1#eid.
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international politics: regulative norms, constitutive norms, and prescriptive norms. *
Regulative norms indicate what is obligated, prohibited, or permitted and are defined as the
‘goals’ of the normative system; whilst constitutive norms represent possibilities for new
activity, and progress and represent the ‘beliefs’ of the normative system. For example, the
World Heritage Convention assigns parties with a duty to identify, protect, conserve, present,
and transmit cultural and natural heritage — a regulative norm;® and defines ‘cultural heritage’
as monuments, groups of buildings, and sites — a constitutive norm.® Prescriptive norms, on the
other hand, represent a broader moral objective, for example, the Convention’s promotion of

cooperation among states to protect heritage around the globe.

Each of these types of norms are recognisable within Antarctic affairs: regulative norms order
and constrain state behaviour, such as the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic
Marine Living Resources’ (CCAMLR) regulation of fishing and ‘rational use’ in the Southern
Ocean;’ constitutive norms construct new identities and categories, such as the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty’s (Environmental Protocol) definition of
Antarctica as a ‘natural reserve’;® and prescriptive norms evaluate and recommend what ought
to be done, such as the Antarctic Treaty’s reconceptualisation of the purpose of the area south

of 60° South latitude for ‘peace and science.’®

In an attempt to analyse the progression of norms within international relations in general,
Finnemore and Sikkink developed a ‘life cycle’ for the emergence of norms within
international relations, as seen in Table 3.1. The cycle details three phases through which norms
progress in order to reach complete acceptance or normalisation within the International

System. 0

4 Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink, “International Norm Dynamics and Political Change,” International
Organization 52, no. 4 (1998): 891-892.

5 Article 4, the World Heritage Convention, 16 November 1972, Paris.

& Article 1, the World Heritage Convention.

7 Article 11, the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources, 20 May 1980, Canberra.
8 Article 1, the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty, 4 October 1991, Madrid.

° Preamble, The Antarctic Treaty, 1 December 1959, Washington.

10|R theory refers to the International System as being the environment in which nation-states co-exist.
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Table 3.1: Reproduced from Finnemore and Sikkink’s model, ‘The Norm Life Cycle.”
(“International Norm Dynamics and Political Change,” 898.)

The Norm Life Cycle

Stage 1:
Norm emergence

Stage 2:
Norm cascade

Stage 3:
Internalisation

Actors Norm entrepreneurs States, international Law, professions,
with organisational organisations, bureaucracy
platforms networks

Motives Altruism, empathy, Legitimacy, Conformity
ideational, reputation, esteem
commitment

Dominant mechanisms | Persuasion Socialisation, Habit,

institutionalisation, institutionalisation

demonstration

In this section, | apply this life cycle to the emergence of norms on the protection of cultural
heritage in Antarctica. It is helpful to understand the genealogy of these norms, because the
behaviours, perceptions, and expectations that they embody are eventually codified within the
practice of Antarctic affairs and the governance of Antarctic Historic Sites and Monuments
(HSMs).

The first stage of Finnemore and Sikkink’s cycle concerns committed entrepreneurs and their
use of organisational platforms to agitate for change. Norms for the protection of Antarctic
heritage emerged in the 1980s and 1990s. Even though states established a register for historic
sites and monuments in Antarctica (the HSM List) within the Antarctic Treaty System (ATS)
in 1972, it served an administrative role only, documenting the whereabouts of certain historic
artefacts on the continent rather than outlining clear instructions and objectives for their
protection. The physical protection of cultural heritage in the region was first championed by
trusts and foundations that began to form in the 1980s and 1990s: such as the United Kingdom
Antarctic Heritage Trust (UKAHT), founded in 1987; and the Mawson’s Huts Foundation,
founded in 1996. These charities charged themselves with the responsibility of conserving and
preserving historic remains on and around the continent on behalf of their nation-state, and
raised the profile of Antarctic cultural heritage in the process. Since 2000, however, the
International Polar Heritage Committee (IPHC) has been the organisation in the best position
to influence state behaviour within the ATS on the matter. The IPHC can now be considered
the leading norm entrepreneur on heritage protection in Antarctica (and possibly also the
Arctic), as it is a scientific committee of heritage experts and professionals called upon to
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advise on heritage-related matters. They provide advice by drafting and contributing to papers
received by states at ATS forums. In the words of Finnemore and Sikkink, the IPHC is an agent
that has ‘strong notions about appropriate or desirable behaviour in their community’! — in
this case, states’ commitment to conservational best practice in the polar regions.

The second stage of Finnemore and Sikkink’s cycle refers to the role state actors play in
socialising and demonstrating norms in return for increased legitimacy within international
affairs. The protection of Antarctic heritage began to gain traction within the ATS at Antarctic
Treaty Consultative Meetings (ATCMs) during the 1990s. In 1995, the ATCPs developed
official guidelines for the proposing of HSMs that would enable the parties to legitimate and
protect their material remains on the continent.'? In order to achieve this, ATCPs submitted
various papers on the topic to the Meeting for discussion, and eventually adopted amendments
to effectively legalise the consensus reached. More recently, in 2018, the ATCPs drastically
revised these guidelines (with the help of the IPHC) to provide better instruction on what
Antarctic heritage is, and how it should be treated.® This development signalled a new
prioritisation of heritage matters within the region’s governance. The current agenda of the
Committee for Environmental Protection (CEP) — the body responsible for advising ATCMs
on heritage issues, among others — now lists HSMs as a priority.'* Therefore, while states
acknowledged the existence of historic artefacts, places, and events in the region almost 50
years ago, only now, with the help of a key norm entrepreneur (the IPHC), are states beginning

to meaningfully consider their management.

The third and final stage of Finnemore and Sikkink’s cycle involves the internalisation of the
norm through its incorporation within relevant governing institutions to ensure conformity
from all invested actors. The protection of cultural heritage in Antarctica appears to have passed
the “tipping point’ that saw these norms accepted and adopted by ATCPs, but they are not yet
fully internalised. Although the ATS records these norms in various amendments and they sit
within a framework for Antarctic heritage governance, states do not adhere to these norms in

any uniform fashion. For example, ATCPs have assured the longevity of some historic sites

1 Finnemore and Sikkink, “International Norm Dynamics and Political Change,” 896.

12 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Guidelines for proposing new Historic Sites and Monuments, Resolution
8, 1995.

BAntarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Guidelines for the assessment and management of Heritage in Antarctica,
Resolution 2, 2018.

14 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, ATCM XLII Final Report, 2019, 199.
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with the development of binding Management Plans (MPs), whilst neglecting other sites whose
current condition is not even known. The criteria for the designation of HSMs are also relatively
broad. They encompasses a wide range of justifications for HSM protection that prevents the
emergence of a single and unified message. If conservation and preservation of material
heritage is the final goal, then, in order to ensure conformance and compliance, ATCPs would
do well to enforce mechanisms such as mandatory Conservation Management Plans (CMPs)
or site inspections. In the meantime, diverging views on why and how Antarctic heritage should
be protected will prevent the internalisation of norms on Antarctic heritage protection.

Therefore, although norms on Antarctic heritage protection underlying the official discourse
on Antarctic heritage management have ‘emerged,” ‘cascaded,” and — as | investigate shortly —
been codified within the official discourse on Antarctic heritage, they have not yet been
‘internalised.” This is primarily due to competing attitudes on why Antarctic heritage is worth
protecting, and what form that protection should take. This dissonance also explains the ad hoc
nature of management to date. But if recent activity and progress maintains pace, these norms
could reach habitualisation within the next decade — this is assuming states can agree upon,

enact, and regulate a single vision for managing Antarctic heritage.

2. Mechanisation of Antarctic Heritage Management

States have operationalised norms on heritage protection for the region under the auspices of
the ATS. The ATCPs have constructed a framework for the proposition, designation, and
management of HSMs in this international forum — that is, the sites and monuments that are
documented as the official version of Antarctic heritage. There are five mechanisms through
which these norms have emerged and cascaded: submitted papers that propose particular
courses of action for Antarctic heritage; the Committee for Environmental Protection that gives
advice on Antarctic heritage; Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meetings that provide an official
forum for Antarctic heritage; intersessional activity on Antarctic heritage; and amendments

that enact decisions concerning Antarctic heritage.

As illustrated in Figure 3.1, the process of norm emergence and cascade begins with the norm
entrepreneur’s proposition (persuasion) of the norm and finishes with states’ acceptance of it
(demonstration). In the Antarctic context, the tipping point is reached when the ATCPs approve

the norm at an ATCM following its endorsement by heritage non-state actors in a submitted
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paper. However, the process is not always so linear. For example, a paper could be submitted,
then discussed by the CEP but not recommended for adoption to the ATCM, leading to a second
submission at the following ATCM. Alternatively, the ATCM could request an Intersessional
Contact Group to convene on the matter, again resulting in more papers.

NORM EMERGENCE i NORM CASCADE
’ ! Committee for Antarctic Treaty . —
S[E:EQL“T&PEDF?SFF ‘Environmental Protection Consulataive Meeting Intersessional Activity Amendments

(ICGs etc) ! (Measures etc)

CM)

_TIPPINGPOINT

'
i
_ i o .
Persuasion I::> " Socialisation |::> Demonstration
i
'
'

Figure 3.1: The emergence and cascade of a norm on cultural heritage protection within the
Antarctic Treaty System.

This section explains the five mechanisms that states can employ within Antarctic affairs to
introduce norms on heritage protection: submitted papers, the CEP, ATCMs, intersessions

activity, and amendments.

2.1 Submitted Papers

Papers are an invaluable source of information for revealing who said what and when in relation
to the development of an official discourse on Antarctic heritage. Consultative Parties can
submit five types of papers to a Meeting: Addendum Papers (ADs), Background Papers (BPs),
Information Papers (IPs), Secretariat Papers (SPs), and Working Papers (WPs), but only WPs,
IPs and BPs are relevant here.™®

These three types of papers each have a slightly different function. WPs are used predominantly
by states to propose an idea or course of action, IPs are usually used to provide additional or
accompanying information for these proposals or other issues that may arise at the Meeting,
and BPs are similar to IPs as they also provide supporting information but hold less weight

(and appear to be submitted less frequently as a result). Furthermore, only the ATCPs, the three

15 Information Papers are preferred to Addendum Papers to provide additional information on heritage-related
matters, and Secretariat Papers are for the use of the Secretariat rather than the ATCPs.
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‘Observers,”® and the three ‘Invited Experts’*’ can submit WPs.® This restriction effectively
raises the stature of the WPs, making them the most effective avenue for an ATCP to propose
a particular course of action at a Meeting, and subsequently are cited much more frequently
than IPs, despite having a much lower submission rate. The 2019 ATCM (XLII), for example,
had 70 WPs submitted (across all topics, not just heritage) compared to 165 IPs. IPs (which
any party can submit) are supplementary to WPs, while BPs provide background information
on a particular topic that may or may not be raised within a Meeting. Parties have submitted
papers concerning Antarctic heritage under all three types.

The most obvious motive for heritage-related WP submissions are HSM proposals. Within
such submissions ATCPs should address the relevant criteria contained within the HSM
Guidelines and Guide to have the best chance of having their proposal accepted and the historic
site or monument designated. The most recent example of this is Argentina’s WP025 (2019),
Proposal for designation of a new Historic Site and Monument "C.A Larsen Multiexpedition
cairn”, jointly prepared with Norway, Sweden, and the United Kingdom (UK). IPs concerned
with Antarctic heritage often provide updates on the condition of HSMs, but can also give
additional information for HSM proposals or even serve as a notice for intended future WP
submission — a route Russia took in 2004 when it submitted IP045, Orthodox temple in the
Antarctic, in its consideration of this site for HSM designation.*® Lastly, BPs on heritage
matters are not so common, although parties have submitted them on occasion, such as BP041
(2012), Antarctic Heritage Trust Conservation Update, submitted by New Zealand. WPs, IPs,
and BPs therefore leave a paper trail on what certain actors thought about Antarctic heritage at

particular points in time.

Submitting a paper to the CEP/ATCM is the first official step a norm entrepreneur can take to

formally introduce a norm to the ATS. Papers are an effective way for them to call attention

6 The Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR), the Council of
Managers of National Antarctic Programs (COMNAP), and the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research
(SCAR). It should be noted that these observers and invited experts (following footnote) are only co-authors with
ATCPs on WPs to an ATCM - rather than being the single author. However, in the past they have submitted WPs
as single authors to Meetings of Experts. These types of meetings do not make decisions; rather they produce a
final report — with recommendations — to an ATCM, where decisions might be made. This therefore reduces the
ability of the observers and NGOs to substantively influence decision-making.

17 The International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN), the Antarctic and Southern Ocean Coalition
(ASOC), and the International Association of Antarctica Tour Operators (IAATO).

18 These papers are published in the four Treaty languages — English, French, Russian and Spanish, and their
purpose is defined under Rule 48 of the Rules of Procedure of the ATCM.

19 Russia’s proposal never came to fruition.
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to, frame, or even create issues during the norm emergence stage. They present a valuable
opportunity for the norm entrepreneur to present information and use their expertise to change

state behaviour.?°

2.2 The Committee for Environmental Protection

The Committee for Environmental Protection (CEP) informs ATCMs on heritage-related
matters and is the advisor on the protection of the Antarctic environment.?! It is the key forum
for discussion on protected areas in Antarctica, and is the body responsible for providing advice
to, and formulating recommendations for, ATCMs on the implementation of the Environmental
Protocol, signed in 1991 and in force in 1998.22 The Committee usually meets in conjunction
with ATCMs, but does have the capacity to conduct itself independently. Membership
currently comprises 40 ratifying states, 29 of which are ATCPs and 11 of which are non-
ATCPs.23 After the Meeting, the CEP Chair is presented with a final report for consideration
that contains advice and recommendations for presentation at the ATCM and all matters

covered and opinions offered.?*

Within its first decade of existence, the efforts of the CEP led to the adoption of almost 50
amendments (Measures, Resolutions and Decisions).?®> Every CEP agenda makes room for the
discussion of Antarctic Protected Areas (APAS) — under which HSMs fall along with Antarctic
Specially Protected Areas (ASPAs) and Antarctic Specially Managed Areas (ASMAS). The
APA system is an integral part of the Environmental Protocol and is regulated by its fifth annex.
The Protocol’s objective, as stated within Article 2, is to prohibit, restrict, or manage activities
within these area — often with the use of MPs, due to their outstanding ‘environmental,
scientific, historic, aesthetic or wilderness values.”?® ASMAs in particular — which can include
HSMs — allow states ‘to assist in the planning and co-ordination of activities, avoid possible
conflicts, improve cooperation between Parties or minimise environmental impacts.”?” HSMs
fit within the values category, and as such CEP deliberations lay the foundations for their

designation and management.

20 Finnemore and Sikkink, “International Norm Dynamics and Political Change,” 897-899.

21 Rodolfo A. Sanchez and Ewan Mclvor, “The Antarctic Committee for Environmental Protection: Past, present,
and future,” Polar Record 43, no. 3 (2007): 245.

22 See Avrticle 12 of the Environmental Protocol for further details on the function of the CEP.

23 Antarctic Treaty Secretariat, “Parties,” 2021, https://www.ats.aq/devAS/Parties?lang=e.

24 sanchez and Mclvor, “The Antarctic Committee for Environmental Protection: Past, present, and future,” 240.
% Sanchez and Mclvor, “The Antarctic Committee for Environmental Protection: Past, present, and future,” 243.
% Article 3, Annex V, the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty.

27 Article 4, Annex V, the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty.
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Once a norm entrepreneur’s paper is accepted by the CEP Portal, it is scheduled for discussion
when the Committee next meets. According to Finnemore and Sikkink, ‘new norms never enter
a normative vacuum but instead emerge in a highly contested normative space where they must
compete with other norms and perceptions of interest.”2® This means that when the CEP meets,
states consider the value of the norm and assess it against others, such as norms on
environmental protection — which, in some scenarios, conflict with norms on heritage

protection.

2.3 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meetings

Important documentation that protects HSMs would not exist without the Antarctic Treaty
Consultative Meetings (ATCMs), as this is where states have negotiated, agreed upon, and
adopted: the initial list recording all HSM designations (Recommendation 9, 1972),%° the initial
guidelines on HSMs (Resolution 8, 1995),% and the initial guide on HSMs (Resolution 1,
2008)3! —all of which I discuss at length in section 3. The first mention of ‘historic monuments’
was at the first ATCM in 1961 (Figure 3.2).

Figure 3.2: ATCM I, Parliament House, Canberra, 10 July 1961.
(Australian Government, National Archives of Australia.)

2 Finnemore and Sikkink, “International Norm Dynamics and Political Change,” 897.

2 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, List of Historic Monuments, Recommendation 9, 1972.

30 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Guidelines for proposing new Historic Sites and Monuments, Resolution
8, 1995.

31 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Guide to the Presentation of Working Papers Containing Proposals for
Antarctic Specially Protected Areas, Antarctic Specially Managed Areas or Historic Sites and Monuments,
Resolution 1, 2008.
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ATCMs have been held annually since 2001, and prior to this were generally held biennially,
with Special Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meetings (SATCMSs) occurring semi-regularly in
between. The host state alternates between the ATCPs, and during the two-week long meeting
ATCPs, non-ATCPs, Observers, and Invited Experts discuss both the practicality and legality
of the Treaty’s implementation and matters of common interest. At these Meetings, the ATCPs
are the only parties that have decision-making powers, and all decisions must be reached by
consensus. The primary purpose of ATCMs is to provide a forum for the exchange of
information and to formulate amendments concerning the uses of, and jurisdiction over,
Antarctica.®? During its deliberations, the ATCM also considers advice given by the CEP. The
ATCM is the body ultimately responsible for the designation of objects and places in Antarctica

as ‘heritage.’

Norm entrepreneurs have been successful in their persuasion when enough states recognise the
value of the norm and begin what Finnemore and Sikkink describe as the norm’s
‘socialisation.”®® In the Antarctic context, this is when a critical mass of ATCPs endorse the
norm at an ATCM. From here, there is a cumulative effect, and as more states accept the norm,
the remaining states succumb to “peer pressure’ and adhere. Moreover, even though decision-
making within the ATS is consensus-based, some states’ endorsement can be worth more than
others, given their overall standing within the region — for example, the seven countries who
hold claimant state status. This supportive behaviour also marks the beginning of the norm’s

cascade.

2.4 Intersessional Activity

ATCM final reports record intersessional activity on Antarctic heritage, as the discussions and
events that take place within this period are both planned and later reflected upon within the
annual meetings. Given that ATCMs only occur once a year for less than a fortnight, it is
difficult to address every item on the agenda in great detail during the Meeting itself, and
therefore any progress possible between Meetings becomes vital. The ATCM forms
Intersessional Contact Groups (ICGs) as a way of brainstorming or reviewing matters that
require further attention, with their terms of reference and coordinators determined by the CEP

meeting prior to their commencement. This was the case in 1999 when an open-ended ICG was

%2 Karen N. Scott, “Institutional Developments within the Antarctic Treaty System,” International and
Comparative Law Quarterly 52, (2003): 477.
33 Finnemore and Sikkink, “International Norm Dynamics and Political Change,” 902-903.
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proposed and subsequently formed to develop guidelines for the implementation of a protected
areas scheme — under which HSMs would fall, and at which time their values and features were

discussed.**

Other intersessional activity such as workshops are also valuable sources of information. To
date, ICGs have convened four workshops on Antarctic Protected Areas: the 1992 Antarctic
Protected Areas workshop held in Cambridge;*® the 1998 Antarctic Protected Areas workshop
held in Tromsg;® the 1999 Second Workshop on Antarctic Protected Areas held in Peru;*” and
the 2019 Joint SCAR/CEP Workshop on Further Developing the Antarctic Protected Area
System held in Prague.®® It is therefore worth investigating the agendas and reports of these
workshops as they likely make reference to, and in turn impact, the development of an official
discourse on Antarctic heritage.

In the context of the norm life cycle, intersessional activity can be considered to fulfill the same
socialisation mechanism as ATCMs in that they represent a continuation of conversations,
negotiations, and debates initiated at the Meeting.

2.5 Amendments

The efforts of all the above culminates in the passing of heritage-related amendments:
Measures, Decisions, Resolutions, and Recommendations. Before continuing, it is worth
noting here that at the 1995 ATCM under Decision 1, Recommendations were split into three
new categories: ‘Measures’ (legally binding), ‘Decisions’ (procedural matters), and
‘Resolutions’ (hortatory). The nature and procedure of decision-making within the ATS
determines which of these amendments ATCPs make, as well as the effort these states must

exert to reach particular outcomes. The most defining characteristic of decision-making within

34 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, ATCM XXIII Final Report, 1999, paragraph 55. New Zealand, Terms of
Reference (a) - Development of Guidelines for Protected Areas Under Annex V of the Environmental Protocol,
WPOQ11 (2000).

% The Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research and the International Union for Conservation of Nature,
Developing the Antarctic protected area system: proceedings of the SCAR/IUCN Workshop on Antarctic
Protected Areas, 29 June - 2 July 1992, Cambridge (Gland: IUCN, 1994).

3% Norway and the United Kingdom, Report of the Antarctic Protected Areas workshop, WP026 (1998).

37 Peru, Report of the second workshop on Antarctic Protected Areas, WP037 (1999).

%8 Australia, the Czech Republic, the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research, and the United States,
Recommendations arising from the Joint SCAR / CEP Workshop on Further Developing the Antarctic Protected
Area System. Prague, Czech Republic, 27-28 June 2019, WP070 (2019). Australia, the Czech Republic, the
Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research, and the United States, Co-conveners’ report of the Joint SCAR /
CEP Workshop on Further Developing the Antarctic Protected Area System. Prague, Czech Republic, 27-28 June
2019, IP165 (2019).
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the ATS is that it is consensus-based; all ATCPs must approve Recommendations or Measures
before the Meeting can adopt them and they come into effect, as they are the only parties that
can contribute to consensus at ATCMs. 3 The Treaty establishes this requirement of
widespread agreement to compensate for the varying juridical positions on sovereignty.“°

Notably, the ATCPs retain policy-making power for all of the membership.*

The procedure of decision-making also has multiple phases beginning with discussion,
negotiations, and compromise between the parties, before (any of the four) amendments are
proposed, recommended, and in the case of Recommendations and Measures, approved.
Measures are intended to ‘be legally binding once they have been approved by all [ATCPs]’;
whilst Decisions relate to “internal organizational matters, and become operative immediately’;
and Resolutions contain ‘hortatory texts adopted at an ATCM, but are not explicitly binding
on states.’#? Measures can be adopted at different rates depending on how quickly the ATCPs’
governments approve the amendment, but more recently Measures have been subject to ‘Fast
Approval.”* As mentioned above, there was no specification of Decisions, Resolutions and
Measures until 1995. The main reason behind this change in amendment status was to clarify

the legal nature and obligatory status of the recommendations made within the Meetings.*

Understanding these technical means of Antarctic law-making gives greater context for the
amendments proposed, recommended, and approved in relation to Antarctic heritage matters.
For example, the List which contains all the HSM designations is legally binding as it is a

Recommendation first adopted and approved in 1972,% and then again as Measures in 2003,

39 Discussion continues until the Chair is convinced that consensus is either reached or not reached (see Rule 24
of the Rules of Procedure). Antarctic Treaty System, Rules of Procedure of the Antarctic Treaty Consultative
Meeting and the Committee for Environmental Protection, updated November 2019, 12.

40 If the ATCM was to make decisions by a majority, then it would not be possible to hold in abeyance the claims
to territory in the region.

41 Klaus Dodds, “Governing Antarctica: Contemporary Challenges and the Enduring Legacy of the 1959 Antarctic
Treaty,” Global Policy 1, no. 1 (2010): 110.

42 Christopher Joyner, “Recommended Measures Under the Antarctic Treaty: Hardening Compliance with Soft
International Law,” Michigan Journal of International Law 19, no. 2 (1998): 424.

43 This status is recorded on several Measures available via the Antarctic Treaty website.

44 Decision 1, 1995 had a dual effect: to ‘minimize the considerable delay between the adoption of the
recommendations and when they become effective,” and ‘to lessen the prospect that “innocuous”
recommendations ... would not be needlessly subjected to the governmental approval process.” Joyner,
“Recommended Measures Under the Antarctic Treaty: Hardening Compliance with Soft International Law,” 424.
4 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, List of Historic Monuments, Recommendation 9, 1972.

46 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Revised List of Historic Sites and Monuments, Measure 3, 2003.
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2015,%” 2016,%8 and 2019,*° and the HSMs contained within are also designated through legally
binding Measures (previously Recommendations). On the other hand, the Meeting has
established guidelines and a guide for HSMs through hortatory Resolutions — that is, merely
documents of encouragement. This was presumably to avoid designation becoming a
protracted and contentious process, especially considering the level of subjectivity involved in

determining what is and is not “heritage.’

The adoption of amendments at ATCMs is a clear demonstration of a heritage protection
norm’s successful cascade. States make these adoptions for several reasons, but the two
Finnemore and Sikkink describe that resonate most within the Antarctic context are legitimacy
and belonging. > By formally adopting a particular norm, states can gain international
legitimacy and avoid being labelled as a pariah or rogue state, and they can also gain domestic
legitimacy from their constituents. States also comply with norms to show that they have
adapted to the social environment and therefore belong. This is particularly important in
Antarctica where states gain admission to the ‘club’ of ATCPs by meeting expectations and
satisfying particular criteria.

3. Codification of Antarctic Heritage Management

Three key documents within the Antarctic Treaty System comprise what | refer to as the HSM
Framework: the List, the Guidelines, and the Guide for Historic Sites and Monuments. These
official instruments all play individual yet complementary roles in the management of historic
remains in Antarctica, conceptually, administratively, and physically. To discern the influence
of these three texts on the management of Antarctic heritage over the past six decades, in the
following I trace the formal progressions of the HSM List, Guidelines, and Guide. This includes

consideration of their revisions, associated documents, and discussion at Meetings.

47 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Revised List of Antarctic Historic Sites and Monuments: Lame Dog Hut
at the Bulgarian base St. Kliment Ohridski, Livingston Island and Oversnow heavy tractor ““Kharkovchanka™ that
was used in Antarctica from 1959 to 2010, Measure 19, 2015.

48 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Revised List of Antarctic Historic Sites and Monuments: Incorporation
of a historic wooden pole to Historic Site and Monument No 60 (Corvette Uruguay Cairn), in Seymour Island
(Marambio), Antarctic Peninsula, Measure 9, 2016.

49 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Revised List of Antarctic Historic Sites and Monuments, Measure 12,
2019.

%0 Finnemore and Sikkink, “International Norm Dynamics and Political Change,” 903.
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3.1 The HSM List

The HSM List is an amalgamation of all the historic sites and monuments designated as HSMs
since 1970. There are currently 94 entries: 89 that are active and five that have been delisted.
The List provides a succinct summary of the HSMs and their details, and its most current
version includes for each entry a number, description, location, and designation/amendment.>?
The number simply refers to the order of designation; the description provides a brief summary
of the site or monument and identifies the *Original proposing Party’ and the “Party undertaking
management’; the location provides geographical coordinates; and the designation/amendment
lists any Recommendations or Measures relevant to the HSM’s designation and management.
The number, location, and designation/amendment are fairly self-explanatory, but the
description is open to interpretation as it is not just a record of remains, but rather a narrative
carefully composed and submitted by the proposing party. Table 3.2 outlines in chronological
order the key moments in the development of the HSM List as the first foundational document
in the HSM Framework. The first three columns are factual, while the last two are my own

interpretation.

Table 3.2: Key moments in the development of the HSM List between 1961-2019.

Year Document | Title/Subject | Description Significance
1968 Rec. 4 List of historic | “Historic monuments’ had already | The first
(ATCM V) monuments been mentioned at the first mention of a
ATCM in 1961. However, this list of historic
amendment contains the first remains
mention of a ‘list of historic
monuments.” It recommends ‘that
a list of historic monuments
which should be preserved be
drawn up,” and ‘that each
government circulate a list of
historic monuments through
diplomatic channels to other
Consultative Governments.’
1970 WP009 Amalgamated | This paper outlines an The first
(ATCM VI) List of Historic | ‘Amalgamated List of Historic amalgamated
Monuments in | Monuments in Antarctica.” The list of historic
Antarctica first version contained 45 entries | monuments in
with descriptions and responsible | Antarctica
parties attached, but the revision,
dated 10 days later, deleted five
entries, and omitted the
responsible parties. Although the

51 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Revised List of Antarctic Historic Sites and Monuments, Measure 12,

20109.
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Year

Document

Title/Subject

Description

Significance

first version of the List is often
credited to the 1972 ATCM, this
Working Paper is the first to
gather together the proposed
HSMs prior to their official
designation.

1972
(ATCM V1)

Rec. 9

List of Historic
Monuments

This amendment presents the first
official HSM List. It contains 43
entries with descriptions and a
sub-note stating that ‘The
Consultative Meeting does not
approve or disapprove the place
names appearing in the texts of
this List in the different
languages.’ This list became
effective 2003.

The first
official HSM
List

1987
(ATCM
X1V)

Final
Report

Paragraph
137

A statement on the value of
HSMs as “‘witnesses to a
significant human presence in the
Antarctic; and which are an
essential part of the record of
human activity in Antarctica.’

Acknowledges
the value of
HSMs

1996
(ATCM XX)

Res. 4

Guidelines for
proposing
Historic Sites
and
Monuments

Up until 1996, the official list had
not identified responsible parties.
This Resolution highlights “that
those who originally created
Historic Sites or Monuments are
not necessarily the same as the
designators for the Sites or the
proposers of Management Plans
for some sites,” and therefore
‘During the preparations for the
Listing of a Historic Site or
Monument, or the writing of a
Site Management Plan, adequate
liaison is accorded by the
proposing Party with the
originator of the Historic Site or
Monument and other Parties, as
appropriate.’

Identifies
discrepancy
between
proposing and
managing
parties

2001
(ATCM
XXIV)

Res. 4

Review of
Historic Sites
and
Monuments

By 2001, 74 HSMs had been
designated, but the List had not
been updated since the initial 43
entries. Following a proposal for
‘a thorough review of the list of
HSMs’ (WP016) the Meeting
passes this Resolution.

Proposal for
the first
review of the
HSM List
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Year

Document

Title/Subject

Description

Significance

2002
(annex
entered into
force on 24
May)

Annex V
Protocol

Article 8:
Historic Sites
and
Monuments

This article: specifies that
designated HSMs are to be
recorded on the List; outlines that
HSM proposals ‘shall be deemed
to have been approved 90 days
after the close of the Antarctic
Treaty Consultative Meeting at
which it was adopted’; and states
that the List can be amended, and
should be maintained by the
Depository.

Reiterates the
role of the
HSM List

2003
(ATCM
XXVI)

Meas. 3

Revised List of
Historic Sites
and
Monuments

This Measure and its annex
present the first revised official
list of HSMs since its publication
in 1972. It contains the 76 HSMs
designated up until this point,
their descriptions, the proposing
and managing parties, details of
their adoption, their location, and
a note stating that “The Antarctic
Treaty Consultative Meeting
neither approves, nor disapproves
of the place names used in the
listing below.” It became effective
2003 after being subject to ‘Fast
Approval.’

The first
review of the
HSM List

2015
(ATCM
XXXVI11)

Final
Report

Paragraph
177

The CEP advises the ATCM that
“future proposals for new
designations of HSMs should be
put on hold until some further
guidance has been established in
this regard’ following a
suggestion to “initiate further
discussion on the designation of
Historic Sites and Monuments, in
the broader sense’ (Paragraph
148). This is the first time the
Meeting places a moratorium on
the List.

A moratorium
on additions to
HSM List

2015
(ATCM
XXXVIII)

Meas. 19

Revised List of
Antarctic
Historic Sites
and
Monuments

This Measure and its annex
provide an updated official list of
HSMs, bringing the total listed to
92.

An HSM List
revision
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Year

Document

Title/Subject

Description

Significance

2016
(ATCM
XXXIX)

Final
Report

Paragraph
169

Due to the moratorium placed on
the HSM List at the 2015 ATCM,
the CEP denies two HSM
proposals (contained in WP048
rev. 1 and WP051). This is the
only instance to date in which the
Meeting has denied HSM
designation.

Two HSM
proposals
denied
designation

2019
(ATCM
XLIN)

Dec. 1

Redesign of
the Format of
the List of
Historic Sites
and
Monuments

This Decision seeks to
‘incorporate the following new
fields of information, in addition
to the existing fields of "No.",
"Description”, "Location™ and
"Redesignation/Amendment", to
the List of HSMs: Name; Type;
Conservation status; Description
of the historical context;
Applicable criteria in accordance
with Resolution 3 (2009);
Management tools; Photos; and
Physical features of the
environment and cultural and
local context.” Reformatting the
List would require both the
proposing and managing parties
to provide further information and
detail about each HSM
(effectively making them more
accountable for its appropriate
designation and management).

Proposal to
reformat the
HSM List

2019
(ATCM
XLIN)

Meas. 12

Revised List of
Antarctic
Historic Sites
and
Monuments

This Measure and its annex
provide an updated official list of
HSMs — bringing the total listed
to 94 after two HSMs were
designated at the 2019 ATCM —
and signifies an end to the
moratorium on proposals placed
four years earlier.

Moratorium
lifted and
additions
made to HSM
List

3.2 The HSM Guidelines

The HSM Guidelines vet the sites and monuments for admission to the HSM List. These

guidelines provide ATCPs looking to propose particular historic remains for listing with

criteria, and, in later versions, instructions for successful designation. These Guidelines were

made available for the first time only in 1995,% meaning that states had proposed and

52 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Guidelines for proposing new Historic Sites and Monuments, Resolution

8, 1995.
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designated the previously listed 71 HSMs without any formal guidance. Since then, the ATCM
has updated and supplemented the primary Guidelines on a number of occasions. When the
Guidelines were first revised in 2009, they provided detailed steps for the management of
HSMs in the form of management plans and conservation strategies. The purpose of the
Guidelines’ most recent revision in 2018 is three-fold: to protect historic sites and monuments
pre-designation, to advise potential HSM designations, and to manage HSMs post-designation.
The 2001 ATCM (XXIV) introduced parallel guidelines — the Guidelines for pre-1958 historic
remains® — to protect such remains by awarding them automatic protection for three years
upon their discovery.® The 2018 Guidelines®® provide the most extensive instructions yet in a
lengthy 18-page document prepared after two back-to-back ICGs convened on the subject, and

include an instructive flow chart for decisions on heritage management (see Figure 3.3).

/, Management Plan

&

List site/objects as HSM and F
o
develop management strategy | %

for the site/object, taking
environmental impacts into 5.
account G

\" Consider ASPA, ASMA, SVG

Plan for maintenance in
accordance with EIA process
or removal of objects in
accordance with provisions of
Annex 1l

or removal of objects in
accordance with provisions of
Annex 1l
A S A

Fe ™
@ Plan for maintenance in
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Figure 3.3: Reproduction of the four-step process visualised in the most recent HSM
Guidelines. (Resolution 2, 2018, 4.)

None of these guidelines have been or are legally binding as they are Resolutions and not
Measures. However, they do provide valuable guidance for those preparing HSM proposals,
assessing HSM proposals, and managing designated HSMs. The WPs proposing HSM

designation also reference these documents. Table 3.3 outlines in chronological order the key

58 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Guidelines for the designation and protection of Historic Sites and
Monuments, Resolution 3, 2009.

54 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Guidelines for handling pre-1958 historic remains, Resolution 5, 2001.
55 Barr comments that the 2001 guidelines were slow to come about as the ATS “rolls slowly and needed time to
think about this revolutionary idea.” Susan Barr, "Twenty years of protection of historic values in Antarctica under
the Madrid Protocol," The Polar Journal 8, no. 2 (2018): 257.

%6 Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties, Guidelines for the assessment and management of Heritage in Antarctica,
Resolution 2, 2018.
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moments in the development of the HSM Guidelines as the second foundational document in
the HSM Framework.

Table 3.3: Key moments in the development of the HSM Guidelines between 1961-2019.

Year

Document

Title/Subject

Description

Significance

1995
(ATCM
X1X)

Res. 8

Guidelines for
proposing new
Historic Sites and
Monuments

This Resolution introduces
the first guidelines for HSM
proposals. The Meeting
recommends ‘that the
following Guidelines for the
Designation of Historic Sites
and/or Monuments should be
used by the Governments of
the Consultative Parties in
proposing sites,” and that
‘Proposals for Historic Sites
and/or Monuments should
address one or more of the
following’: a historical event,
a historical figure, a historical
feat, an activity that has
helped to develop knowledge
of Antarctica, an example of
technical or architectural
value, a potential to educate
people about human activities
in Antarctica, or an example
of symbolic or
commemorative value for
‘people of many nations.’
From this point onwards,
Working Papers containing
HSM proposals should
consult these criteria.

The first HSM
Guidelines

2001
(ATCM
XXIV)

Res. 5

Guidelines for
handling pre-1958
historic remains

After receiving a proposal
(WP023), the Meeting passes
this Resolution as a means to
protect “pre-1958 historic
artefacts/sites whose
existence or location is not
known,” awarding them an
interim protection period of
three years. This amendment
is significant as it presents
another avenue for heritage
protection for parties to have
their historic remains not yet
located (or even confirmed as
still in existence) awarded
status and protection.

Guidelines for
pre-1958
historic remains
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Year

Document

Title/Subject

Description

Significance

2009
(ATCM
XXXII)

Res. 3

Guidelines for the
designation and
protection of
Historic Sites and
Monuments

These guidelines extend the
initial 1995 guidelines. The
original criteria remains the
same, but this revision adds
further instructions attending
to protection, marking,
review, management,
categorisation, and visitation
of historic remains.

The first review
of the HSM
Guidelines

2010
(ATCM
XXXI1)

Final
Report

Paragraphs 201-
203

An ICG is proposed to both
‘evaluate the concept of what
is considered to be “historic”,
and to include the more
holistic concept of
“enhancement”, which
encompasses protection,
conservation and
dissemination’ (WP047). But
due to the large intersessional
workload at this time, the
CEP instead welcomed
‘informal discussions in the
intersessional period,
supported by the CEP web-
based forum with a view to
reporting’ at the next CEP
meeting.

The first
proposal for an
ICG on HSMs

2013
(ATCM
XXXVI)

Final
Report

Paragraphs 144-
145

It is suggested that ‘the
Committee might consider at
some time in the future
engaging in a broader
discussion on Historical Sites
and Monuments
designations,” and that
‘intersessional discussions
could be valuable.”
Reminiscent of the
suggestion three years prior,
the CEP again denies formal
intersessional action on the
matter as it ‘did not view the
issue as an urgent priority,’
and instead notes it in the
Five-Year Work Plan.

The second
proposal for an
ICG on HSMs

2016
(ATCM
XXXIX)

Final
Report

Paragraph 157

Six years after the initial
proposal for an ICG on
HSMs, the CEP agrees to
establish a two-year ICG with
the aim of “‘developing
guidance material for Parties’
assessment of conservation

An ICG on
HSMs is formed
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Year Document | Title/Subject Description Significance
approaches for the
management of Antarctic
heritage objects.” In
preparation for this ICG,
parties pose a series of 13
questions relating to
management, significance,
preservation, objectives,
accessibility, advice, and
collaboration, and considered
consultation with heritage

experts.
2018 Res. 2 Guidelines for the | The CEP endorses a revised HSM
(ATCM assessment and set of guidelines for adoption | Guidelines are
XLI) management of at the ATCM. These revised | extensively
Heritage in guidelines represent perhaps | revised
Antarctica the most important

progression within the entire
HSM Framework to date as
they provide comprehensive
instructions for dealing with
Antarctic heritage. The 18-
page document states the
aims of the guidelines clearly,
describes heritage and
historic ‘values,” defines
relevant terminology,
elaborates on the criteria,
considers different modes of
conservation, lays out steps
for HSM listing, explains
different management
approaches, addresses
environmental issues, and
finally, discusses education
and outreach initiatives.

3.3 The HSM Guide

The HSM List and Guidelines are essential documents for those proposing, designating, or
managing HSMs, but the Guide on Antarctic Protected Areas — what | refer to as the HSM
Guide — is also useful. The Guide is an important part of the HSM Framework, as while the
Guidelines specify what can and cannot be considered heritage, the Guide details the process
to propose a site of heritage, providing practical information such as what ATCPs should
include within the WP containing the proposal. The Guide remained unchanged for the first 10
years of its existence up to 2018, when an ICG substantially extended the template, providing

an outline for a “Cover Sheet for a Working Paper on a Historic Site or Monument.” Table 3.4
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outlines in chronological order the key moments in the development of the HSM Guide as the

third foundational document in the HSM Framework.

Table 3.4: Key moments in the development of the HSM Guide between 1961-2019.

proposals for
Antarctic Specially
Protected Areas,
Antarctic Specially
Managed Areas or
Historic Sites and
Monuments

HSM, its historical and
cultural features, and plans for
its management.

Year Document | Title/Subject Description Significance
2008 Res. 1 Guide to the The Guide is introduced to The first
(ATCM Presentation of give parties an indication of HSM Guide
XXXI) Working Papers what the expected inclusion

Containing were for Working Papers

Proposals for containing proposals for

Antarctic Specially | HSMs, as well as ASPAs and

Protected Areas, ASMASs. The annex contains

Antarctic Specially | instructions and templates for

Managed Areas or | the drafting of these papers,

Historic Sitesand | and questions to be addressed

Monuments on the cover sheet.
2011 Res. 5 Revised Guide to A revised guide is introduced, | The first
(ATCM the Presentation of | although it makes no review of the
XXXIV) Working Papers modifications to the section on | HSM Guide

Containing HSMs.

Proposals for

Antarctic Specially

Protected Areas,

Antarctic Specially

Managed Areas or

Historic Sites and

Monuments
2016 Res. 5 Revised Guide to A revised guide is introduced, | The second
(ATCM the presentation of | although, again, it makes no review of the
XXXIX) Working Papers modifications to the section on | HSM Guide

containing HSMs.

proposals for

Antarctic Specially

Protected Areas,

Antarctic Specially

Managed Areas or

Historic Sites and

Monuments
2018 Res. 3 Revised Guide to A revised guide is introduced | HSM Guide
(ATCM XLI) the presentation of | and the template for Working | is

Working Papers Papers for HSM proposals is extensively

containing extended to include the type of | revised
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4. Summary: The emergence and cascade of norms on heritage protection

In this chapter | have described the formal mechanisms through which states codify Antarctic
heritage and have defined a framework for Antarctic heritage management. The mechanisms
are institutionally and textually embedded within the Antarctic Treaty System and provide
various avenues for norms on Antarctic heritage to emerge and, in some cases, become
legalised. The HSM Framework offers clarification on what Antarctic heritage management
looks like in practice, and where and when key progressions have occurred. The official
discourse on Antarctic heritage is characterised by its emergence amongst the policies and
procedures of the Antarctic Treaty System, and the scaffolding for its construction is a series
of progressions within key textual instruments. To use Finnemore and Sikkink’s language,
norms on heritage protection in this part of the world have emerged and cascaded, but are yet
to be internalised as the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties are yet to reach agreement on a
single narrative of Antarctic heritage. Now that it is apparent how Antarctic heritage is codified,

in the next chapter I will turn to identifying who has performed the codifying.
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Chapter Four: Claiming Heritage

Identifying the official perspective on Antarctic heritage

The objective of this chapter is to identify which state perspectives are most closely reflected
in the prevailing Antarctic heritage discourse — or, more simply, to demonstrate to whom this
discourse ‘belongs.” In Chapter Two: Methodology, | justified my selection of discourse
analysis as a productive way to approach this task. I also introduced the technique of coding
that I will put into practice here to translate the chosen texts (qualitative data) into meaningful
statistics (quantitative results).! Through an analysis of Antarctic Treaty System documents, |
show how geopolitical discourse on heritage in Antarctica reflects the perspective of a

privileged few.

In order to do this, this chapter focuses on identifying which states are most actively
contributing to the development of the HSM Framework, and also how and when this
contribution occurs. | argue that states’ level of engagement equates to their level of influence
in the management of Antarctic heritage. This is because states who contribute more frequently
than others have a greater chance of their perspective being codified within overarching
regulation and are therefore more likely to have the perspective that ‘counts’- as outlined at

length in relation to the emergence of international norms in the previous chapter.

Other researchers have conducted similar analyses to determine who the leading parties are in
Antarctic politics, but have differed in focus, scope, and aim. For example, Dudeney and
Walton assess policy papers and scientific publications of the Antarctic Treaty Consultative
Parties between 1994 and 2012 to understand how scientific research influences Antarctic
politics.? Here, | draw upon the submitted papers, final reports (of the Antarctic Treaty
Consultative Meetings and the Committee for Environmental Protection), and records of
intersessional activity, all between 1961 and 2019 to identify the most influential party/ies in

the management of Antarctic heritage.

! See Chapter Two: Methodology, section 4 for a detailed explanation of method and techniques applied
throughout this thesis.

2 John R. Dudeney and David W.H. Walton, “Leadership in politics and science within the Antarctic Treaty,”
Polar Research 31, no. 1 (2012): 1-9.
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I begin by explaining the methods for my investigation, before presenting the results, and then
analysing the findings on individual, collective, and collaborative approaches to heritage in
Antarctica. Finally, I conclude the chapter by contemplating what the contributions mean for a

universal definition of Antarctic heritage.

1. Method: Coding as a means to quantify state behaviour

Within this chapter | use coding as the basis for a quantitative assessment of state behaviour.
This technique helps discern how power dynamics have affected the development of a
discourse on Antarctic heritage and led to the authorisation of one perspective. The assumption
is that the state whose perspective is successfully recorded and translated into international law

is consequently the one that ‘counts.’

I collected the data from three predominant modes of state engagement within the Antarctic
Treaty System: paper submission, meeting discussion, and intersessional activity. The first
mode of engagement is documented online by the Antarctic Treaty Secretariat; the second
mode is recorded in the meeting minutes published within each final report; and the third mode
— which includes both formal and informal reviews, discussions and workshops — takes place
outside of the annual Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meetings (ATCMs), but is proposed and
reported on in the final reports also. All of these sources are publicly available on the Antarctic

Treaty website.®

Since its establishment in 2001, the Secretariat has facilitated information coordination,
distribution, and storage, essentially fulfilling a largely organisational function. It is also
responsible for the production and publication of final reports and supplies administrative
support to the Committee for Environmental Protection (CEP) by maintaining an
‘environmental archive,” especially in relation to protected areas.* The final reports provide an
account of conversations held between parties on Antarctic heritage and its management
(among other things) within an international forum and are written by individuals observing
the meetings — the rapporteurs. Although the rapporteurs cannot capture discussions between

parties word-for-word, they do record a valuable summary of the key debates and amendments

3 Antarctic Treaty Secretariat, “Meeting Documents Archive,” 2021,
https://www.ats.aq/devAS/Meetings/DocDatabase?lang=e.

4 Karen N. Scott, “Institutional Developments within the Antarctic Treaty System,” International and
Comparative Law Quarterly 52, (2003): 485.
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passed that all parties involved then edit, paragraph-by-paragraph, prior to the closing plenary.
These reports heavily cite relevant documents such as submitted papers (discussed in greater
detail below) and describe important information such as details of intersessional workshops.
I extract from the final reports statements from the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties
(ATCPs), Observers and Invited Experts on heritage-related matters, and the heritage-related

amendments themselves that form the legal outcome of meeting deliberations.

To answer the guiding question for this chapter, which is also a primary research question for
this thesis overall — “Whose perspective on Antarctic heritage counts?” — | attribute certain
actions that further the discourse to certain actors — in this case, the ATCPs. | analyse the data
sources listed above to credit key progressions in the development of the Historic Sites and
Monuments (HSM) framework to particular parties. Figure 4.1 is my codebook that details the

logic behind the coding process and arranges the elements relative to one another.
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Figure 4.1: Codebook for diagnosing which actors are progressing the HSM Framework
components and how.
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This codebook provides instructions to organise, make sense of, and analyse the data collected.
In order to credit the key progressions in the HSM Framework development, | first ask a series
of preceding questions (the relationship of which | explain in the following section) that
concern: what is being progressed, how was this progress made, and who is accountable for

this progress. These are the guiding questions that determine the ensuing coding process, as

their immediate answers form the overarching coding categories: the HSM Framework within
the Antarctic Treaty System (ATS) is what is being progressed; the different modes of state
engagement explain how this progress is made; and the ATCPs are who are involved in this

progress. These coding categories then contain a number of codes that further break down these

categories. The previous chapter already divided the HSM Framework into three codes: the
HSM List, Guidelines and Guide. In relation to states’ modes of engagement, three codes are
possible: papers submitted at ATCMs,® discussion raised at ATCMs,® and intersessional
activity occurring between ATCMs.” Lastly, the actors can either be ATCPs, non-state actors
such as the Antarctic and Southern Ocean Coalition, or the Antarctic Treaty System’s moving
parts, which include the Meeting, the Committee, and the Secretariat. For the purposes of this
chapter’s state-centric analysis, however, | code only the ATCPs, given their investment in the
governance of the region, as indicated by the darker shading of the ATCPs code, but not the
other two (I address the role of non-state actors in Chapter Nine: Reconceptualising Heritage).
Finally, some of these codes are broken down into nodes, which in this case further specify the
means ATCPs use to develop the HSM Framework: Working Papers (WPs), Information
Papers (IPs) and Background Papers (BPs); both independent and collective discussion; and
formal contributions such as Intersessional Contact Groups (ICGs), informal contributions

such as discussions and reviews, and workshops within intersessional periods.

Given that the primary function of this codebook is to help measure the weight of one state’s
contribution over another, it is important to detail how | make these calculations. To assign
states credit for their contributions, the nodes that stem from the mode category are each worth
a ‘contribution count” of one. What this means is that for each occasion a country submits a
paper, raises discussion, or leads intersessional activity on Antarctic heritage, | attribute them
one ‘contribution count’ that when summed equals their overall contribution to the

development of the HSM Framework. Therefore, the larger a state’s ‘contribution count,” the

> This includes papers submitted to the CEP.
& Again, this includes CEP meetings.
" As well as CEP meetings.
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greater its role and influence: in forming the ways in which Antarctic heritage is perceived and
discussed; or alternatively, the stronger its claim to the official perspective on Antarctic

heritage.

Inevitably, there are limitations to this method. The most obvious is that the evaluation process
does not take into account the exact content of each node. For example, a state that submits an
IP on Antarctic Protected Areas (APAS) — that does not specifically mention HSMs but does
acknowledge ‘historic value’ and helps clarify why HSMs are being protected — | grant the
same ‘contribution count’ as a state who raises discussion on the need for a complete overhaul
of the HSM Framework. I justify this approach by maintaining that what really ‘counts’ is the
frequency with which a state engages with the HSM Framework. The number of times a state
acts in relation to Antarctic heritage demonstrates its underlying commitment to the formation
of a formal and institutionalised discourse on Antarctic heritage. 1 am also wary of the
complexity involved in creating a coding system that objectively and consistently ranks and
qualifies every single node. The chosen approach therefore offers a quantitative reading of
discourse construction and provides broad insight into who is doing or saying what, when.

2. Results: Development of the HSM Framework between 1961-2019

The codebook (Figure 4.1) contains three guiding questions, but in answering the second
question — ‘How was this progress made?’ — | also address the other two adjoining questions.®
This is because in the process of working out how progress has been made (Q2), I consider the
type of contribution (Q1), and the identities of the contributors (Q3). For example, a Working
Paper (how) on additions to the HSM List (what) could be submitted by Australia (who).
Therefore, | present the results in relation to ATCPs’ modes of engagement with the HSM
Framework. In total, ATCPs have thus far submitted 50 papers on Antarctic heritage
management to ATCMs — both independently and collectively; have explicitly discussed
Antarctic heritage management on 50 occasions at ATCMs — both independently and
collectively; and have led 13 intersessional activities, including ICGs, discussions, reviews,

and workshops related to Antarctic heritage management.®

8 This is why Q2 is boldened in my codebook/Figure 4.1.
° Table 11.1 in the Appendix details every contribution made by the ATCPs.
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From the raw results, | modelled a timeline for the development of the HSM Framework on
key progressions, or in other words, the progress made in relation to the HSM List, Guidelines
and Guide. Figure 4.2 shows that the rate of progression over the 58-year period is roughly
exponential, with a peak in activity in the mid-1980s, likely due to the 1985 Special Antarctic
Treaty Meeting (SATCM) on APAs, and more broadly the global environmentalism of the

time.
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Figure 4.2: Key progressions in the development of the HSM Framework between 1961-2019,
according to contribution count (the answer to Q1).

The coding method measures this progress by counting how many times a state submits a
relevant paper to an ATCM, raises relevant discussion at an ATCM, or leads relevant
intersessional activity between ATCMs. Figure 4.3 presents a chronological account of paper
submission, discussions raised, and intersessional activity on Antarctic heritage by ATCPs
between 1961 and 2019. As identified in the previous chapter, activity pertaining to HSMs and
their management began at the first ATCM in 1961 with the mention of ‘historic monuments.’
However, progress after this point was minimal until the last decade, during which ATCPs
have discussed the matter at almost every ATCM, and the Meeting has steadily adopted
Resolutions, Measures, Decisions, and Recommendations on HSM designation and

management.
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Figure 4.3: Antarctic Treaty Consultative Party mode of engagement with the HSM Framework
between 1961-2019 (the answer to Q2).

The graph shows that there was a surge in submission of papers on the topic more recently,
with almost two thirds submitted in the twenty-first century, and 40 per cent in the last decade
alone.'® Of the 50 papers, 42 were Working Papers, seven were Information Papers and one
was a Background Paper. This breakdown is not surprising considering the differing functions

of each of these types of papers (as outlined in the previous chapter).

In relation to discussions, states have raised the management of HSMs at every ATCM in some
shape or form since 1998 — apart from in 2003 and 2014 when no papers were submitted under
the agenda item, no relevant discussion was