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Summary

The Southern Ocean lmeof a unique and high biodiversity, but the conservation of its
ecosystems faces serious challenges. The Convention for the Conservatiotarofic

Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR) targetse management of marine resouroesan
ecosystenbased approach and has agreed to cr@atpresentative systeaf antarctic

marine protectedraas (MPAs) by 2012, including siake zonesSo far, thisambitious

goal is not achieved as only one MPA has been established around the South Orkney
Islands and several proposals have been stalled. International political disputes are
obviously a core explanation b the current statugjuo but this study suggestghat
understanding and improving the interactions between science and policy actors could also
provide a way forward in the proceskhe Antarctic, acontinentdevoted to peace and
scienceis indeed a case of special intenegh regard tadhe sciencepolicy interface.

In the social science literature on environmental governance, a debate takes place on the
character and effectiveness of the interaction betweemettimsof science and policy.
Models differ from a linear transfer of knowledgerh science to policy, to knowledge
brokering and joint knowledge production where science and policy actors activedy cros
the boundaries of their realm

This research eXpres the establishment of the marine protectexhsa by relating the
practices and viewsf actorsto the two models. The case is approached as a policy
arrangement that takes on mudtvels. The national level is studied through three national
delegations from the United Kingdom, France and Belgiuththe international level is
studied through the Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources
(CCAMLR). The analysis targets the roles and expectations of scientists, policy makers
and environmental NGOs in the Antarctic swepolicy interface and eventually
recommends on how interactions colblecome more effective. The study demonstrates
that the linear model, with knowledge flowing from science to policy as two separate
entities, is perceived by many actors as the way the sepaiicy interface should ideally
function. Nevertheless, interviewees also report that bounderysingis occurring
regularly and is also needed. In line with the international literature, we argue that good
practices inblurring boundarieslo exist anccan lead to higheeffectivenesgo establish
marine protectedraas in the Southern Ocean.
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There are few places in the world where there has never been
war, where the environment is fully protected, and where
scientific research has priority. But there is a whole continent
like this - it is the land the Antarctic Treaty parties dall. a

natualreserve devoted to .peace and sc

XXIII Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting, Peru, May/June 1999



|l ntroducti on

The two last centuries have seen radical develomrer changgin human life style

whose consequences and environmental impacts are visible Tddag has been need to
include rew concerns in policy to preserve the environment,lertte the emergence of

the concept of environmental governan€his concepte x pr esses @At bhe mean
society determines and acts on goals and priorities related to the management of natural
r es o ulJCNe 2004). This mode of governance entered the international agenda in the
e ar | y !ah®dtdok shapm many new international or regional orgariaas targeting

the management of natural resources all over the world. Amesg tesourceare those

of the Antarctic and itsurrounding Southern Ocean. This regiohasneto a unique and

high biodiversity buthe conservation of its ecosystemdaced with serious challenges

that require appropriate managememior this purpose,the Convention for the
Conservation of Antatic Marine Living ResourcesCAMLR Convention wascreatedn
1982,based on an ecosystem approach. A strong decisaithe agreement to create a
representative system of Antarctic Marine Protected Afle®5A) by 2012, including no

take zones (CCAMLR2009a).This was an ambitious goal but so far only one MPA has
been established around the South Orkney Islands SouthernaBtieieveral proposals

have been stalled due to international political disputes.

The procesof establising the marine protectedreas is complex and illustrates the
difficulties in the conservation of international zon®ghile political conflictslinked with
economic interestare seen as prior explanation, other aspects are worth disngs$ihe

task of the @mmission for theConservation ofAntarctic Marine Living Resourcess to
Aformul at e, adopt and revise conservation
evidence avai l BH80 atiX). ThE CléaMl dkafes the important link
between science and policy in the management ofralatesources. Nevertheleshe
sciencepolicy interface is not sekvident. There is a current debate in social science
literature on environmental governance about the effests® of scienepolicy
interactions Models differ from a linear transfer of knowledge from sciengeoticy, to a

joint knowledge production where science and policy actors actively cross boundaries and
reinvent former practices. The implications oégl differentmodel practices are actually
really significant.

AEspecially in th[eé]araem iormpreonveidr ochimelnd g
scientific and policymaking communities is necessary to improve linkages
between policy needs and research programmes as well as to enhance the
accessibility of scientific knowledge to

! The United Nation Conference on the Human Environment in Stockholm, Sweden in 1972 and the creation
of the United Nation Environmental Programme started an era of international envirormental



In regard to themportance of an effective interface between science and poliey
propose to study it specifically for tetarctic and the creation of marine protectesba.

The researchstatement is that understanding and improving the interactionsedmtw
science and policy actors could providevay forward in the creation of marinegpected

areas. The Antarctic is of great interesthe studyof the relationship between science and
policy. First, the changes happening there are a sort of pretoniltet will happen here

later. Managing the informatiofrom the Antarctic carhelp in makingdecisions here
hopefully n time UK-S-1). Seconty, the science ithe Antarctic enjoys a very specific

role. Scientists are the only human inhabgantthe area, which makes their influence on
policy very direct and dominant. This leading role of sciencélustrated by two factsto

reach the Consultative Status at the Antarctic Treaty, countries must demonstrate their
Ai nt erest i mdugtingsabstantiabseasch &ctvitychoe Ardgaoctic(Treaty

1959: art. IX.2);as the continent i scienfied (Envimtmerdal t o  p ¢
Protocol art. 1l), military presence is forbidden. The only national representation in the
area happens tbugh science. Scientists and scientific stations, by their presence in the
area, are the only visie sign of their countries. Hence igntists representa sort of
political soft powerThirdly, the Antarctic offers a specific interest becawssAntarctica

does not counnhabitants, there is no smlled local or traditional knowledge. It results in

a monopoly of science on knowledge. Those three aspects clearly demonstrate the
dominance of science in the Antarctic. Therefore the understandiing siciencepolicy
interface inthe Antarcticis of particular importance.

Research objectives

The research question can be formulated as following:

How is the interface between science and policy in the creation of marine protected
areas in the Soutlne Ocean and how can it be better adapted to the roles and
expectations of the actors?

An interface is fAda point where two systems
(Oxford Dictionaries 2014). Therefore, the scienpelicy interface is the qnt where

scientists, policymakers and other relevant actors meet and interact in a deciaking
process.Van den Hove(2007 8) defines it more specifica
encompass relations between scientists and other actors in the policy process, and which
allow for exchanges, eevolution, and joint construction of knowledge with the aim of
enriching decisiooma k i riig @&social process.



To answer the research question, the study pathtee research objectives:

1) the assessment bbth the practices and knowledge productimm antarctic
marine protectedraas,

2) the assessment of the roles and expectations of scientists, policy makers, and
environmental NGOs and

3) the recommendation on how to adapt the scipotiey interfacetowards
improving its effectiveness to establish Southern Od4RAs.

The political processni the creation of marine protectetkas falls under a mulkevel
process of governance. The Convention for the Conservation of AntarctineMaving
ResourcesGAMLR Conventiof) gathers 36 Partiethat prepare proposals and submit
themfor adoption to a Commissiaafter recommendations from a Scientific Committee
In the study, the two levelé national and internationadl have beerconsidered. The
national level will ke studied through three degpns fromthe United Kingdom, France
and Belgium.The international lex will be studied through th€ AMLR Convention
Next to reviewing relevant documentation, sestnuctured interviews have been
conducted with key actors involved and around the eation of antarctidMPAs. The
initial focuswason the case of the StbuOrkney Island Southern Shelf bata second
phase, this haseenopenedup to includethe new proposal on thEast Antarctic. The data
collection methods are detailed further in taport.

Structure of the report

The study is divided into eiglthapters. The first chaptéeas the relationship between
science and policy in a change of paradigm and analyses two models of knowledge
production. A distinction is also made oretholesof scientists The second chapter
develops the ethodology used ithe study,the scope delimitation, the data collection
techniques and the data analysis. In chapter 3, the Antarctic Treaty System and its
ingtitutions are briefly presented whil&apter 4focusesmore specificallyon the case of

the marine protectedeas as mecosystenbasedool for marine protectiont alsodetails

the objectivedixed for the Southern Oceaand theachievementseachedso far. In the

fifth chapter, the scienegolicy interface at the national level is studied through three
national delegations. For each case, the actors and their interactions are described and
analysd togetherwith the two models of knowledge production. Chapter 6 leads the same
analysis for theConwention for the Conservation of Amtdic Marine Living Resources
Chapter 7 final} discusses the distinctiongween science and policyBased on the
analysis of the roles and expectations thie actorsin the Antarctic, general
recommendations are madavwinteractions can become more effeet Finally, chapter 8

steps back to look at the limitations of the study and the extent to which it can concretely
enhance the creation of marine gatd areas in the Antarctic.dhds with some more
concrete actins tofurtherthe situation.



Chapter 1

Knowl edge production: the:

With the development of environmental governance, the literature on the interaction
between science and policy Hasgelyincreasd, in an attempt to theorize the relationship
between thewo realms This chapter looks at the evolution of the perceptions of science,
based on the paradigm of normal and pastmal scienceA parallel is made with two
models of knowledgerpduction thatcorrespond to different models of interactions. The
roles that scientists can play in a decismaking process are developaftierwardspbased

on the fourcategories theorized by Pielke (2007). The way to conceive science and
scientists has evolvedver time, and understanding this evolution will help to draw a
conceptual framework in order bave a basis fahe analysis for the next chapters.

1.1.Science andhe socialcontext: change in paradigm

Science has been characterized by changing paradigens i me. A par adi gm i
met hods [...] that define a s(KunselerR0072).c di sc
In 1962, Thomas Kuhn introduced the paradigm of normal science in his Tuok
Structure of Scientific Revolutiaridormal science, also called mode 1 of scierefers to

the routine work of a scientist, accumulating knowledge towards the truth. Normal science
works on the principle of universality and disinteginess: the knowledge developed is
universal and valuéree, when scientists do nbve any interest in the result of the
research(Kunseler 2007). In the 1990sFuntowicz and Ravetsuggested a change in
paradigm, towards postormal science. Posiormal science, or mode 2, ke the link

between science and its social context. It assumes that facts are uncertain and values are in
conflict. It recognizes that there & plurality of legitimate perspectives and that analysis

and critcism must accompany the learning of facBespte deep and irresolvable
uncertainty, science carontinue tolegitimately inform and influence decisionakers
However,it he previ ous belief that scient, sts s
factual information for decisiemakers is now beingcreasingly recognised as simplistic

and i mrRavtetz 1969 648. There is a cgroduction between the scientist and the

social context in which science is embedded. Thisprooluction mechanisms are

however difficult to perceive(Hegger et aJ.2012. Postnormal scientists have developed

new methodsa deal withthis uncertaintytowardsimproving objectivity. Extended peer

reviewed communities a@mechanism to remedy the objectivity shortcomings, maintain

and enhancéhe quality of information(Kunseler, 200y, This change of paradigm is also

related toa period where thdrawbacksof scientific progress appeare8incethe end of

the Second World Warthe threat of nuclear weapons, chemical accidents and the
awareness of pollution among others, belief in scientific rationhbty beerdecaying

5



(Hoppe, 1999 202. Science does notveays evolve towards a common and beneficial
progress but can follow different pathwayR®ostnormal scientists do not look for a
universal truthbut they ratherfocus on the enhancement of quality while overcoming
inherent objectivity and uncertainty shortcomingsis is the challenging task of pest
modern age and pestodern science.

Post-normal science

sUncertainty
*Value-linked

*Plurality of legitimate
perspectives

sUniversalty
e*Disinterestedness

Figure 1 - From normal to postnormal science change in paradign

1.2The knowledge production models

To some extent, the knowledge production between science and polidgllbagd a
similar evolution: towards co-production. Two models give a different view on the
productionof knowledge and the mannéiow science and policy are involved in the
process.

1.2.1.The linear model of epertise

The first model is what Beck2011) called the linear model okpertise. It assumes a
linear relationship between science and policy. Science provides knowlddge is
afterwardstransferredto policy-makers who will hopefully use it, and use it correctly in
decisionmaking. The relationship is conceived as unidigi@mal and linear: from science

to policy (Beck 2011). This model encompasses three propositi@eck 2011 : 298:

1.more research will necemsly lead to more

certainty; 2.nore and better science will hel

solving political disagreements; 3.b keeping

problems away from t he MUIL 1T L1 Lal nwnoirl o,
makes policies evidence based and thus mol Figure 2- The linear model of knowledge

rational. A prelimhary consensus within science ssipposed to bringubsequentlya
consensus within policy. The linear model assumes the neutrality of scienseraddts

are supposed to be valfree. It claims independency andt@uwomy of science, and
disconnectghe digipline from its political context. Science simply provides know&edg

and information to policy, nprescription. It is an ambiguous relatsbrp, that is traslated

in the willingness to be fApolicy refltlhevant
IntergovernmentdPanel onClimate Changefor example(Beck, 2011)



However, in the course dime, voicesraised against this simplistic model which assumes

that a sharp distinction can lbeadebetween science and polickidppe, 1999 Pielke,

2007; van den Hove 2007; Beck, 2QIThis can be linked to the paradigm change to-post
normal science m®gnizing that science cannot be kept out of its social and political
context. The linear model of expertise makes the role of the scientistcdeatant and
direct but It fileads to the schizophrenic
termi n whil e at t heBxk20ld299i me i gnoring ito

1.2.2.The joint knowledgeproduction

A second model has been developed in reaction to tearlimodel: the joint knowledge
production, also called eproduction (Pohl et al. 201Q Edelenbos et al., 20119r
stakeholder model (Pielke, 2007 |t Ai mpl i es tdmsaahd semetimesnt i st
other societyta ct or s cooperate in the exchange, pro
(Heggeret al, 2012 53). It involves social processes, is interactive, allows exchanges and
takesa step froma unidimensional relationship. It brings other assumptiohscience:

1.more and better scientific knowledge
does not necessariljecrease uncertainty;
2.more science does not automatically
resolve value conflicts and disagreements
(Beck 2011 303. The production of
knowledge here happens at therdms
between the two realms. Therbders are

bl urred. AThe rolme or
simply providing technical information to t
the process Fatowigzewl.e2000 eitaddgPohl €t al. 2010269). It is not

only a knavledge translation and transferndwledge production happeras well

(Turnhout et al., 2005). Togethdrety redefinecommongroups perceptions, vocabulary

and agend#o overcome the difference tme frames, epistemologies and godietween

science and policfHegger et a).2012. The joint knowledge noduction can help bridging

the gap anensuringscientific information is well understood and well relevampolicy

information. Boundary organizations cabhe useful ash or gani zati ons that
opportunity and sometimes the incentives for the creation and use of boundary objects, that
involve the participation of actors from both science and policy and that exist at the
frontier of the different worlgl of science and politics, having distinct lines of
account abi (Gustory200i d0J) .elratkishniodelthe wayscience iseffectively

used in thedecisionmaking processbecomes an important aspg€&telke 2007). It is

important however to distinguish joint knowledge production and joint decismoaking.

The joint knowledge production doest implythat scientists take part the final decision

or the final vote.

Fi ure3| The oint knowledge production
J e!ncegpnanges fro



Joint knowledge production requires that everyone is seen as iaeqtt® discussion
processand that everyone can perceive the relevance of the others. Similarly, it requires

At hat t he communi c a-tvay dransfer fsom @ &nowing subject taas a C
supposedl y (Pahrebal. 2010 However,owith this model, the role of the
scientists becomes more cdmpted, more diverse and less direct. Scientists are in a
situation that Ravet z (Ravetzn200l B9)eThey takeupin d i v i d
tasks that do not belong to ttraditional scientific role.

1.3The roles ofscientists

In cases where the role of the scientist is not simply limited to providing information in a
linear way, the new tasks of science are various. P{@B@7) established a classification

of four ideal typical roles. Theure scientists the traditional role, linked to the linear
model.In this role,a <ientist wants to share fundamental information anesdot have
consideration for its use or utilitgloes not haveinterest in the decisiemaking process.

He wants to remain disconnected and simply srkigpwledge as ifo a reservoir where
policy-makers could pick uphe information they need. Thecience ebiter also provides
factual information, but recognizes that potityakers can have questions that require the
knowledge ofan expert. For that reason, he has more interactions with politics, but does
not provide any personal consideration, and avoids normative questions. In contrast, the
issue a@vocateseeks to be part of the decisioraking processn order to advocata
specifc outcome. He uses his expert status to engage his opirlowever it is a big
debate within the scientific community & scientistshould be allowed to a@tude his
personalopinion. Thehonest broker of policyl@rnativesalso takes part in the deiis-
making but by providing policynakerswith a range of best options. He seeks to integrate
scientific knowledge in possible policy alternativElslike theissue dvocate he seeks to
expand the scope of available chaigestead of reducing it. The laer between the roles

is notvery sharp and scientists can go from one to another. All four roles are critically
important(Pielke 2007, but scientists have to choose and to be aware of theirae/im

a specificcontext Pielke(2007) stated that the first two roles are connected with decision
contexts where there is value consensus and lowrtaindy. It correspond$o the linear
model of expertise while thHasttwo roles requie a joint knowledge productionadel that
allows exchanges and interactions, in a context of values in dispute and high uncertainty.
This last context can be thought to be the casiearntactic.

Table 1 - Roles of scientists

Linear model of expertise Joint model production
Pure sientist Issue avocate
Science biter Honest looker




Chapter 2
Met hodol ogy

To study the interface between science and potity,Antarctic offers aspecific awl

opportune context that itackled here more specifically through the issue of marine
protected eeas. The creation and implementation of those protected areas will be studied

by the roles and expectations of scientigtslicy-makers and environmental NGOs in

relation to the two models of knogdge production developed ahapterl. A scientist is

defined here as a person studying and having expert knowledge in naturabaal
sciencesA policy-ma k er i s i as tipeaautront (usualyhacshatred authoritig

set the policy fr amgDiotiondky.comf 2013 rEnvicoomgraah i z at |
NGOs are NGOs showing priority or a specific interest in environmental issues. This
chapter details the methodology thatsusedto collect and analyse dditar the study.

2.1.Scope delimitation

The Antarcticcontinenthas not beenonsideredas a wholeas it gathers different realities
under different political regulation§.o delimitate the scope, Wwas decidedo focuson
marine protected area¥he South Orkney Islands habeen thestarting point: as the
protected area is already created, it allowed a good understanding of the process before
openingit to the new proposa The fird idea was to focus only on the South Orkney
Islandsin an analysis between the natbrandthe international levelshut it quickly
appeared that it was much more interesting to include it in a comparative analysis with
other cases. This is also believed to increase the objectivity of the conclusions. Therefore
three counies in total have ken selectedon criteria of geography, language and
involvement in MPA proposalsFirst, countriesvithin a reasonable distance allowed us to
give priority to face to face interviews. Secbndhe priority has been given to countries
where documents andterviews could be ifenglish or in French. Finallygountries have

been selected for thedlifferent characteristics regarding their involvement in the process
of MPAs creation. The first country selected was theted Kingdomthat proposed the
marine potectel areaaround the South Orkney Island Shelf, the amg adopted so far.

The proposahas been dopted pretty quickly buis effectingthe negotiations today.he
secondcountry is France, that part ofa joint proposal stalledlreadythree time andthat

will be discussed agaat the next meeting. The lasiuntryis Belgium, gatheringa smal

scale delegatigrthat didnot make or takepart ina proposal but that fully supports the
process. Other countries would have been integessnwell of course. It would have been
highly valuable to address thease of countries which are opponents to the current
proposalsbut this wagoo difficult to realize in the modalities of this thesighis can be
illustrated by thede v i | 6 s alsorcalledrthg liran triangl@ktinson, 1999, showing
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that the success of@oject depends othree constraints: time, budget and scdgese
constraints interact with each other in a way that they can not all be optimized at the same
time,t her ef or e t h dheume and budlget avallableato gpin@ete the project
will affect the scope of the research. In turn, the larger tl
scope of the analysithe higher the costs will be. For every
research, @hoiceis to be madaegarding the constraints to
favour and the resources availablEhe quality is always
dependent on theadv i | 6 s Intthe presang dasmuch
attention was given to the quality of the enddarct butthe
budget and time were two strong constraintswhich Figure 4 - The devil's triangle of

o . projects management
definitely influenced the scope and depftthe resarch.

Scope

Time Budget

The devi laléodbringsraibiasnngtteeanalysis of profiles of scientistd policy
makers. Thestudy considexr scientistsindividually and policymakers through their
institutiors. This isprobably a bias in the study but thiseigplained by the fact thaivo
delegationamong the three studiddive onlyone scientistmainly involvedin the marine
protected eeasand the third country has two. Interviews couldde@mewith all of them,
andevenwith a few more working around the case of MP@$the policymakerson the
contrary only one representative could be met from emshitute This did not allow
doing an analysis dhe role of each polieynaker individually.

2.2. Data collection

For data collection, the research has been based on a review of relevant documentations.
On the one hand, the documents gathered and awlalyere related to the sciengelicy

interface and models of knowledge production. Scientific articles and books have been the
main maerials. The topic of sciengmlicy interface is subject to more and more research

due to the development of environmangovernance. Van den Hoy2007)explainsthat

many initiatives are undertaken at the local level on new forms of interactions between
scierce and policy, and that at tmegionallevel, there is a call for more research and
analysis of current experiees, especially around environmahissueé. An example of

such a projeicdoninsecd $NAGEBS i ence antatispol i cvy
running for two yearsand was funded by the European Uni@m the international scene

as wel| the topic isbecoming moremportart. A famous case is the study of the interface

through the process of thiternational Panel for Climate Changdl’CC). i Hen c e,
sciencepolicy interfacesr api dl'y emerging as key el ement s
(van den Hove2007 2). On the other hand, the literature revilagused orinformation

related to marine protectedeas,the Antarctic and the Antarctic Treaty Systebhis was

found mainly on Internet, owebsites ofrelevantpolitical institutions, NGOs oin press

2 For more information, see EU, 2014.
% For more information, see http://www.stagesproject.eu/
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articles Finaly, information on the antarctic marine protecte#@as and the decision
making processvasfound in the reports frorthe CCAMLR annual and special meetings.
All reports are onling and easily accessibl@he threethemes gathemn abundant
literature, but very few documents deal directly with science and/or policy in reiatios
creation of MPAs irthe Antarctic.

Next to documents review, semi structured interviews have been conducted with relevant
key actors involvedn and around thereation of marine protectedeas in the Southern
Ocean. A semstructured interview is a qualitative method of inquiry for which the
interviewer does not follow a rigorous set of predetermined questions. The interview is
instead conducted with a fairlppen framework. It allows a flexible interview, a
conversational and twavay communication. An item list has been created, focused on the
topic but broad enough to be adaptable to all interviews. The study focuses on three types
of actors: scientists, pal-makers and environmental NGOs. The interviews have been
conducted with those three categories. In total, fourteen persons have been selected, and
for each national delegation (United Kingdom, France, Belgium), at least one scientist and
one policymaker have been interviewed. Except for two, all interviewees are current
representatives or advisers at CCAMLR meetings. The interviews were mainly divided

two phases: the national delegations and the international context through the meetings
under the Covention for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resourdémy
focused on the current situation, and on the needs and expectations for science and policy.
Generally speaking, all interviewee®rekeen to participate and showed a real interest

the topic. For most interviews, we have directly met the interviewees in their respective
countries. For practical reasons, one has been done by phone, another one by Skype and a
last one by @mail. All interviews have been done between November 2013 aaithv

2014. To respect the anonymity of the respondents, the interviews are organized and
referredto by an assignecbde (see bibliography).

2.3. Data analysis

The purpose of the data collectiniasto lead a comparative analysis of the case studies.

To analyse the interviews and compare the cases, we have drawn an analytic grid, based on
two articles: the first one idolitical Modernisation and Policy Arrangements: A
Framework for Understanding Emgnmental Policy Changeritten by Arts, Leroy and

Van Tatenhove (2006); the second Genceptualising joint knowledgerqauction in

regional climate change adaptation projects: success conditions and levers for #&wiion

Hegger et al. (20)2Hegger et al. have proposed seven condtior a successful process

of joint knowledge poducton and hoseconditions helpd to define thelataneeded for

this study Arts et al. developd the concept oPolicy arrangementas At he t empo
stabilization of the cont entArts@tnall, 20069¢.ani z a't

* Available from: http://www.ccamir.org/en/meetings/26
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Also, policy arrangements mavolve at different level of policymaking: they take on a
multi-level dharacter (Arts et al., 200@rts and Van Tatenhove, 200Z)hey remain
however under pressure of constant change and the stabilization is only tema®ithey
are composed of to dimensionsn constant interactioArts et al., 2006Hegger et al.
2012):

coalitions

theresources available

the rules of the game currently i
operation

+ the current policy discourses an

+ +

+ the actors involved and thei
\

Figure 5 - Four dimensions tounderstand the joint

Figure 5 llustrates that a policy knowledge poduction

arrangement includes factors frahe four
dimensions. A changenione dimension
induces a change in the policy arrangement as a whole. This explains why policy
arrangements are in temporary stabilization. The four dimensions are of great interest for
this study because they help to decomstrthe process of creatiorf antarctic marine
protected eeas This processs a policy arrangment, shaped by four dimensioribat
moreover takesn a multilevel characterThe national leveWill be studiedthrough three
national delegations and the international level througk @nvention for the
Conservation ofAntarcticMarineLiving Resources

Source: Artet al, 2006

In the second articleslegger et al. (2012) usdtiose four dimensions to orgaeizhe
eleven success conditions for joinhdwledge production in regional climate change
adaptatiorprojects. The key items of those conditions have facilitated the development of
an analytical grid to help organizing our comparative study. The report will not be
structured exactly around those categories but they will clearly appear in the research
devdopment.

2.3.1.The actors involved

By looking at the actors involved in the process, it will be mainly the national delegations
in their internal and external relationgthin the national and internatiahcontexts. firee
categorief actorsarefocusedon: scientists, policynakers and environmental NGOs. It
will be aimedat lookinghow the delegation is composed.

12



2.3.2.The resources available

This will take into account resources of hard power, mainly staff, skills resources and the
organization ofthe delegation. As suggested by Hegger ef28l12), soft resources will

also be studied, such as boundabjects, facilities or forms of organizational embedding

that stimulate the interfacing and sharing forms of knowledge. Gug@i ) finds three

criteria for boundary @aniztions: first, they involve the participation of actors from both

sides of the bandary, secorlg they exist at the frontier of two relatively different social

worlds of politics and science, but they have different lines of accountability to each and
thirdly, they provide the opportunity and incemtvfor the creation and use ajumdary
objects. Boundary objects are fAconcepts ad:
time robust enough t o niHdeggertetai20l257dent i ty bet

2.3.3.The discourses

Di scourses are here defined as fraughwtecmbl| e o f
meaning is given to social and physical pheanajy and which is produced and reproduced
through an identifiable set of practicesbo
2012: 56). The actors have different epistemologiits different waysof perceivng the

world. The importantaspectin this section is to understand if they define the problem
similarly, as they can have different perceptions on what the problandisvhat the
expectations areBoundary objects can hebe helpful in the development of a common
language.

2.3.4.The rules ofthe game

Based on the distinction done by Hegger ei{2012, the section looks at three aspects
defined asthe rules of the game. First, the sectimnan analysis tavhich knowledge
production nodel is applid. The distinction between the lineaodel of expertise and the
joint knowledge production will be studied. Sechyndhesection also looks at the role of
the researcher as such. The classification made by Rg0R& will help in this purpose.
Particular attention will be given to the difference between perceptoil practices.
Thirdly, we also dok at the rewards foscientists to be part of the decisioraking
process

Table 2 - Analytical Grid

Actors Resources Discourses Rules
- Scientists - Staff and skills - Different perceptions | - Model of knowledge
- Policy-makers - Delegation organgtion - Boundary objects/ production
- Environmental NGOs - Boundaryobjects organizations - Role of scientists
/organizations - Rewards
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Chapter 3

Environmeatmaange 1 n the A™”

Antarctica is a unique part of our planet, host of rare and high biodiversity value. More
than 10.000 species live there, and most are end@@é, 2012. The first expeditions
started i n t hesquitar¢centidlBirPad bistary. Invi840¢cAntarctivas
recognized as the seventh continent, the fifth in term of size. The chapter looks at the
definition and the particularitiesf the ice continent beforgoing intothe political system

that has beendapted to regulate it.

The geographic
boundary of the
continent relies on the
Antarctic

convergence, a
physical phenomenon
where cold and warm

water encounter

betveen the 48° and g

61° latitudes South a g
(Roberts, 2012). The i b
political boundary 4
defines it a bit " pole (2007)°

differently, as the
water and land under
60° latitude South
(Roberts 2012.
Within this boundary
lies the continent of
Antarctica, associated ice shelves, Antarctic islands and a part of the SouthernlOcean.
encompasses 14 million kmz2 in total. The landasstitutedof about 98% thick ice sheet

and 2% barren rock, with an average altitude between 2.000 and 4.000 meters high.
Antarctica is the coldestdriest and windiest place onargh. Combined with the
remoteness, those factors kept humans away for centdioggever,the development of
technologies, particularly in the 2@entury, allowed for an easier access to the continent
that quickly became of political interest. Seven countries came to claim tafriights

over Antarctica. Brallelto this the area gradilg became investigated for research. There

is no indigenous human population, though some permanent or summer research stations
were beginning to be establishebat today host betweenapproximatelyl.000to 5.000

Figure 6 - Antarctic: physical and political definitions

Source: Roberts 201
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scientists during the winter and durirtge summerrespectively (World Population
Statistics, 2013). In a few decades, Antarctica became a new area of great interest for both
science and policy.

Facingthese political claims and this scientific eagerness in such a pristine area, countries
found the needo establish rules. In 1959, twelve countries started negotiations and ended
up with the Antarctic Treatyvai ch det er mi nes t hat AANnt arct i
pur pos eAntaratic Trgaty art( I). In the course ofime, a set ofinstruments have

been developed that coordinate and manage actions in the area. They form the Antarctic
Treaty System. The Antarctic Treaty was the first one. It did not say much about
environmenal protection whilesome living marine resources of the 8mrn Ocean were
extensively exploited anthter onthe Parties developed more attentioretiwironmenal
protection. In 1964, Parties adopted the Agreed Measures for Conservation of Antarctic
Fauna and Flora that applied until 2011. In 1978,Gbavention for the Conservation of

the Antarctic Sealscame into force, followed in 1982 by the Convention for the
Conservation of Antatic Marine Living ResourcesCAMLR Convention. In 1998, the
Environmental Protocol dealt with the protectiontloé environment in a broader sense,

and eventually replaced the agreement of Agreed Measures of 1964. This section will
briefly depict the legal status and actors in Antarctica to understand the development of the
organization that will be specifically under dyu

3.1. The Antarctic Treaty

The Antarctic Treaty was signed in Washington on 1 December 1959, by twelve cduntries
whose scientists had been active in Antarctica during the International Geophysical Year
(IGY) in 19571958, the first large international research program ewecutedin
Antarctica(NERGBAS, 2013. By the middle of the century, those nations realized the
political tensions around th&ntarctic, crystallized by the territorial claims and the threat
those tensions represented for future scientific collaborations. The International
Geophysical Year was recognized lasing pivotal to the scientific understanding of
Antarctica(NERGBAS, 2013 and it led the nation® agre that their political differences
should not interfere with their research program and that a peaceful scientific collaboration
should continue indefinitely.

The Treatycameinto force in 1961 and since then thigight other countries have

acceded tohte Treaty. Sixteen have acquired the Consultative Status as they demonstrated
their I nt erest in Antarctica by fetaocicduct i n
Treaty, Article 1X.2). Thetwentytwo other countries are nansultative Parties, which

means that they cannot join the decismaking. The fifty Parties meet once a year for the

® Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Chile, France, Japan, Némamland, Norway, Russia, South Afriche
UnitedKingdom and the United States.
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Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting (ATCM). Among those fifty countries, seven claim
territorial rights in the area: Argentina, AustaalChile, France, New Zeeland, Norway and
the United Kingdom. The Treaty neither defers nor suspends those claims. It,freezes
however any other clainfAntarctic TreatyAtrticle V).

Legend

B sizatory, consulting
claim to Antarctic territory
[ signatory, consulting
reserved right forterritorial
claim

signatory, consulting
[ signatory, accading stas

[ non-signatory

Figure 7 - Antarctic Treaty membership Source:www_wikipedialcom, 2013

Besides freezing the new territorial clanthe Treaty also provides in its first article that
AAntarctica shal/l b e u s Anthrctit dreaty artecla ¢).eTheu | pur
purpose of the Antarcti€reaty istorecognz e t hat i t ofiakmafnkinchthat he i n
Antarctica shall continue forever to be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and shall not
become the scene or 0 b j idemt Preamble). i ltnprokibite at i o n
therefoe any military measure, except if it is used for scientific purpioaen artl). The
Treaty also Apromotes the freedom of scient
towar ds tidem, tartl)eamdi @1 a(i ms textclaamge of hndormdtiorand

personnel, of data and resuiibould be made freely availabl@dem, artlll).

3.2. The Environmental Protocol

In October 1994, the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty (or
Madrid Protocol)wassigned in Madrid, andameinto force in 1998. The Parties to the

Protocol commi tted t hemsel ves t o t he Acor
environment and depend e rEtviroamedtal Bretecaadt.iat ed e
The Protocol designates AntarcticaaSa at ur al reserve, devoted

(idem, art2) andarticle 3 sets basic principles to limit adverse effect of human activities on
the environment. It also requires the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) of all
activities beforehandidem, art8). The Protocol is only open tntarctic Treaty Parties

and it currentlyconsists o8 Parties.

The Annex V,which only cameinto forcei n 200 2, relates to QAT
Management o initiated a comprehensive fram
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distinguishes two types of protected arestarctic Specially Protected Area (ASPA) and

Antarctic Specially Managed Area (ASM) . The first ai ms it o
environmental scientific, historic, aesthetic or wilderness values, any combination of those
values, ororgoi ng or pl anne dEndgronmentalt Profocoldnnax &) e ar c h
whil e the secointhe @anmmg and toadinatos ®fi astivities, avoid

possible conflicts, improve eordination between Parties or minimize environmental
impacts {dem,Annex V). There are currently 73 ASPAs and 7 ASMAs. They are usually

small and do not encompassamy marine zones, as marine protection is unther
responsibilityof another Convention.

3.3. The Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources

Extensive fishing activities in the suintarctic during the late 1960s and riif70s,

alongwith the emergence of interest imetlargescale exploitation ofraarctic krill, raised
concernabout the sustainability of such fisheries. The Convention for the Conservation of
Antarctic Marine Living ResourcesCAMLR Convention was established in 1982

response to this increasing commeramérest in atarctic resources. It is an ecosystem

based Commission with the attributes of a Regid-isheries Management Orgaatinn

(RFMOY.. It targetsthe protection of marine envilome nt and speci es as |
of all mankind to preserve the waters surrounding the Antarctic continent for peaceful
purpose only [...] and to ensure the cons:e
(CAMLR, 1980 preamblg¢. Figure 7 showghe ®nvention area, whit is slightly

different fromthe Antactic Treaty (seermex for a comparison).

The Convention gathers 25 members and 11 acceding statean(seel). Joining the
CAMLR Conventioncan be done independently frgamining the Antarctic Treaty, but
certain provisions commit the Parties to essential parts of the Antarctic Treaty sbheh as
legal status of territorial claims (ATS, 2011). The Commission meets annually and can
meet besides at the request of one thirthe parties CCAMLR, 1980: artXIll). It adopts
decisions by consensus. Those decisions are Conservation Measures that determine the use
of the marine living resources in the Antarcfitie Conventionrefers toan ecosystem
based management approach.vdating is not excluded as long as it is carried out in a
sustainable way, taking impacts on the whole ecosystem into account (CCAMLR, 2014a).
The Convention introduces the concept of rational use for the management of marine
resources. Those resourceslude allliving organisms found in the conventiorea such

as finfish, mollusksCrustaceaor even birds, but specifically exclude seals and whales
which are subject to other conventions (CCAMLR, 2014b).

® There has been an internal debate to knotiéf Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine
Living Resourcesvas a Reginal Fisheries Management Orgaatipn at all that has been solved in 2002 by
the aceptance that ks role as a conservation orgaatipn with responsibility for managing fisheries in the

Southern Ocean gives it the attributes of an REM@@CAMLR, 2002, Report of the XXO meeting of the

Commission, Hobart, Australia, page 86, paragremR). Source Molenaar et al., 2013: 220.
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The CAMLR Convention stresses the special relationship between science and policy in
the Antarctic. First, the limit of the CCAMLR area itself is bassat on political baders,

but on an ecosystemic linehe Antarctic Convergence. Sectndthe Convention
established a Scientific Committee thabydes scientific information on harvesting levels
and manageent issues to the Commission (83MLR). The Commission is obliged to

take full account of the recommendations and advice of the Scientific Committee when
making decisions. As the institution is responsible for the living marine resourcealsi is

in charge othe creation of @nne potected eeas.
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Source: CCAMLR, 20:
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Chapter 4

Mari ne prreodxcitredt me Sout he

The previous chapter concluded that, in the context of the Antarctic Treaty, the
Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resou(C£3AMLR) is
responsible for the creation ofarine protectedareas.This chapter takes an interest in this
specific management tool and in the objective targeted by the CCAMLR. The last section
looks at the achievements of MPAs in the Antarctic Ocean, detaliim@outh Orkney
Southern ShelMarine Protected Aea and the two proposals that haveyaisucceedetb
reachconsensus.

4.1. Marine potected aeas and ecosystetmased management

The Antarctic is a fragile marine environment that faces serious pressures such as climate
change, pollution anthvasive species from human activities (AOA, 20IR). preserve
marine esources and their ecosystems, marine protecesd became an imporiatool.

By marine protectedrea,i s meant fAany area of intertidal
its overlying water and associated flora, fauna, historical and cultural features, which has
been reserved by law or other effective means to protettopaall of the enclosed
envi r o (UC&,N2005: 5). It includes marine environment but may also include
coastal land and islands. It is commonly called an MPA when the total area of sea exceeds
the area of land, or when the marine part of a large protected area is sufficient in size to be
classified as aMPA (IUCN, 2006. Theycan be of different sizetheycan be permanent

or being reviewed and possibly modified after a lap$time. Thedegree of protection can

also vary between areas as well as across one sam@@dy, 2006. The process to
create marine protectedeas has been boosted in recent years mainly when policy settled
objectives of halting biological loss. The protecti@ms at an ecosysterbased

management, considering the ecosystem as a
of plant, animal and microrganism communities and their nbving environment
interacting as a functional unitCBD, 2014 . An ec o s ys hs«rategafprphe oac h

integrated management of land, water and living resources that promotes conservation and
sustainabl e use CBD, 201). Marpe protected raas hanae ybeen (
recognized as an instrument of considerable potential for furtheronservation of

pristine and fragile areas. In 2002, the World Summit on Sustainable Development

( WSSD) c al | e dblisiment of tnfadne pragestédreas consistent with
international law and based on scientific information, including representetworks by

201 W8D( 2002) . I n the context of the Antar
sustaining ecosystem structure and function, including in areas outside the MPAs, maintain
the ability to adapt in the face of climate change, addaethe potential for invasion by
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alien species, as a resul o f h u ma @CAKILRt 2011h). tTlyedmarine protected

areas havevarious purposes, including representativeness, protection of areas vulnerable to
human activities, protection of ecosystem function but also scientifipopes (S€

CCAMLR, 2005). They are also useful iasearch and monitoring of thatarctic marine

living resources as t hey hsetffhediafctc ecogystemitot or i n
environmental and huméann d u ¢ e d (SEG-GGAMIgRe 2005 5917). In conclusion, the

marine protectedraas potentially fulfil a variety of purpasom conservation to science.

4.2. CCAMLROobjective

As the Partiesin the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living
Resourcesecognized the value of marineopectedareas theyhave agreed on developing

a representative system ahtarctic marine protectedems by 2012jncluding notake

resenes. This objective is in line witthe decision of the World Summit on Sustainable
Development in 2002. A representative system aamsereatinga network of MPAs or

group of MPAs that have a common objectivEhe general idea is @ a network can
achievemore than one MPA alone. The network shduld apt ur e a wi de and
range of habitats and ecosystems and include key biodiversity hot spots. These include
different environmental types, as well as pelagic and seafladr fa (A©A,2012: 3). To
encompass the various environmental types, the Commission has developed a system of
bioregionalisation. The variation in climate, topography and other physical factors forms
different types of habitat that in turn determine a range of associatedesspeci
fiBioregionalisation is the partitioning of large ecosystems at a range of spatial scales,
according to their envir on rGrantt Gohstabderedal. bi ol o
2006). With this processf bioregionalisationthe Commission identdid in 2008 eleven

priority areas, likely to be of high ecological importance. Those priority areas should be

submitted to the process of marine protection.
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Figure 9 - Eleven priority areas for antarctic marine protected aeas

1 = Western Antarctic Peninsula2 = South Orkney Islands3 = South Sandwich Islands4= South
Georgia; 5 = Maud Rise 6 = Eastern Weddell Sear = Prydz Bay, 8 = Banzare Bank 9 = Kerguelen,
10 = Northern Ross Sea/East Antarctitl = Ross Se&helf.

Source : Ainley, Ballard and Weller, 2010
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The establishment of MPAs is in line with the objectives of the CCAMLR, derived mainly

from articles Il and 1X.2(f) and 2(gJOCAMLR, 2005;CCAMLR, 2011b). Article Il aims

at the corservation of atarctic marine living resources and introduces the concept of
rational use. Article IX specifies how to reach objectives of article 1l and includes the
possibility to designate opening or closing of areas or regions for the purpose o
conservation or of scientific study. The creation of MRAall follow mainly objectives of
conservation, but can alb@avemore scientificpurposby t he nfAest abl i shmen
reference areas for monitoring natural variability and {texgn chage or for monitoring

the effects of harvestingnd other human activities omtarctic marine living resources

and on t he CEAMDR 305lM).e ms 0 (

4.3. Achievements

The goal of having a network of marine protectedeas in Antarctica has not been
achieved yet. So far, only one MPA has been established in 2009 around the South Orkney
Islands and twetherproposals have been stalled. Despitekie milestones set in a work

plan by the Scientific Committee to scale the work until 282 CAMLR, 2011: 9), no

other has been created. In 2011, the Commission agreed on a General Framewark f
establishment of CCAMLR marine protecte@as. It defined that a Conservation Measure
that designates an MPA must incluttee specific objectives of aMPA; its spatial
boundaries; the activities restricted, prohibited, or managed in the area, priority elements
for a management plan and farresearch and monitoring pld6CAMLR, 2011). A

marine protectedraa should be reviewed every ten yedaeely, theUnited States and
New-Zealand proposed the creation of an MPA inRuss Sea and France, Australia and

the European Union made a conjoint proposal for seven conservation zones in the East
Antarctic. Both wereblocked at a special @eting in July 2013, andere rejected again in
October. The proposals will be reviewed and discussed again at the next meeting, in 2014.
A closer look is given to each case below.

4.3.1.The SouthOrkney Islands Southern Shelfavine Protected Area

In 2009, the Commission fohé Conservation dhe Marine Living Resourcesdopted the
Conservation Measure 913 that designates the protection for the South Orkney Islands
Southern Shelf. This protection followed a proposal made by the Ufibgdlom. It is so

far the only maringrotected eea in the Antarctic. This first case still has a large impact
today on the discussions about future MPAs.
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Figure 10 - Protection of the South Orkney Islands Southern Shelf

Source: 1) NERP (2009and CCAMLR (2009

In 2005, CCAMLR hdd a workshop in the United States to discuss the use of MPAs as a
tool for managing the ecosysténThe United Kingdom has been part of this workshop

and realized they had data and expertise in areas that could be useful in the development of
MPAs in Antarctica. The national delegation startedking for an area that could be

proposed as the first exgp | e

of MP A.
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2013). Atthat time, there was no general framework establishing how to designate an
MPA. The Conservation Measure-94 wasindeed adopted in 2011, after the designation
of the South Orknelslands. There was no preconceived ideedno procedure on how to
implement an Antarctic MPAUK-S-3). The procedure for Antarctic Specially Protected
Area (ASPA) and Antarctic Specially Managed Area (ASMA) managed by the
Environmental Protocol has helped a bit, but they are not tools of the CCAMLR.

In 2009 however, the Commission designated®A anarea of 94,000 kfn It prohibits
all types of fishing activities, waste discharge and dumping by any fishing vessel, and
transshipment activities (CCAMLR200%). The measure provides an exception for
scientific fishing research activities agreed by then@ussion.The South Orkneys MPA

beame t he wor |l doés eaf marisetprotected areaeahdythe lirstgkd s
marine reserve in CCAMLRO6s network of Sout'
the revised UK proposal excluded an area where fishstigitees are carried outlapan,

t he Republic of Korea and Russia fAwere abl

the area where fishing activity is carried out has been excluded from the original proposal

" CCAMLR workshop on marine protected areas, Silver Spring, MD, USA, 29 August to 1 September 2005.
For the report, selattp://www.ccamir.or¢en/system/filestscxxiv-a7.pdf
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so as to avoid r (€GAVLR, 2a09an2i).ThishMPA has gsohber y o
reviewed afternfive-years period in 2014.

Following the designation of the area, some countries have asked for the clarification of
the stepgo designate marine protecteteas. The Parties established tBenservation
Measure 9404 (CCAMLR, 2011b) to give a gneral frameworkdr the establishment of
CCAMLR marine protectedraas. The case of the South Orkney Islands has certainly
helped in developing this framework; however, this provides that the Conservat
Measure establishing the MPAs must include a management plan as well as a monitoring
plan. Those were not included in the Conservation Measure establishing the MPA of South
Orkney Islands. In this regard, the South Orkney MPA remains a special cagbpsa
management and monitoring plans should still be added. In 2013, the United Kingdom
delegation camap for the first time with a proposal for a monitoring program, established

in collaboration with NorwayWhen he South Orkney Islands MPA will beuiewed in

2014, after five yearshe proposals for theggans will be discussed.

4.3.2. The East Antarctic Representative System of Marine Protected Areas

In 2011, Australia, France and the European Union have presented to the Scientific
Committee a jointproposal for an East Antarctic Representative System of Marine
Protected AreasHARSMPA). It consists of seven marine protectedaa in the East
Antarctic. The Scientific Committee endorsed it and established that it is based on the best
science available (CCAMLR2011a: 43).In 2012, the proposal has been submitted for
adoption to the Commissiorsimultaneously witha proposal forthe Ross SealNo
consensus was reached, and the proposal was rejected a first time. Its importance has
however been recognized as the members decided to hold a special meeting in
Bremerhaven, Germarig July 2013 to discuss specifically the two proptséEuropean
Commission, 2013). This seconceating failed again to readonsensus. At the annual
meeting in October, a reviewedoposal brought an option fadoption in twophases: a

first phase for four marine protectetkas, and a secorahe later for the three others or

those considered as necessary to complete the representative system in the East Antarctic.
This proposition has been rejected as well. Russia and Ukraine blocked the consensus,
while China withdrew its support to the proposal. Howetke Scientific Committee
endorsed the proposal again as containing the best scientific evidence available. The
discussions are now postponed again to the next annual meeting in October 2014.

Australia was first developing the proposal, and has f[meed by France and later by the
European Uni on. The proposed EARSMPA cover:
representative areas of biodiversity of the region, and the proposed representative system

of MPAs would be a multipkeise system in which aeities, such as fisheries, can be
undertaken when those activities do not undermine the objectives of individual MPAs or
the representative s y2012:2%m The propasalvsmaihee at ( CCA

23



the closing of fishing areas bigllows a preautionary principle, with reference zones for
climate change among others. The objective for this region is to have a protection of
representative habitats that are characteristic of a particular community (House of

Commons, 2013).
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Figure 117 Proposals forEast Antarctic marine protected areas

Source: AAD, 2013

4.3.3.The Ross Sea Marine Protected Area

In 2011, both New Zealand and the USA have introduced a proposal for the Ross Sea to
the Scientific Committee. The RoS®a is one of the least impacted open ocean marine
area on Earth(Halpern B. et a).2008) In a part of the world that includes many of the
most rapid changes due to global warming, the Ross Sea is changing remarkably little.
However, it is a multusezone, with lots of conflicting interests between different nations.
The Scientific Committee has endorsed the scientific basis of both scenarios put forward
by New Zealand and the USA, recognizing that they were based on thecieestes

evidences availabl(SCGCAMLR, 2011: 39 .

Regarding the two prop

Committee agreed that the scenarios reflected different objectives and choices for
implementation, in particular, the relative weight given to the displacement of fishing

effort, butthat h e s e

wer e

matt er s -CAMLR, 2011:40). I @0h2ni s s i O |

the same yeams for the East Antarctic, the two proposals were submitted to the
Commission for the Ross Sea that asked for a merging. During the meeting, New Zealand
and the USA mergettheir proposal into a single proposition encompassing 2.3 million km?
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for the Ross Sea, including a fully protected area of 1llBomikm2. The proposal was
rejected, and postponed to the special meeting in July 2013 where it did not get any full
supporteither. The two countries have announced prior to the annual meeting a reduction
of more than 40%, with 1.32 million km? for the Ross Sea, Wi2b million km2 ne

fishing zone Again, the proposal has not reachednsensus, locked by the same
countriesasfor the East Antarctic.

Ross Sea Region MPA Ross Sea Region MPA
Proposed in CCAMLR-SM-I11/04  Revised for CCAMLR-XXXII

Panel 1. The Ross Sea Region Marine
Protected Area, including the boundaries of
the General Protection Zone (A1, A2, A3),
Special Research Zone (B), and Spawning
Protection Zone (C).

Panel 2. The Ross Sea Region Marine
Protected Area, including the boundaries of
the General Protection Zone (i, ii, iii), and
Special Research Zone (SRZ).

Figure 12 - MPA proposal for the Ross Sea

Source: Delegations of New Zealand and the United States to CCAMLR (2013)
4.3.4.The future proposals

Other proposals are now under development for future agreements. Those proposals have
not yet been ready to present to ther@mission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine
Living Resourcesbut nations are moving forward in their research and development (D.
Mattfield cited in K. Rajgopal, 2013). In 2012, Germany announced that they would
undertake the prepations for the designation of marine protectesha in the Weddell Sea
(AWI, 2012). Russia offeredts support and collaboration in shprocesgrocess $CG
CAMLR, 2013: 50).In April 2014, a working goup gathered iBremerhaven to go further

with this proposalE-S-1). The second area is the Antarctic Peninsula, where Chile seems to
lead the preparation. A workshop has been organized in May 2012 to discuss the
compilation of data, but no proposal has been introduced yet. The third area is
Amundsen/Rllingshausen Seas region dffest Antarctica. Sweden offered to lead the
development anthe US and South Korea offered their support for scientific information
and/or exprtise (K. Rajgopal, 2013; SCAMLR, 2011).
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Chapbt er

Sci epnt eanctyer ftahcreead non al del

Having in mind the background of the proposals for Marine Protected Areas and the
institutional context, it is now possible to look closer at the connection between science
and policy.The issue of the MarinProtected Areas is consideradpolicy arrangemnt

that takes on muHievels. A proposal is prepared by one country or a group of countries in

a joint proposal. Papers are submitted for adoption to the Conservation of the Antarctic
Marine Living Resources through the Scientific Committee for advisang the
Commission for the votelhis chapter aims to understand the national level via the work

of national delegations from the United Kingdom, France and Belgium. The international
level will be developed later on. The analysis wi# done in the lightof the two
knowledge production odels devealped in the first chapter: the linear model of expertise
and the joint knowledge productionogtel. Each case is structured in a similar way, based
on the analytical grid developed in the methodology. It staitts thhe description of the
delegation and describes afterwards the organization of the delegation, staffs and skills.
The anaysis tries to link it with the model ofnowledge. A specifi case is finally made

for the boundary organizations and/drjects ad the role of scientists. Those various
aspects have alreadpveredmany items of the analysis grid and address each of the four
dimensions. The roles of other actors, the rewards and the different perceptions, however
will be developed in a followinghapter.

5.1. United Kingdom

The United Kingdom has a long history as a maritime country, and has been early involved
in Antarctica. In 1773, the British James Cook crossed the Antarctic Garckbe first

time (de Lichtervelde 2008). The expeditions é&tobert Falcon Scott between 1900 and
1911 to reach the South Paksoremain in memaor. A Norwegian took this challenge a

few days before him, but his expeditiostimulatedthe British interest for the continent

and its knowledge. It is also significatot mention that after days inefidful conditions,

on their way back from an expedition that decimated half of its men, Scott and his team
still stopped to gather ice samples while th&hould dieanyway a few days later
(Transpol 68Ai r, oskexpetiions, Howehdhe United ingdom mada
territorial claim in Antarctica already in 1908he claims include the South Shetland
Islands, South Orkney Islands, the Ronne Ice Shelf in the Weddell Sea, the Antarctic
Peninsula and other parts of t@h continental AntarcticaHCO, 2013, some overlapping

with other countriesThe first station was established in 1944, at wartime, mainly to
controltheenemy s presence in the Antarctic wat e
the area BAS, 2014) After the war, the stations turned more to science goals and the
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United Kingdom has maintained a continuous presence since then. Today two stations are
open all around the year on the continent, and one more is occupied during the austral
summer on the Soh Orkney Islands (BAS, 2014). Two more stations are on the South
Georgia Islands. The British research on and around the Antarctic is mainly undertaken by
the British Antarctic Survey (BAS), based in Cambridgemploys over 400 staff.

5.1.1. The British delgation (actors involved)

The British delegation tthe Commission for theConservation oAntarcticMarineLiving
Resourceggat hers a fairly fAmixed dECOR2ZPHM}IIson of
supervised by the Polar Regions Department of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
(FCO), based in London. Jane Rumble is currently the Head of the Department. Besides
four or five representates from theFCO, the delegation also courgsientists from the

British Antarctic Survey. Phil Trathan and Susie Grant led the scientific work that
supported the MPA proposal, but they worked elpsvith other scientists from the British
Antarctic Surveythat they could consult for specific topics of expertise {&#K). Other
scientists can join delegation meetings whenever necesSavgralscientists from the
Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science (Cefas) are part of the
delegation, but provide knowledge more about fisheries, libisever a member of Cefas

that is the representatite the Scientific Committee of the CAMLR Conventidkt the

time of the proposal for the South Orkney Islands MPA (2009), the Marine Resource
Assessment Group, a consultancy group, was also part of the delegation. There is also a
representative of NGOs. Currently, it is a member from the WIMF His role is to
centraize the overview of the NGOs (UR-1) andto be a link with them. The NGOs
working on the issue are mainly Greenpedloe PEW Charitable Trusand the Antarctic

and Southern Ocean Coalition (ASOC). The representative of WWIs fully involved

in the delegation meetings and discussions. He questions and requests for information, but
also gives opinions and recommendations. The FCO organizes meetings with other
stakeholders during the year to meet and discuss their interests. It happens once a year in
an ndustry meeting and once a year in a scientists meetingPUK

FOCUS 1Antarctic and Southern Ocean Coalition anéntarctic Ocean Alliance

ASOC is an international coalition created Ocean Alliance is a similar international
in 1978 dedicated to the preservation of the alliance of 23 environmental organizations
Antarctic Continent and its surrounding 7 including ASOC and indirectly, its
Southern Ocean (ASOC, 2013). It consists members created specifically on the issue
of over thirty NGOs interested in Antarctic of themarine protectedraas. The Alliance
protection in order to coordinate their aims to work withthe memlers of the
position and action. In 1991, ASOC CAMLR Convention and their scientific
received the observer status in the bodiesto develop appropaie protection in
Antarctic Treaty Sstem. The Antarctic the Antarctic (ASOC, 2012)
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5.1.2. The organization of the delegation (resources)

The whole detgation meets four or five times a year for formal meetings, but remains
constantly in contact besides those meetings-83J. They communicate mostly by e

mail. The work is organized around two main entities: the Polar ReBiepartment from

the FCO forpolicy and the Btish Antarctic Survey foiscience. Those two institutes
gather policy ad scientific teams working fulime and on long term on polar issues, and
even more specifically on the Antarctic. Therefore, it is striking how small the polar
community in the United Kingdom is: everyone knows each other very well and seems
updated on the current work and actuality of the colleagues. The scientists are mainly
concentratedn the British Antarctic Survey. Some woik universities,but they are
anyway in contact (UKS-4). This link is even stronger when some can go to work in
another association, such as the representative of WWFwvho had been previously
working at Bitish Antarctic Surveyfor 14 years. It happened as well in the past for
scientigs joining the Polar Regions Department. This happens less the other way around
(UK-S-4).

The link between the actors also coniesm funding. The FCO finances Cefas aheé

British AntarcticSurveyis mostly financed by the Natural Environment Research Council
(NERC), the UK's main agency for funding and managing research, training and
knowledge exchange in the environmental sciences (BAS, 2013). The annual funding of
NERC comes in turn fronthe Degrtment for Business, Innovation and Sk{MERC,

2014. Therefore the British Antarctic Survey is indirectly funded by the British
Government. In turn, the British Government dependgherBritishAntarctic Survey for

high quality environment al science, but al
Ant ar MNERC¢c2813.

FOCUS 2: The South Orkney Islands proposition and adoption

In 2005, the Commission and Scientific  in areas that could be useful in the
Committee for the Conservation of development of MPAs in Antarctica.
Antarctic Marine Living Resourcesdd The del egati onods me m
a workshop in the United States to together to look for an area that could be
discuss the use of MPAs as a tool for proposed as the first example of MPA.
managing the ecosystmThe United The scientists at the Bish Antarctic

Kingdom has been part of this wohp Survey were in charge to propose such

and realized they had data and expertise an areaScientists provided information

on areas that they considered
8CCAMLR workshop on marine protectedeas, scientifically, biologically and
gg‘ﬁ;mig?”g’ %gé_ USAI'Zorzg Ath‘g”St :gpolrt’ ecologically important and that met the
sedttp://www.ccamlr.org/en/system/fileste- criteria as a candidate for protection

xxiv-a7.pdf (UK-S-3) . T h eussed fApdeitys ¢
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carefully with the FCO to make sure that
what [they] were doing was going to
help devebp a broader understanding for
the CAMLR Commission
The scientific analysis has highlighted a
number of different regions that were
worthy of potection. But they felt that

for some of them it might have been
more difficult to follow through as a first
example (House of Commons, 2013).
This clearly underlines how scientists
also take political considerations into
their analysis. The poliegnakershave

studied this information in the light of

5.1.3. The nodel of knowledge

(-$K) o .

the other requirements to take into
account, and came back to scientists for
advice (UkS-3). Lots of consultations
foll owed on the basis
approacsig .( BiIKihe final
for the prgosal sent to th€ommission

for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine

Living Resourceswas really different

from the initial one, but scientists have

had much input into it and wrote much

of the proposal in a discussion process

with the FCO, based on whailicy-

makers wereS3.ayingo (L

This description of the pross particularly underlines the joint knowledge production
model. The scientists, policynakers and other societal actors such as the NéO®
together, are in regular contauotd cooperate in the production of knowledge. Through the
interviews, it was made clear that the relationship was not unidirectional but implied
feedbacks and exchanges. This is also made clear in the choice of the Fiatected

A r e &he Sduth Orkney Islands have been part of the British Antarctic Territory since
1962, and prior to this the islands were a Falkland Islands Dependency. Under the 1959
Antarctic Treaty however, the Islands' sovereignty is neither gatxed nor disputed by

the signatories and they are free for use by any signatory femiibary use" (Miliband,

2009). It does not question that the area is worth to protect and that the British scientists do
have special expertise in this zone, buinterlines the link between the political aspects

and the scientific research. In conclusion,ise nt i
For ei g 54)aThid is deariymenhaneee a | t h

coll eagues in the

sts fAwork very <c¢l o

first by the fact that thegdar community is in close contatt the country. This is seen as
an advantage because it makes it easier to find the right person to talk wi®3)JH
creates a good network (U83) and favors trust between actors {GK1). It alsomakes

t he
want

it easierf or communi

[ you]

cat.
t 00-1). &dmle stress that @ cag beKa sort of challenge for

on, as Ait i s easy t

advocacy (UKO-1) as so close contacts make independence of science more difficult but
the general opinion is positive. Secbnadhe joint knowledge noduction is also enhanced

by the fact that most of the members in the giatiens are involved for a lortgne. This
facilitates the exchanges and communication inside the delegation as they get experience
enough to be able to understand each other84K UK-S-3). Jane Rumble, the Head of
Delegation entered in the Polar Regions Department in 2003 and beleaddan 2007.
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She is only the fourth Head of the Department since {A43ic Frontiers, 2013 She has
attendedthe meetings othe CAMLR Commissionevery year since 2006 (CCAMLR
meetings reports). Lookingt the yearly reports of th€ AMLR Commission and the
Scientific Committegit appearghat most members of the British delegation stay for a few
years. In the delegation, themasalwaysbeen a number of persons who have been there
for a very long time (UKS-3) and this facilitates a good understanding of what the UK
position is (UKS-3).

5.1.4.The boundary organiations

Boundary organizati ons ar marticpatignaohactora tromo n s
both science and policy and that exist at the frontier of the different s\afrkstience and
politicso (Gust oWK, beddedringingd4adothgr. perspéative in the
delegation, has probably filled the role of Bouryd®rganization for the proposal of the
South Orkney Islands. The NGO has financed a big set of science on the South Orkney
Islands that has put the research forward and that would not have been possible without
this funding UK-S-4). In turn, it is a wayor the NGO to direct science into conservation
goals UK-O-1) and to get arguments to recommendthe UK government. In 2010,
WWEF has also awardethe British AntarcticSurveyandthe CAMLR Conventiorwith the

Gift to the Earth Award for the establishmef the South Orkney Islands Shelf MPA and
their commitment to a representative network (WK, 2012). More significant is also

the position of the British Antarctic Survey. It is of course a scientific institute, but mainly
financed by policy institutins. The instituteoriginated from a group that was actually
controlled by the Foreign and Commonwealth Offidereover, as therbas always been

a close connection betweagience angolicy in the Southern Ocean, British Antarctic
Survey has long histoy of working with thepolicy department responsible for CCAMLR

and Antarctic TreatyYK-S-4). Issues that the United Kingdom have or have had with
South American countries for example, probably do=d thelink between science and
policy (UK-S-4). Neverthelessnot all scientists in Btish Antarctic Survey arelosely
working with policymakers and they do not all perceive their role in the same way. It is
interesting to look at it a bit closer.

5.1.5.The role of scientists

During the study, contactsave been made with different scientists working at the British
Antarctic Survey, and four interviews have been conducted. The discussions have revealed
different profiles of scientists working within the research center. Two scientists have
mainly led tke scientific research on the South Orkney Islands Marine Protected Area. But
they relied as well onadvice from the rest of theicolleagues UK-S-3), or evenfrom
scientists inother institutes. Whenever necessary, they have asked for help, for example
from someonaviith specific knowledgen data management or in Geographic Information
System (K-S-4). Based on the classification established by Pielke (2007), those two

30


file:///C:/Users/Audrey/AppData/Local/Temp/SP2.docx%23_ENREF_11

scientiss have acted as dfionest Broker of Policy Alternative3hey tried toprovide
policy-makerswith a range of best options, and tried to integrate scientific knowledge in
possible policy alternatives. They géetwoi ed t ¢
i nf or m p e5i4) Thig bas ¢ledriy been the case whHen gcientistof the British

Antarctic Surveywere in charge to propose area for the creation of a marine protected

area Scientists provided information on areas that they corsidecientifically,
biologically, ecologically interestingly important and that met the criteria as a candidate for
protection UK-S-3). The scientific analysis has highlighted a number of different regions

that were worthy of protection, but they felt that §ome of them it might have been more

difficult to follow through as a first example (House of Commons, 2013). This clearly
underlines how scientists tried to integrate scientific knowledge in possible policy
alternatives already. Due tbeir backgroundthey also ha#&nowledge in policyand had

profiles completingeach othemvell: one had more knowledge on policy aspects of the
Antarctic Treaty, the othanore on policy aspects of tf@AMLR Convention(UK-S-4).

They hadinterdisciplinary skills and iwwas useful to prepare the proposal. The border
between science and policy is also a bit blurred when scientests other delegations to

di scuss t he p donpotoeedtb be ol8ycgboe actentistst isis afso important

to present the pointsi ithe rightma n n &K-9$4). Both scientists have been involved for

many years, and they worked in close relationship with the rest of the delegation. They
work for a scientific organization but it is clear that they have also experienced enough to
undersand mostof the policy constraints. Durinthe research, it appeared that they also

act in between science and pglidhis typically reflects the joint knowledge production

model. It assumes a change in the role of the scientiatsdoes not consist ywmore of

simply providing information. A T h e role of science changes
technical information to the Omuch more di
governanced (Funt oWwaohketal., @120 ., 2000 cited b

However, roles are not fixed and they also depend on the choice from scientists
themséves. Not all scientists do haviee same role: they do not all have interdisciplinary

skills and do not all wish to hatbem Another interviewee explained how iontant it is

for him to remain out of the policy process. Driving science into policy is not the way he
woul d see a scientistds rol e. He does not
would not himselfK-S-1) . He descr i befdpvsieniofethe inforsations r o | e
and crucially of unbiased information to law makers and decision takers and let them take
the decision on the basiUK-Sd) Morehngortantly, lier mat i
underlined that unbiased information shouldpbevided to both partiedJK-S-1). In this

case, the scientist is willing to adopt the role oPare Scientist But the distinction

between the roles might not be so sharp, and they should be considered on a gradient
insteadof as in closed categories.
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It is indeed a large debate on how much the scientist should be involved in decision
making process and where the limit is between biased and unbiased information or
between neutral and nereutral infornation. It is actually interestinghat most ofthe
interviewees have ambivalediscoursesrecognizing the importance stierce in a sound
political decision but stressinpatif the system is working well, there should be a very
clear distintion between science and polickhere is a sort of reluctante accept a closer
cooperation bsveen science and policy, and a role of the scientist in close connection with
policy actorslt is almost as if many would prefer to look at the process through the Linear
Model, with Pure Scientists or Science Arbiters foain roles. There are attempts to
extend the number of people doing policy oriented science in the British Antarctic Survey,
but this middle position does not seem so well accepted. The position is indeed specific
because they are based in a scientifgtifute and even if most of what they do is scientific
work, it is unusual to work so much on policy issugK{S-3). Some people find it really

a frustrating position YK-S-3). They are in a scientific organization so their position is
probably not valug (UK-S-3). However, they would like to get more colleagues in their
position as having people that can do both science and poittyatk both science and
policy is really valuable UK-S-3).

5.2. France

France is also a country that has a long histotly wntarctica. The first French expedition
has been | ed by J1840ewho diséokred Adelie eand. France ha& 3 7
two stations in Antarcticagne of whichis managed in collaboration with Italy. There are
also three stations in the SAmtarctic Islands: Crozet, Kerguelen and New Amsterdam
Islands. There are almost sixty scientific programs led per year in the Antarctic-or Sub
Antarctic regions. For many of them, France collaborates with other countries. They cover
many disciplines such asicmat ol ogy, oceanography, ornith
(France Diplomatie, 2014). The Institut Polaire Frangais Paul Emile Victor (IPEV)
coordinates and facilitates the research in the Antarctic and\Staoctic. It is an agency

of resources and expee that provides support for the institutions leading scientific
research in the region (IPEV 2014) but many science institutes are involved in the research
in Antarctica.

5.2.1.The French delegation (actors involved)

The French delegation is led by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Legal Affairs Directorate

i Law of the Sea, Navigation Law and the PokAdso involvedis the Ministry of Ecology,
Sustainable Development and Energy (MEDDE), through the Directorate fopdzur and
International Affairs and the Directorate for Sea Fisheries and Aquaculture. The French
Southern and Antarctic Lands (TAAF) are also part of the delegation, representing the
Antarctic and SulAAntarctic territories of the country. For the scietstighilippe Koubbi,
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from the University Pierre et Marie CurieParis VI, coordinates the French scientific
research for the MPA project in the East Antarctic. He is representative fQrAMER
Scientific CommitteeHowever, at the moment of the stutlyere werealiscussions about

the extension of his funding for scientific representation in the delegation. A three years
funding program endeat the end of 2013, and it was to be decided if it wdagd
extended. Other scientists from the National MuseunNatural History also join the
delegaton, but they are more involved the fisheries issues. There is no representation of
anational NGO in the delegation. The contachvNGOs goes more through therepean
representatives of Marctic andSouthernOceanCoalition (ASOC) and Antarctic Oceans
Alliance (AOA). To a smaller extent, the French delegation alsocbag&ct with PEW
Charitable Trust, an NGO much involved around environmental isgligs.ASOC and

AOA, thereareregular but not frequent contacts, mainly since two years, \Whamce
started the development of the MPA proposal. However, NGOs are not involved in the
meetings of the delegation. Fisg industries are also consulted, butyhare more related

to fishey issues than to marine protected areas as such.

5.2.2.The organization of the delegation (resources)

The French dlegation is in regular contaatnainly by emails, and has approximately
three to four coordination meegis per year. The intezssional works divided between

the actors from the delegation, and sometimes the work is done in association with other
Ministries departments such as the French Navy Staff for example or other Directorates
within a Ministry itself. In some cases, the two Directordtes theMinistry of Ecology,
Sustainable Development and Ene(JEDDE) can ask for advee from the Directorate

for water and biodiversity for instance. The delegatitsohas regular meetings by video
conference with the Australian delegation, regarding the proposal for the East Antarctic.

Due to all the different ministries involved, thergeless than in the United Kingdqrthe
impression that the polar community islhgamall and concentrated. It seems even pretty
diffused, split over different ministries and scientific institutes. For sciencelinstieut
Polaire Francais Paul Emile VictfPEV) coordinates the expeditions to Antarctica but
the research justifyinghe MPAs in East Antarctic has been spread out in mainly three
institutes: the Laboratory of Oceanography of Villefranche (LOV), Museum of Natural
History and the Chizé Centre for Biological Studies. Regarding the funding, the
government finances researth the Antarctic but there is no permanent link with the
political institutions, no perennial participation in international organization meetings.

33



Focus 3: The East Antarctic Representative System of Marine Protected Areas

France made the decision to join
Australia for the East Antarctic proposal
mainly by a demand from scientists. They
had collected da together with the
Australianand Japanese scientists during
the campaigns of the International Polar
Year (20072009) and wished to be part
of the proposal (5-1). At the policy
level, France was mainly involved in the
Southern Ocean around its Exclusive
Economic Zone (EEZ) of SuAntarctic
islands. France and Australia have
already a long cooperation regarding the
halieuic stock management in their
adjacent EEZ and polar research in their
neighbar s 6 territori al
proposition for the East Antarctic has
been divided into wo phases. A first
phase involved the scientists to determine
the potential areas to protetite sensitive
criteriain those areas and which type of
protection was th most adapted {5-1).
There are,however fewer data for the
East Antarctic than for thRoss Sea and
the South Orkney Southern Shelf. The
data in the East Antarctic are relatively
sparsely surveyed (House of Commons,
2013) but this is not true anymore for all
areas. Some zones are today much better
studied (FS-1). At the end of this first

phase, the proposal has been presented to

the CAMLR Scientific Committee which
endorsed it. A second phase gathered all

the actors of the delegation and took
more socieeconomic considerations into
account. It led to the introduction dfie
proposal to th&€€ommissionn 2012. The
scientists have had a key role in the first
phase as they were the main actors
involved at that stage. The second phase
is much longer as it is not accepted yet. It
is mainly political discussign but
scientists remain associatedhda often

consul ted. At t he
strategy that [they] have proposed
conjointly, policyma k er s and

(F-S-1). During the meetingsof the
Commission for the Conservation of
AntaccticaMarmg .Living TResourcess
well, the scientist in the French
delegation, as well as in the Australian
delegation was essential. Durinthe
process, the delegation also met other
delegations to discuss the project and get
support from other countries. They still
continue today, targeting the acceptance
of the proposal at the next annual
meeting. The scientist also takes part in
those discussions, mainly with their
foreign equivalents that can afterwards
transfer the information to the rest of
their delegation.
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5.2.3. The model of kowledge

The French case is also to relate to the joint knowledge production model: science and
policy work together and cooperate in the exchange and production of knowledge. Science
is involved in both phases, and even when & golitical discussionscientists are often
consulted. However, the modsliffers some obstacles. First, the delegation is organized
around several ministers and ministry departments, and not aooensingle department.

This mayconfuse the distribution of the roles, aaldo presents a risk for reaching and
diffusing a common opinion within the delegati@®S-1). This is probably even more
valid for such a case as marine protected are#iser new in the CCAMLR contextn |
comparison with fisheries managementt €&xampleddegationsare less used to woin

the topic Seconty, for the members of thigench administration, Antarcticd andeven

the polar region$ is not their only focus: thedo not work permanently on thiegion

This is more difficult tokeep the same éois and continuity on the topic than in the United
Kingdom However, it allows the members of the delegation to work also on marine
protected area in other contexts such as the Convention for Biological Diversity (CBD) or
the OSPARConventionfor the conservation dhe NorthEast Atlantic and its resourcds

can be beneficial to have a broader vision of the issue in other international and
environmental negotiationg+P-1). This mayindeedbe helpful for comparisons with the
case of CCAMLRmarine protected areas. The third obstacle is a regular turnover in policy
members of the delegation. In the ministries, they usually keep the same posibatyfor
three to five yearsHP-1). On the contrary, the scientist coordinating theppsal forthe

East Antarctic has been the delegation since 2009 and the previous representative has
been there for twenty yeatsig first meetingfor the CAMLR Convention wam 1988).

As mentioned, e extension of the funding for thecientist is under dissgion A three

year program of eceegionalization for the scientific research in the East Antarctic has
been financed to define arefas protection The three years are now over, and discussions
are about to know if there is a possibility to extend'litis follows more the linear model
logic: as theresearcthas been done already and is endorsed by the Scientific Committee,
the involvement of the scientist is not essential anymore. The joint knowledge production
requires that science and poliaseseenas equal actorsn conclusion, hie French case in

the development of the MPA proposal followed a joint knowledge production but some
aspects tentb decreasthe success of the model.

5.2.4.The boundary organization

There is no boundary organization in ttelegation that can exist on the border between
science and policy. No NGO is involved in the delegation meetings, and there is no science
institute that has the same profile thg British Antarctic Survey for example. The Institut
Polaire Francais Paulniile Victor (IPEV) is an agency of resources and expertise that
provides support to institutions, leading scientific research in the Antarctic but it does not
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have any vocation to link research with decisioaking. However, some have expressed
that this would be helpful (FP-1). Some consider that for leadingpextise in such a vast
area ashe Antarctic gathering contrasting zones of high biodiversity value, theraeed

for a team that capermanentlybe involved and take both policy and science asp@to
account. A sort of permanent observation and activity would also prevent the risk of
running out of the steam after three meetings where the proposal has been rejgcted (F

5.2.5.The role of scientists

The scientific research has been coordindigdone scientist. He worked of course in
collaboration with other scientists and with the Australian delegation on the case of East
Antarctic. In thefrenchdelegationhe was the scientist in charge of the marine protected
areas. He has carriedit much work and responsibilities and considering the difficulty of
the issue, it could be valuable to broaden the teaR:X}: His funding is not perennial and
might not be extended. It,ifowever important for scientists to be on a clear funding
scheme and théact that the thregear program has been under discussion for renewal
illustrates the difficulty for science in its involvement in the policy process.

His first involvement in the case of marine protected areas has been really important as the
requestfor being part of a joint proposal together with Australia came from science.
Afterwards, he has assisted thibBole process, in the first as well as in the second phase to
come up with Areally a strategy t heantt i[stthseoy ]
(F-S-1). At this process, the role was linkedhtonest broker of policy alternativetmking

part in the decisioimaking by providing policymakerswith a range of best options. He
worked on that with the Australian scientists. However, the mapdave been rejected

and the role of scientisgtirnsdifficult in such a negotiatior.he negotiationsare among
policy-makers but scientists can be asked to review their recommendations according to
the discussions. Scientists are sometihmstatingon how much they should follow those
political negotiations. The process itself can already be difficult for scientists who do not
have an interdisciplinary backgrounml.scientistwho has never had contact with policy
processes beforadks knowledge in law and environmental policy and disceweat inthe

field (F-S-1). Agreements can change very often: a meeting can develop up to ten reviewed
versions of a proposal and it is difficult in this context for a scientist to stick to what is
important to know and protect what is gtiécally important. A scientisthas to
understandritical points of view on his conclusioasd be flexible enough. Depending on

the countries, scientists are more or less flexible. In the case at stake, sonaiafast
have been keen to follow the politicdiscussions very much. Othefidt that theyspent

some years to findut what areaswere the besto protectso that they should not accept

that the adopted areas take all the value out of what they wamotectip(FS-1). The
balance is difficult to find and in this situation, scientists can be tempted to go back to
role closer tdScience Arbiter
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5.3. Belgium

Belgium has never introduced a proposal for a marine protected area, but has a long history
of involvementin the Antarctic and has been among the first countries to start exploration
of the new continent. It is in 189898 that the expeditioba Belgicaled by Adrien de
Gerlache has been launcheadho was the first to spend a whole summer in tfeaalt was

the first time an expedition gathered an international crew and it was also the first purely
scientific expedition in Antarcticadé Lichtervelde,2008. Belgium opened the station

King Baudouin permanently inhabited during three years, froBy 18 1961, but it was
abandoned in 1968 due to lack of funding and snow damages to the station. Belgians
continued to lead expeditions in collaboration with The Netherlands, South Africa among
others, but was physically back in Antarctica four decades, laftith the station Princess
Elisabeth, theifst zereemission station built in 206Z008. Belgianresearch is mainly
recognizedwithin the fields of climatology, glaciology, biogeochemistry, geophysics,
geology and biodiversityBELSPO, 2014). Regardindpe marine protected areas in the
Antarctic, Belgium has already held two workshops, including the first workshop on
bioregionalisation in 2007. The delegation is small and does not have the ambition of
playing a central role in the MPAs proposition-PBl). However, each country has one
vote in the final decisin and this counts the samefasbigger countries (B>-1). Belgium

wishes to push forwarthe creation of marine protected areas and has supported the
different projects.

5.3.1.The Belgian delegation (actors involved)

The Belgian delegation for th€ AMLR Conventionis a smaklscale delegation, that
gatherstwo persons: a scientist from the Instituut voor Landbemwisserijonderzoek
(ILVO) and a delegate from thesBieralPublic Service (FPS)Health, Food Chain Safety

and Environment, more specifically from the Direction General Environment, Division
Multilateral and Strategic Affairs. The FPS Foreign Affairgsloot have representatise

in the CAMLR Commissionbut is in chargef organizing a meeting once a year with the
members of the delegation to define the Belgian position. However, it happens that the
embassy sends a delegate to @&MLR meeting, when the represeattve from the FPS
cannot attendhe whole meeting. To ppare the Belgian common position, other parties
can be involved as well, such as the FPS Mobility for example, if they have a special
interest in the issue discussed. InditeFPSHealth, F@od Chain Safety and Environment,

the DG Environment anthe Division Multilaeral and Strategic Affairs also wocdkosely

with the Direction Marine regarding the CCAMLR issues. On the scientific side, no other
institute than the ILVO is directly involved. It can happen that another person is consulted
or atterds one meeting, but not on a regular basis. No NGO is directly involved in the
delggation neither, buthe Antarctic andSouthern Ocean Coalition (ASOC)and PEW
Charitable Trusparticipate inthe consultationbefore They are also often consulted and
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they can help inediting thepapers to submit to the @nmission for the Conservation of
Antarctic Marine Living Resource®EW Charitable Trughas an office in Brussels, and
one representative wagorking for the FPS$reviously, so they have mainly contactiwi
them, but also witlthe Antarctic andSouthernOceanCoalition, and some others.

5.3.2. The organization of the delegation (resources)

The scienceand policy representatigedonot meet often during the year, but they meet at

least in the meeting organized by the FPS Foreign Affairs, two weeks before the meeting

of the CCAMLR. It is called the Multilateral Coordination (CoorMulti) and it defines the

Belgian common position th#ttey also foward to the embassy. Itaimstah e ficonsi st e
of Belgian policy related to multilateral and global issues by stimulating and taking care of

the coordination andlialogue necessary with the FPS, with othS, with the
Communities and Regins as wel | as Wi(SPRAffairbseEtrangeres | S 0C
2012) The rest of the year, they meet from time to time, and it can happen that NGOs
attend the meeting as well. The other contacts take placerajl @r by phone. Despite

some regular contacts between the two represeesatity seems that science and policy
regarding the Antarctistill work quite independently. It is striking that until 2005, there

was no Belgia policy-maker delegate to tHeAMLR Commission and the representation

to both the Scientific Committee and t@®@mmission was assured by the sasnr by

the enbassy in Australia. At that time, there was no common knowledge production at the
national level. In 2005, a delegate of the FPS Health, Food Chain Safety and Environment
started to assure the represéotayearly until 2011. Since 2012, two different persons

have attended the meetings. There is today another person in charge who is expected to
attend the meeting on a regular basis from next year onwards. The cuiesiifis
representative has attendthe meetings of the AMLR Conventionfor 12 years.

Regarding the current cooperation, there are different perceptions. The opinion of the
scienti st is pretty positive, as some i mpr
better preparation of theadt meetings, more actors involved and a more regular

c o mmu n i c &tl). The golicymBker is not negative, but stresses that more can be
done. This difference can probably be explained by the past experiences. The scientist has
been the only Belgianedegate for a few years and might see a start of cooperation as an
improvement.However, both science and policy actadentified the enhancement of
collaboration between science and policy regarding the Antaste goal (B>-1). This

aims at improvinghe communication éiw. At the moment, they realiZer examplethat

Belgian scientists in gemal do not systematically transfer their results to the ministries
while the scientific conclusions can also help the peat@kers in debates on marine
proteced areas (B>-1). Moreover, if Belgium supports politically the creation of antarctic

°From: «la cohérence de la politique belge relative aux questions multilatérales et mondiales en stimulant et
en assurant la coordination et la concertation requises au sein du SPF, avec d'Butresc3es
Communautés et les Régions ainsi qu'avec les organizations de la société civile
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marine protected areas, it is believed that more can be done to assist it scientifically at the
international level. A lot is done nationally, but it can be better ditfupowards the
international research program-fB1). Recently for example, Germany called for science
proposals for a coming workshop on marine protected areas and no Belgian would have
participated if the Ganan organization hadot mentiomd to the FPS that no Belgian
scientisthad subscribed. Té scienceolicy interaction has beenecessary to &etter
dissemination of science and the case underlinedeed for an improvement of
collaboration.This statement is not new agpeoposition for a permanent structwia an

online platform has been made earliBwo meetings took place last yearimprove the
interface between science and policy in Belgium. They want to come up with a Belgian
Polar Platform that would have a sSein fioceand and a-P-¥eltcti on
would be a platform gathering all scientists involved and receiving funding for research in
the Antarctic as well as all administrations where decisions are discussed, adopted and
implemented. At the momenthe persons involved in the Antarctic often know each other,
but there is still a strong division in the taskalization. The platform aims at encouraging

a more comprehensive approach among all Bedgiaterested in Antarctica, including
universitiesand NGOs (BP-1). It is also expected to enhance the influence of Belgium in
the international process. Belgium is a small country but can find ways to weight also on
the international arena. They have for example initiated a large global network for
Antarctic biodiversity® that helps in the context of marine protected areas as well. But an
improved communication between science and policy would facilitate initiatives. The
expertise of Belgium is recognizedowever, andhe country wishes toontinue & an
important actor in the Antarctic. Astronger cooperation between science and policy
however,can help in bringing the knowledge further and strengiigethe political
support given to the different proposalsi®R).

The purpose is to settle tipatform in 2014. However, such a Belgian Polar Platform

already exists with the Belgian Science Policy Officen a fwebsite dedi

(

Feder al Antarctic Research Pr o@qlreadyedisted BEL SP (

for a few years as a publicatiori the International Polar Foundation in 2009 already
referenced the website as well as the website of SCAR that mentions the website on a page
saved in August 2012. We have trieduttderstando which extenthe two platforms will

be linked.It seems thathe two projects are not linked, in which case they might be
overlapping. This would require more investigation.

10 «Funded by the Belgian Science Policy Office, biodiversity.aq is building an innovative Antarctic
biodiversity information system, giving access to a distributed network of contributing database
(http://www.bodiversity.aq).

Y5ee http://www.belspo.be/belspo/bepoles/index_en.stm
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5.3.1. The nodel of knowledge

The model of Belgium is transforming. In the past, there was no cooperation between
science and policy at the national level as there was no policy delegate. It could be said that
this is the most achieved form of joint knowledge production, but it cletrs not
involve any exchange or cooperation. There was actually no common knowledge
production and the case could not be linked to any of the two models. Today, it seems
moving towards more exchanges and communication, but it is not sure yet whichiform t

will take. The meetings organized by tR®S Foreign Affairs and the regular contacts
regulated for lasyear, give the impressiaiat it is evolving towards a joint knowledge
production model. As the delegatibas a small sizand the polar commuryitin Belgium

is limited, this might beeasyto implement.

5.3.2.The boundary tject

There is no real boundary orgaaion that links both science and policy, and NGOs do

not really fill that role. However, the delegation seems to find an alternative with the

Bel gian Polar Platform that can act as a b
viewpoints, but atth s ame ti me robust enough to mai
(Hegger et al. 2012: 57

5.3.3.The role of scientists

The role of the scientist in the Belgian delegation is really specific and the categories of
Pielke (2007) do not really help to understand. As a scientist, hat really working on

the case of marine protected areas, but more on fish stock assessment. So his role as a
scientist on the case of MPA is quite limited and there is not so much expertise to transfer
(B-S-1). However, for years, he h&een the only delegate to th&€EMLR, filling the

tasks for both science and policy. Since seven years, he has been joined by a delegate from
the FPSHealth, Food Chain Safety and Environment, but contiforesome years to fill

the gap in the Commissiomhenever the representative canatbdend tathe whole session.

This double position can lead to a sort of dilemma, regarding the position to refer to and
the credibility towards the scientific peers. It is also difficult for a scientist to fulfil tasks
that he is not used to in his saiic work. When it comes taliscussing with a country

that isopposed to the proposal, tlukearly doesnot belong tothe usual competencies of a
scientist for example. With the development of the Belgian Polar Platibrsnexpected

that nore expertise wilbe transfered to policy-makers, and that more contacts between
science and policy will be established. If thditpal delegatesssistat all the meetings of

the CAMLR Commissionthose changes will surely impéabe role of scientists.
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5.4.Crosscases analysis:glitical stakes and investment in science

The three delegationalso coordinate their positiorat the European levalnder the
European Union. There aom anaverage three meetings of the EuropEaion per year
regarding the policy in the AntarctidP-1). It is another levelin the multilevel
governance, but this will not lsudied further in this research

The involvement in antarctic marine protected areas does not have the same importance
among the three countries. The United Kingdom and France are two countries having
territorial claims in the Southern Oceiana way thathey want to be really active and have

a dominant positiorin the region. The United Kingdom has a particularly conflicting
history due to old tensions with Latin American countries that matedalinethe
Antarctic. Belgiumalsohasa longhistory with the Antarctic but does not have territorial
claims. It aimsat remairing important in the region as shown by the investment in a new
station or the willingness to include science in an international scheeseite it is a
smaller country with a smaller delegatiohhis link to the Antarctic is felt in the
investrrent of the three countries in polar science. The United Kingdom is in the opposite
hemisphere, but has been the first country to come with a proposal for a marine protected
area. It has a specific department in the Foreign and Commonwealth Office antea who
scientific institute dedicated to Antarctica. The interests of France in the Southern Ocean
lie much more in the SuAntarctic. There is a specific iNistry for theFrench Southern

and Antarctic Lands (TAAF), but most of those iteries are located awf the CAMLR
Conventionarea. The political coordination for the Aatctic is therefore divided over
several ministries with a regular tduowver among members. The difference in investment

is also perceived at the scientific level as the science ialty centralized in a scientific
institute. Belgium has enhaed its position with th€ueen ElisabetBtationbut it works

mainly on continental issueshis can explain that @ajor workundertaken byelgium in

the Antarctic Treaty System is to undedithe necessity of harmonization between the
different instruments and the link between continental and oceanic science.
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Table 3 - Three national delegations comparative analysis

United Kingdom

France

Belgium

MPASs as a priority stakeproposal submitted

Proposal already adopted

Centralization of policy-makers institutions

Centralization of scientific institutes

Small scientific polar community

Small policy polar community

Regular contacts between science and policy

Funding link

Perennial funding

Policy-makers work on longterm

Scientists work on longterm

Interdisciplinar ity of scientists

Scientists in policy situations

Boundary organization

Boundary object

NGOs consulted

NGOs representedn the delegation

Policy-makers involved in environmental
negotiations for MPAs in other regions

Model

Role of scientist

Legend:

V Present in this case / absent in this case

n.a.

not applicable in this case




Chapter 6
Sciepptecy | nth@CAMIcke meet

Once the proposal is prepared by a country or a group of countriesntroduced for
adoption to the Convention for the Conservation of the Antarctic Marine Living Resources.
This chapter will now look at this second level of the policy arrangemedoivol the
same structure ake three previous case studies. Thebfgm of marine protectedesas is
relatively new for the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living
ResourcesWith the objective of creating a network of representative MPAs in Antarctica,
the negotiations took another dimension. The mimgdion started to look at the
conservation, a section of its mandate that hadeeh really central until thefror some
delegatios, representatives were not used to this part of the negotiatiBrlJFWith such

an ambitious objective, the task ert@inly a challenge.

6.1. The institutions and actors involved

The Convention gathers 36 members via three institutions: the working groups, the
Scientific Committee and the Commissidtive working groups meet during the year on
five specific topicsWorking Group on Ecosystem Monitoring and Managemfarking

Group on Fish Stock Assessmeworking Group on Statistics, Assessments and
Modeling Working Group on Incidental Mortality Associated with FishiSgibgroup on
Acoustics, Survey and Ahsis Methods Their conclusions are afterwards discussed
within the Scientific Committee meeting once a yekBach nember of the Committee
appoints "a representative with suitable scientific qualifications who may be accompanied
by other experts anddvisers" (CCAMLR, 1980: art. XIV). Christopher Jones is the
current chairman, since 2012, andetected for a term of twgears. The Commission
meets right afterthe Scientific Committee. Each ember is represented by "one
representative who may be acqmamnied by alternative representatives and advisers"
(CCAMLR, 1980: art. VII).The Commission meetings are chaired by a new chairman

every meeting. Observers can also attend the meetings from both the Commission and the

Scientific Committee: they can subméports, but they do not have the voting rigrtie
Scientific Committee for the Antarctic Research (SCAR), the Committee on
Environmental Protocol (CEP) andnwronmental NGOs are among those regular
observersNGOs are represented the Antarctic and &ithern Ocean Coalition (ASOC).
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6.2. The orgarnzation of theCCAMLR meetings

The process to create antarctic marine protected aredstaged in the Conservation
Measure 9404 - General Framework for the establishment of CCAMLR Marine Protected
Areas (CCAMLR, 2011). To designate a marine protected areapntry or a group of
countriesprepares a proposaf conservation measure. Thapnsmit papers that can be
discussed within the five working groups that formulate conclusions on specific issues to
transmit to the Scientific Committee. TBeientific

Committee was established by the Convention for

providing scientific information to the Commission. ./ CAMLR

. - . . @ Commission
It aims at establising criteria and methods for SC-CAMLR
conservation measures, assggsthe trends of ¢ Working

groups

populations, analysingdata on the effects of

harvesting and transriitg assessments, analyse,;:igulre 13- The decisional process within th

reports andecommendations to the Commission institutions of the CAMLR Convention

requested or on its own initiative regarding measures and research to implement the
objective of the Convention (CCAMLR, 1980). It formulates answers in a report given to
the Commission, which in turn, its decisionmade by consensus, is obligedtake full
account of the recommendations and advice of the Scientific Comniitte€Commission
meets right after the Scientific Committee duriag annual meeting held in Hobart,
Australia. Other meetings can be organizédhe request of orthird of the members
(CCAMLR, 1980: art. XIII). The working groups meet during the year while the Scientific
Committee meets right before the Commission. Wmmle process goes from science
based tamore ideology stages (U&-2). Thewhole meeting lasts for two weeks, with a
tight schedule. Some expressed the difficulty to keep updated with the work completed
during the meetings @-1), especially when the intessional work and (reviewed)
proposals of marine protected areas are matde avdable in advance (£-1).
Intersessional work is indeed an important part of the meetings, with a preparation for the
national or international level through workshops or alielegation discussions.

The process iICCAMLR meetingsan be dividedn two phaes. @ly scientific experts in

five specific fieldsare present at the working groupsuring the Scientific Committee only
scientists aremember representatives. A second phase congd after, with the
Commission meetingMember representativeto join. Not all scientists are involved, but
some caractas advisors in the delegatidRepresentatives and advisors are actually often
the same in both the Scientific Committee and the Commission, but the labels switch
according ¢ the institution. This can probably be explained by the cost of travelling and of
attending the meetings, so that the same persons stay for the two weeks. In practice, it does
not mean that they attend the same meetibgs $-3) as various topics can besdussed

at the same time, but it surely blurs the distinction between both institutionsdwviever
difficult to assess the importance of this from an outsigeint of view.
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The observers can attend the meetings but do not patgcin the voteln 2007, the

CAMLR Commissionappointed an external panel to undertake a performance review of

the organization. Ae Review Panel noticed that thastitutions of the CAMLR
Convention managehe participation of a fAsmigenaffi can:
observerso but It also stressed a tendency
commitment of observers (CCAMLR Review Panel, 2068). some sessions, acces$ to

all or somei observers canlsobe restricted. At the special meetimgduly 2013, half of

the session has been of restricted attendande 1B However, he rulesfor obsere r s 6
attendance in restricted sessions are not the sathe @mmissionand atthe Scientific
Committee The Review Panel noticed a difference in ffwdes of Procedurdor instance,

the Commi ssionds r ultoatsendahe restnetedIriectinghile @d s er v e
Scientific Committeé@ s r unotallw attendance of any obser(@ CAMLR Review

Panel, 2008). The Review Panel did not see a fifisation for such a distinction
(CCAMLR Review Panel, 2008)

6.3. The nodel ofknowledge

The process to create a marine protected area icotitext of thecCAMLR Conventionis

quite complex to frame with the two models of knowledge. The Scientific Committee
produces a report to hand in to the Commi ¢
meeting. The chairman of the Scientific Committee presents the report and has the
regonsibility to ensure that the business of the Committee is carried out effectively and in
accordance with its decisions (CCAMLR, 198 :
attend all meetings of the Commission [and] shall be entitled to presenptite o€ the
Scientific Committee to the Commission and
(CCAMLR, 1982). The procedure falunder the linear model of expertise as there is no
exchangeorepr oducti on of knowl edgte.r ifigchitrés ta n ds ca f
policy comes into playo (Beck, 2 0 ipdlicy 298) .
interface for climate change, considers that the linearity is already induced in the
organization and division between working groups. The seguend s c-* impadtse

r e s p oemeoerages the definition of the problem from the response, and creates a
division between actors defining a problem and proposing an answer.

Beck (2011) identified three hypotheses in the linear model that are vénmifiee case of
CCAMLR meetings. Théirst two hypotheses are thatore research will necessarily lead

to more certainty and more and better science will help solving political disagreements
One reason pointed out by opponemmbers to MPA creation is tHack of scientific

datd® The science had been endorsed in 2011 for both East Antarctic and Ross Sea
proposals, but they have been introduced again to the Scientific Committee in 2013.
Science however, has to deal with uncertaintgpecially in such aantextasAntarctica

125ee CCAMLR report July 2013, paragraph3.23, 3.25, 3.26, 3.34, 3.67, 3.69
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where there is only one ecosystem. There is no test or replication po&#bis-4).
However, this has been the case for the proposals of the Ross Sea and the East Antarctic
but not for the South Orkney Islands. Moreover, it is imgdrto recognize that only a
minority of countries asks for such an addition of resedtcis. not sure though,if by

asking for more scientific data, they hope to solve political disagreements or simply to
postpone the decision. The third hypothesisheat by keeping problems away from the
political Awhirl o, science makes phedeisci es
currently agreatconcern among the actors of t@AMLR Conventionregarding the
tendencyin the lastfew years to the politicization of the Scientific Committee. More and
more policymakers get involved in the Scientific Committee$H8). The general opinion

is that it is important tdhvaveonly scientists in the Scientific Committee-PFL) in a way

that policymakers can attend the meeting but not intervene. Attending the meetings can
help policymakersduring the second week 1) but it can also create @nfusing
situation where some parties at the Commission know what has been discussed during the
Scientific Committee while others do not know®@}1). This depends also of course, of the
communication inside the delegation and how scientists report the meeting to the rest of
the delegation. However, members insist that only scientists "with suitable scientifi
qualifications"shouldtake part in discussions. In some delegations, however, advisors are
members of ministries. The suitable qualifications are actually difficult to assess and to
control. In the last meetings, the president reminded that only stgecdin sit and speak at

the Committee. The same happened during working groupsdtieehas been reported for

the working groupEMM, UK-S-2) and workshops (the case has been reported for the
workshop in Brest in 2011, WHO-1) where representatives had negolicy abilities than
scientific skills. Chairmen sometimes refuseinogns if they are consideregolicy-
orientted (UK-S-2).

However, this linear model is balanced by some aspects of joint knowledge production.
First, the Scientific Committee on Amtiic Research (SCAR) attends meesinas
observers. SCAR ia nonrgovernmental organization that provides and coordinates the
scientific research in Antarctica. It aims &&ing an international and interdisciplinary
body to provide objective, independemtd high quality scientific advice to the institutions

of the Antarctic system or to other organizations on issues of science and conservation
affecting the management of Antarctica and the Southern Ocean (SCAR, 2014). SCAR
counts 46 members who designalelegates meeting in working groups. SCAR is an
observer to the Commission and brings scientific reports. However, with the status of an
observer, it does not participate as such in the discussion and production of knowledge as
understood by the model. #d, SCAR is out of access for restricted meetings, and this has
been the case, especially during the special meeting on marireetptotareas in July
2013. Howeverthe second aspect balances the linear model much nmoeatiSts may
attend the Commissiomeetings as advisors in their national delegations. In the British
delegation for exampleés the Commission representative from the FCO and depending on
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the topic, one expert comesjtmn next to him/her and gives advicEhe person with the

most apprpriate knowledgdakes partThey are not directly involved but they sit in the
background and provide advice whenever necessary. Those scientists wdsally
participatein the Scientific Committee before and in this sense, science is not totally
excludel in the Commission. Indeed, discussions are mostly policy oriented, but they are
based on scientific data and require sometimes clarificationsSf3KFP-1). In some

cases and if allowed by the representative, a scientist can also speak. In the case of
Belgium, it is even the same person that can be representative for both the Scientific
Committee and the Commission. The analysis of the three national delegations has also
shown that the national process can rely on the joint knowledge model Produttien, w

the study is restricted to only three countries thahotibe representatives of alembers.
Moreover, it is alsonterestingto underline the importance of informal discussions during

the annual megngs but also during the inte&rssional work. Th@olar community is quite

small and contacts between the actors do happen also outside the meetings. This aspect is
difficult to assess without attending the CCAMLR meeting, howetle interviews

clearly showthat it also encompasses contacts between scientists and odikgrs. In
conclusion, the process to create marine protected &itks the frameof the Convention

for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resourdedows a linear model of
expertise but iBalanced by some aspects of jiiat knowledge production model

6.4.The boundary aganizations

There is surely an attempt from the Antaraind Southern Ocean Coalition (ASOC) to
help in facilitating the link between science and policy regarding marine protection in the
Southern OcearGenerally speaking, its role is positively assessed as being reasonably
skillful at not takingatoo prominenrole in CCAMLR meetings itself (U¥O-1). They sit

in the back and listen a lot, making useful relevant contribution when necessary. They need
to adapt their role in the different countries. In France, for example, theyi@satstrong
lobbying befoe facing the factthat the delegation was not opéor that. But they
succeeded iradaping their activity to an extent that became helpful for the French
delegation [F-S-1). ASOC has been cited in the three countries studied as an organization
consulted,on a more or less frequent basis. However, it isemay the organization of
interessional work such as workshops that ASOC coulddesidered as a boundary
organiation. Those workshops can gather scstatand/or policymakers to discuss
further the ceation of a marine protected area. For example, such a workshop has been
organized in Norway right before the annual meeting in Hobart in October 2013. Indeed, a
charactastic of such a boundary orgaation is to involve the participation of actors from
both science and policy. This involves more than lobbying for example. ASOC is not an
ideattype but to some extent, it could bensidered as a boundary orgatian. However,

at such an international level, it is a difficult ambition.
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6.5. The role okcientists

The role of the Scientific Committee cann
subsidiary body of the Commission and produceports on requestheir role does not

seem in |ine with the 0i ssuekeeptheircdeadceeud b e c:
of policy influence and not to engage their opinion. This is underlined by thesibppo

showed againgpolitical opinions in the Scientific Committee. Their role seems more in

bet ween O6science advi serad @ ea mbhey@kemmtodys t bro
science advisers as the Scientific Committee can also produce recommendations, adopting

a sort of normative position. Moreover, it can produce assessments, reports and
recommendati ons fAon i ts oWeir rolenseams otturntee 06 ( C
honest broker of policy alternatives and this giegsargument to the model of joint
knowledge production. However, the Scientific Committee gathers many scientists that are
expected to perceive and fulfil their roles difiettg. Of course, considering the mber of

scientists involved, thistudy could not consider each of them separately. Only the roles of

those from the three national delegations selez$ethse studies have been arelys

From the general opinion, theisece withinthe CAMLR processs well respected (UK

0-2; UK-S-2) and generally speaking, the Commission takes scientific advice into account.
The Scientific Committee does have a big impact on the decisions of the Commission
(UK-P-1). However, with the case of the marine protectedsatbare is a common feeling
thatthe policy has lately ignored the scientifadvice andhat decisions are made (or not
made) on political rather than on scientific basis {OKL; UK-S-3). This is perceived as a
difficulty by the scientists wheut effott in bringing science. The fact thatreason given

for stalling the proposals was the lackszience is perceived as denying the role of the
Scientific Committee. Some poligapakes use science as an argumeat to adopt the
marine protected areas whitee Scientific Committee had endorsed the propb$als
establishing that it was based on the best science availalblecomes a very confused
situation where policynakers start saying that the science is not good enough while it is
really the job of s@ntists to say that (U#6-3). The role of scientists is somehow denied

by this argument. And the advice of scientists has not been used in the best way by policy
makers or in some cases, totally ignored {84). This is fundamentally a problem as

they shaild be taken as advice (U&3 ) . Al think it is a great
that is often used to hamper the progress is that there is not enough science. But you will
never have enough science to satisfy the parties if they want to block the @dp@-O-( U K

1; UK-S-2). At the end, science and policy are sort of ignoring each other and denying
their respective roles.

3 The Scientific Committee has endorsed both proposals for the East Antarctic and the Ross Sea in 2011 and
2013.
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ChaptTer
Adaptisncgl ggriddeea cy 1| nt er f ace

The lasttwo chapters have analyzed the policy arrangement takimgnultilevels,
detailing for each case the actors involved, the orgéiniz of delegation, thboundary
organization and/or bjects and a focus wawmade on the roles dhe scientists. This
answeed to the first research objective, namehe assessment of the pracsicad of
knowledge production for antarctic marine protectegls. It also partly answered the
second objective regarding the assessment of the roles and expectations of scientists,
policy-makers and environmental NGOs.tins coming chapter, it is aimeat answeing

this second objective in more details, hycrosscases analysisadopting a general
overview and trying to underline some common issk&st of all it will look at the
distinction between science apdlicy and the practices on itaters cossing. This wi lead

to answerthe third research objective through the recommendations on how to adapt the
sciencepolicy interface for improving its effectivesg to establish Southern Ocean MPAs

7.1 Postnormal science and the importance of tiieiman factor

The roles of scientists regarditige creation ofmarine protected areas the Southern
Oceanhave been detailed for each study case at the two governance levels of the policy
arrangement. In most interviews, their roles were defined arthedketermination of the
potential areas tprotect, the sensible criterfar those zones and the kind of protection

required. Al n general, setting conservati ol
respect to ecological criteria requires a sosai@ntific understanding of marine species,
ecosystems, habitats and their susceptibild]l

(Olsen et al., 20134). In practice, howevethe roles of scientists go deeper in assisting
the political process than simple linear transfeof knowledge from science tpolicy.
Indeed, in the three national study caaed in the CCAMLR mostscientists did mainly
approach the profile ob hone st b r o kemative®vihereptioel scientists enter
more actively thedecisionmaking process. Looking at the national cases of the United
Kingdom and France, two countries that introduced a proposaidone protectedareas,

it became clear that the sciertifassessments for the proposal alreanyuded a real
dialogue with policy-makers. The definition of areas hamlready been submitted to
political aspects. During the meetings of the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic
Marine Living Resourcesaas wd, the scientists can be adwvise The follow the
discussios and in practice, they help in redefining areas according to political demands.
The case of France is especially difficult as the proposabhmaadybeen stalledhree

times It brings the scientist to face the difficult frontier between science and policy when
the political conditions are further and further from scientific recommendations. It is
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difficult to estimate how far to follow the political demands and move back &cience.

In the United Kingdom, the scientists leading the scientific work of the proposal do have a
multidisciplinary profile connecting policy knowledge their scientific expertise. Other

scientists who do not have that interdisciplinary experté# indeed that knowledge in

law and politics would be useful for them as well in the process of the proposals. Crossing

the boundaries to get to know the mechanisms of the policy side could somehow help
scientists in their difficult tasks. Along the stydwany other links between science and

policy have been highlighted. For instance, science may be linked to policy of funding. In

the case of Belgium, it happens that the scientist is in a situation where he is the
representative at both the Scientific Guitiee and the Commission. By this position, he

goes out of the traditional scientific tasks to exercise a more political position. In many
delegationsalso, representatives and advsssimply switch their labels at the Scientific
Committee and the Comnsien. This illustrate that even at the CCAMLR level taters

between science and policy tend to be bluriedthe field itself, thereis a tendency

nowadays to take policy needs already into consideration. The scientists in the field are far
more aware tbay t hat t heir science wil/| potenti @
people were | argely unawar e oUK-Sh Mostof hei r
the research was systematic whereas ndthis
longer valied. Of course the climate, the magnetic field and the ionosphere still have to be
observed, but today the emphasis lies in problem solving science: a problem is raised and
scientists are required to contri200828 t o 1t}
The research today is more origetl towards answering a political questfband this
alreadytranslates he shi ft t o t h e-nomalwsciepce, whiah iergengedo f A [
from dissatisfaction with knowledge arising from the gap betweemypgliestions and
scientific answ®rso (Kunseler, 2007

The roleof policy-makers on the other hand, is usually described as making decisions in
bringing socieeconomic considerations next to scientific aspects raised by science. But
here as well, thetgdy has found blurred borders. In the case of the United Kingdom for
example, policynakers are involved in the long term so that they are more equipped for
understanding science. It makes the polar community pretty small, and many interviewees
underlinedthis as an advantagéelpful for the communication. lalso happens hat
scientists get involved in imstries even if it is not the case at the moméngcience is

linked to policy by the funding, policy is also linked to science by the scientific
corclusions made but also by the topics that scientific institutes or funding agencies choose
to stresqvan den Hove, 2007:81Dby put on the agendMostert and Raadgever, 2008).

The balance of power between science and policy is not unidirectitnidle CCAMLR

level, the fact thapolicy-makers tend to join and interfere in the Scientific Committee also
illustrates the trend to blur ters.This shows that science and policy are far from being

“A distinction is made between 6science for science:
science shouldbe isswiven, but ithelps for the politicalprocesee van den Hove, 200810-811.
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two separate entities and hermetic categories, butthtiey are actually in strong and
constant interactions. This conclusion is also depicted in the analysis ofothe of
knowledgeproduction, as two cases were cledogsedon amodel of joint knowledge
production, and that an absence of model in Betgar a Inearmodel in the CCAMLR do
not seem supportable today but areeatwvolving towards the seconddel.

The actors acknowleddbat science and policy must come together in decisiaking. It

i's believed that fAit sipoleymdkerb goingin ahd nsakirgtae r i f
decision. It would be a disaster if we had just scientists goinginand mak a deci si
(UK-O-1). This is indeedhis vision translated by the joint knowledg®gucton nmodels

in the United Kingdom and France, ah@ wish to go towards an enhan@edperation in

Belgium. At theCAMLR Commission this is also illustrated by the fact that decisions

must be fAbased on the best science availab
majority of the intervieweestress the necessity of a strong distinction between science and
policy:ii f the system is working wel/l|, t here ¢

sci ence aldkdS2p ohisiiscals@ expressed in terms of the independence of
S Cc i e n c enportantl ta have good and independent sciencetlad basis, to have a
good and s o UK-82). & écpartculaslyn well ifustrated by the vigorous
opposition to the policynakers participation in the Scientific Committee. It goes as far as
demanding tle publication of the C\of each participant to control their scientific qualities
and being able to refuse political incursions. In th&edhKingdom, the reluctance against
work linking science and policy, particularly illustrated by the difficdo find scientists

for such positions, testifies of the willingness to keep science and policy as two separate
entities. In many cases, actors expressed their preferencéirieaemodel where science
would be preserved of interaction with policy.ig s even stronger for the international
level.

In an ideal world, a clear distinction between science and policy would probably preserve
science from political influence and the risk of bias. Science would be-frarieand

scientists disinterested, oriming policy in a unidirectional and linear flowhe linear

model indeed assumes the neutrality of science from which results are supposed to be
valuefree. It claims independence andanomy of science, and removége discipline

from its political comext. Therefore, the linear model, with knowledge flowing from

science to policy, is perceived by many actors as the way the sgielce interface

should ideally function. lalsorelates to the normal scientific paradigmwhigra c | ear t a
demarcatiorbetween research institutes and authorities is advocated. The demarcation is
meant to ensure that political accountability rests with pehiekers and is not shift,
inappropriately, to the scientists, while it similarly serves as a srgurotecting sience

from the political interference hwa t would threaten i1it4). integ
However the interviews reported many connections between science and policy, and this

has been confirmed by the study of thedel ofknowledgeproduction and of the roles of
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scientists. In the countries studied, boundaries brokering regularly happens amsd seem
actually necessary for a sound decisimaking. It forces therefore to take a distance from
this normal science paradigm amtkarmodel.

Scientistsareindeedmout si ders in their study contexts
culture, their beliefs, and their interests. And they cannot isolate their scientific work from

t heir val ues o (:\v4.rOn the contrafyo espedy iR thed Ahtarctic,

scientists are really involved in their field. Theyrk in or around the Antarctic, being

very aware of the pstine and fragile environment wittvhich they have a special
connectionas they are the only human beirigexcept tousstsi who can reach those

remote areas and live there. It is difficult for them not toagtstched to the environment

they study and not be willing to proteitt (UK-S-4; UK-S-1). When working in the
Antarcti c, scienti st s otha they avant tasediteedh anddheirfit h e |
ecosystem managed and not destroy#d-5-4). It probably makes scientists working in
Antarctica more willing to get involved in policy. Scientific reasons can also motivate

them to favar protection as protected asemay help to keep reference areas intact. Not

all scientists strongly advocatearine protectedareas, and they actually look to base their
arguments on science, but it is difficult to believe or to expect that scientists stwduld

consider theivalues when they enter the policy process. Science in the Antarctic is really
proactive UK-S-2), but they are not neutrally involveBspecially that dence is also the

physical presencef countriesn the Antarctica conti nent devoted to
which givesby definition apolitical statugo the scientists.

Posthnor mal science recognizes the Ai mportant
traditional assumption that science is both certain and¥aluee e 6. ( Ku3pShel er ,
interviews made it lear that scientists are wellvare of the political issues and challenges

and he linearmo d e | o f expertise |l eads to the 6s
awareness of the political terrain29@hil e
This is even more truen the Antarctic, where science has such a dominant Véken

asked about their motivation in joining the governance process, scientists precisely
answered that they like to give value behind their sciddse%4, F-S-1).

Cc
a

AScientistsd integrity |lies not in disintereste
science made the world believe that scientists should and could provide certain, objective factual
information for decisiormakers. But when there are prabke not of how things work, but rather

issues of what should be and why, the narrow focus and single solutions have shortcomings. Facts
are still necessary but ndh |l onger sufficiento (K

Therefore, how can scientists interfere with polwgkers?Kunseler (2007) defines the

tasks of scientists in peabrmal science as the maintenance and enhancement of quality,
rather than or next to the establishment of facts. This is exactly what it is about when it
comes to the creation afarineprotectedareas in the Southern Oced@nSci ent i fi ¢ f a
only one part of the relevant knowledge that is brought in as support to a decision or policy
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process. Besides their legitimating, instrumental and enlightenment function, scientific
policy advise s ful-hbol madlpbost asks. They have an [
reflecting, improving and sharpening judgments of petigkers regarding social, cultural

and institutional factors, which might have a negative or positive impact on the policy

i s s (Kunseler, 20074). This requires accepting a new role for science and a stronger
interface with policy within goint knowledgeproductionmodel.

However, it surely does not make the tasks of scientists easier to keep a balance between a
sound sciencand a good cooperation with policy. Scientific skills and abilities need to

evolve and most of all, this new role needs to be accepted and legititizedctually

dangerous to consider them as outsidere cause it all ows them n
polit i c al manner while simultaneously <cl ai mi:i
2011 299. But theinvolvement in political negotiations is not selfident and is actually

qguite new. AWe must appr e-andastoed samhsiéntifis ci e n c
work. There is no special training for it, nor any established career structure. It is
customary for scientists who have achieved either eminence in their specialist field and/or
success as administrators, to be invited to this new taskraligrtbey lack experience of

any of the aspects of work which make it soc
2001 390. There is a necessity to redefine the role and to recognize the legitimacy of
interactions with policy. Crossing boundariefready happerand good practices in
boundaries brokering do exist. But instead of being a risk, this blurring of boundaries
between science and policy can actually lead to a higher appreciation of the actors involved

and to a better effectiveness to ebsitmarineprotectedareas in the Southern Ocean.

This is in line with the development of science of conservation and environmental
governance. Many papers today move back from a naive vision of science and policy as
two separate entities that sometineeghange information and knowledge (Ravetz, 2001,
Guston, 2001; Turnhout et al., 2005; Kunseler, 2007; Pielke, 2007; van den Hove 2007;
Beck, 2011; Hegger et al., 2012). Science and policy can best be perceivedsinftarm

gradient. The boundaries whetee overlap takes place are not so clear (Turnhout et al.,
2005) . It is not to say that there is no di
select Committee chairmen on the basis of the number of articles candidates have
published in Naturej u st as scientists do not viote on
482). However, there are good practices in crossing boundaries and they are already
happening today. The polirzation of science and scieridtion of policy, if they are

managed undegood rules, can fit the mutual interests. In a long term, those walled
institutions and divisions will face the emergence of interdisciplinary profiles in the
coming generations. Science and policy are not incompatible, especially in such an
environmentas Antarctica where the contacts happen in a sort of closed and small
community.
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7.2.Recommendationfor improving theroles

Based on the conclusions orthe distinction between science and policgnd on
boundaries brokeringit is interesting to lookat the role of each category of actors
specifcally targeted by the study in order tecommencdchow to adapt current practices.
The purpose is notot review the whole process of the creation aintarctic marine
protected eeas. On the contrary, the lastapters havealreadystressed that the current
practices mostly approach the joint knowledgerqaluction. It emphasizes instead
significant number of general pathways that can facilitate the procesg.tdigetthe
overallimportance of liking science ah policy and bringingcienceas an insideactorin
the process.

7.2.1 On the roles of scientists

Theroles of sientists are evolving with the evolution towards postmal sciencelt is
however aspecific context of science haviagnonopoly of knowlege in the Antarctic, as
there areno inhabitarg. It is importantto make a distinctiorbetween the knowledge
producton and the decisiemaking: the participation ofcgentistsin the production of
knowledge in a joint process doest mmply that they have a voting rigtBut there is an
evolution in their role and it does not make their task ea3ibere are however
possibilities to facilitate the involvement of science in the policy process. Communication
has not been raised aseal problemduring the researchut it has been noted that leng
terminvolvement is helpful to learn abopiblicy and adapits role for a better cooperation

A scientist explainedor example thatknowledgeof law and environmental polioyould

help im in the processknowledge that he currently has to figure wuthe field (F-S-1).
Therefore, by their involvement on a longer term, scientists become more acquainted with
the other disciplineslo facilitate thistraining might be usefulA system of training is an
ideaalreadysuggestedh the realm of environmental scienéafetz, 2001; van den Hove,
2007). Next to interdisciplinary competencies, it can focus on communication and
translation of knowledge as welor example, the RevieRanel stressethat the quality

and focus bscience is not alwaysell reflected in the reportsf the Scientific Committee
(CCAMLR Review Panel2009; this is also a matter of communication and translation of
science Similarly, scienceencounters difficulties to transmincertainty Several times, it

has been said that science has to deal with uncertainty where-palkeys do expect
certainty and that this disequilibrium is really difficult to clarify$-1). This can be parts

of traning, or for the next generations, dan alreadybe integrated in the educational
programs. The programsan be reviewed in accordance witvhat is necessary for
connecting science and policy, arfidcusing onmore interdisciplinarity in general.
Interdiciplinarity in natural sciencgrogramsis often conceived ashe crossing of
different natural scieze fields; but interdisciplinarity can also link social and natural
sciences.
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Besides it is necessaryo redefine the role of scientistg political negotiationsto match
the needs and expectations from both science and ptilican help in the legitnization

of human factors irscience.Scientistscould thencome back in the politicgirocess and
not act asoutsiders. It is importartb value their work of connecting science to policy
sucha wayas they do not face a constant dilemma betwikein value anda theoretical
neutrality This is especially important itné¢ United Kingdom where scientists involved in
policy have difficuly to havetheir workvaluedenough among theaolleaguespreventing
some others tgin the process. Neverthelesisis also essential toeflecton thenew role

of science and tbelp providingthe scientistswith keys and skills foa goodbalance in
their involvementGenerally speaking, scientists are gegswith the role they havat the
national level regarding the antarctic marine protectedsa even in Belgium where the
contacts are more limitedhis role is also positively assesl by the other actorat the
CCAMLR level, however, scientists raise difficulties &mcept the interference of policy
makers in the Scientific Committee. A reflection netmbe done on how to regulate this
positively. Also, theinvolvementof onescientistas representative in both the Comnuossi
and the Scientific Committeeas in the case of Belgiumeeds to be reviewed, as it
confused joihknowledge production and jdidecisionmaking. It does not fithe scope of
tasks of the scientists aftdr i sks al teri ng t Hereisstleidistinctonst 0 s
between joint knowledge production and joint decision making.

Scientists can adopt different rolaad Pielke (2007) summarized them in four categories.
He did not try to prescribethe caurse of action that every scientist should opt for, but
wantedto clarify the different possibilitiedt brings a range of options where scientists can
make a choice based drow theylike to situate themselvem relation to policy.This
choice can evolr along time and situatioMoreover, theoles of scientists can better be
perceived on a gradieriDespite a reahdvice Pielke(2007)lookedat the most appropriat
role regardingwo aspects, namely tHevel of uncertainty andhe value consensus. He
concludedhat with low value consensus and low uncertainty, if scientists try to expand the
scope of choice for scientists, the roledofnestbroker of policy dternative® would be

the most adapte(Pielke, 2007)In the context of creation oharineprotected eeas in the
Antarctic, there is indeedrelatively low value consensus aadhigh level of uncertainty.

In the cases studiethose involved in political negotiatiorsse mainly acing aso6 dnest
brokersof policy dternative& In the Uhited Kingdom however, one othe interviewees
had a totally different profile: as @ure scientisfy he did not wish to be part of political
discussions as suclndeed, the connection with policy alsiepends on the scientists
himself and hisattituderegarding the political contexlt is actually expected thahose
getting involvedin a political process tenid accept profiles more connectetth policy-
makers. 1 the studyshouldhave taken morexternal actors into account, the profiles of
scientsts would hae b een much morcentisddide ot enter. poliicBlur e s
negotiations as they want to stay out of this process. Howsfkien the science is done, it
doesnot mean that everything is clean political negotiations, proposaisustbe adapted

55



and it requires a dialogue between scienc and pol i cy. The rol e
therefore noteally adapted tsuch situationswherea s avindy personalities that can do

science and policy and talk to people with policy andegasr e al | vy Ukx$dDabl e o

7.2.3. Rewards

Getting involved as a scientisin political negotiationshowever requires adapting the
traditional scientific skills to another reality. This is noteasy positiorespecially ast
involves amore confrontationainethod in the retéons to peers. Indeed, in such a process
scientists meet and stiuss their resulthile the traditioml peerreview does not imply
such a direct discussiofyK-S-4). It may therefore be asked whidwe motivationsand
rewardsare pushing scientists to enter a decisimaaking process. Thanalytical grid
emphasizé this as an important factolTwo important aspects for scientists are
publications and fundingrirst, e reputation and the funding of scientists are based on
their scientific publicationsThe time invested in the participatiom CCAMLR meetings
and its preparatio, however is not invested in publication and researémd it is not
possible to value in terms of scientific production. Theeports from the Commission and
the Scientific Committee to which they contribute are notedas usual scientific papers
while these ar¢he mean®n what scientists are assesdedsearch relies oguantitdive
indicators for assessment whilee expertise developed for t@AMLR Commissionis
currently not convertible into those quantitative indicatblswever, a scientist is judged
on his scientific productionThis is areal problemfor the scientistsH-S-1). It requires
reflection and arevision of the current practicesvithin the scientific spheres The
participation inCCAMLR can possiblybe valued in other ways: in Franc®r example
scientists in universitieare assessed every four to five years, alsordeypthe themes
they developed andheé transfer of knowledge and expertise to the CCAMLR is dalue
those assessmerfisS-1). This possibility should be generalized.

Funding is aotherimportant aspedor scientistsIn the three countries studiestience is
partly funded by the governments. However, funding is not always perennial and in the

case of France for example, this briomgs a

long term Those @inding issueshereforeplay aroleinas ci ent i st 6s wi | | i
political process asne wantsome cedinty regarding the guarantee thieir involvement
Without a clear funding schemsgientistsstart an activity witbut cerainty to getfunded
until the endwhile it is also uncertainwhethertheir results will begood enough tde
valud for publications(F-S-1). Moreover, here is often a gap between funding schedules
of science and policypolicy needs quick information while sciencesds time to come
with conclusions. Expertise can require a really lonmg butthe funding agenciedgo not
always match this timerequirement In the case of the marine protectagaa this is
particularly dfficult as lots of research hate be done in a short time before the proposal
while the adoption of the proposi#elf takes yearsScientists do not always understand
the reasons of such a situation, @nthere is not a good mutual understanding, it can be
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difficult to keepthemmoativated ¢-S-1). In conclusion, the funding for science nséalbe
made clear, perennial whenever necesaad/a discussiowith scientistsshould be done

in order to ind the best common agreemdhtfunded bythe governmentscientiss can be
more orless forcedo join the political process as a sort of didycommunicate the results
to the govenment or other policy bodie$he level of commitment is not the same in each
government. The participatido political processesiowever can also be way to keepa
fundingby showing his expertiseand competencig$-O-2).

It is important to say that the motivation commomigntioned by scientisteally involved

in marine protectedreasin the United Kingdom and in Francetheir willingness to bring
values behind their science. It makes their science m@aetical UK-S-2). The change in
paradigm that this represents has already been discussed #aidienteresting to know
thatthis implication in the policy procesan apparently be relatedth® wish for legacy.

As scientiss reach retirementhey would be willing to leave a legafiyK-S-4). It is a fact
that an article publishedeven in an important journaieaches only a limited number of
readers, often from a specific fiel@ihe discussons at theCAMLR institutions on the
contrary are folobwed by a much broader audience amel impact is potentially bigger.
Therefore,going to the political realm is also a possibility to leave a legazynark his
print before retirement. In other @& scientists get involved iNGOs. Scientists
participaing in the CCAMLR usually @hieved eminence in their field and being asked to
join the process ialsoa sort of acknowledgement. However, in the scientific community,
the neutrality of scientists still highly valued in such a way that scientists involved in
policy cansomehowooseof their credibility among their pee(B-P-1). The smallsize of

the polar community and the direct relationship between science and policy in the
Antarctic probablyenhance this aspedthis claims for a rdefinition of the role of science
alreadydeveloped in the previous section.

7.2.4. Roles of the policymakers

The role of policymakers can also be adapted to match better with the needs and
expectations in the Commission and the Scientific Commitié® communication
between sciere and policy is not sevident In the United Kingdom, science and policy
workedclosely together and this is probably enhanced by the facts that-padicgrs stay
for a long term and work full time on the Antarctic. In France, peat@kers do not work
full time and do nbstay on dong termbasis but the connection with scienceesrs better
implementedthan in Belgiumwhere science and policy still work quite independently.
Therefore, the importance of MPAs for the national delegation might also grlay
important role. However, actors ddressthat he communicatiorcan be enhamd if
policy-makers stay on long term andl they work full time on the issueThe
communicatiorseems to go smoothly otelegatios when the actors castayfor a while,
andthey learn in the course tifne lots of the detaildK-O-2, UK-S-4). Hence, even if a
turnover in a delegation favour the emergence of new ide#s,good to have a few
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persons staying for longeéerms. Keeping a group of person active on the issue, at least
regularly looking at the new developmers important tckeepthetopic active Lettingthe
motivation decreasdy itself is also a strategy possibly adopteddpponentsnvho can
expect thaby postponing the adoption of the proposal again and atipiriopic will come

out of the agenddn that sense, thatersessional work is also vitak it keeps continuity

in between the annual meetings

The communication is also importanithin the mlicy institutions In Belgium and in the
United Kingdom, one ministry or one departmerit is in charge of the issu&he policy

polar community is small. In France on the contrary, several departments are invblwed. T
casestudy stressethe difficulty of having different ministries in charge of one issue. A
coordination and good distribution of tashkse really necessary as well as a good
communication internally and externally. For external actors, this can be difficult to know
which department to contacEhis external communication is important asng have also
expressedlifficulties to get acquaintedith the proposal before the meetings, and would
like to have access to some documents/nrapslvancgB-S-1). It is also important to talk
more with the other delegations and involve them mArkey recommendatioprobably

is to collaborate as much gmssible on the new proposals and to do so before the
CCAMLR meetings. This would prevent blockages during the meetgsthe South
Orkney lIslands, not so much has been danerms of involvement of other delegations
(UK-S-4). For theEast Antarctica proposahas been developed bobt much talktook
placewith countriesother than those thatrote the proposaNew Zealand and therlited
Stateshave developed proposals for the Ross Sea without &leng to each other.
However, themembers of th€ AMLR Conventionstartrealizing this and thegow apply

it moreto the new proposals and for the revision of South Orkney IslanigsX4). In the
revision of ®uth Orkney Islands the Lhited Kingdom takes this aspeittto accountand

goes more to otheretegationfUK-S-4). The collalwration should especially focus the
involvement of the (potential) opponent countriess{1, F-P-2). The proposal developed
today by Germany for the Wadden Sea for example initiated cooperation with Russia from
the beginning E-P-2). It is of course not possible to talk to everyone #nd requires
assedsg countries that wouldppose from those that would support and make a different
lobbying. But dscussing the proposal with other delegations beforehand cag bahelin

the CCAMLR meetings. This might also prevent an extended reduction of areas for fishing
activities. Inded, the annual meetings do have tight schedules forcing compromises
with a discussion beforehand, compromises can be better balancey asetlanticipated.
Scientists haveof coursean important role to play in this part of the process.

Finally, t he politi caisisalsolingportanin Julyl?@13,the et i ng
CCAMLR has led a special meeting on marine protectedsaDuring the Commission

meeting, the representatives hastricted attendander half of the meetingB-P-1; F-S-

1). This choice made by the chai@n on demand of opponent countiia strong choice
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that did not solve the situatioAlso, the chace of the organiation of a special meeting
has been questioned as it has not reafiitanced the procesSome underline that i
better to have meetings where other aspects are also under discussibrwhare
improvements can be maateother donains(F-S-1).

7.2.5. Roles of environmental NGOs

Some years ago, the reputation of NGOs was really positivebut it is considerably
changing [-O-2). There are different NG they have different positions and use different
methods as well. The role of th@vironmental NGO is really variable according to the
organization and to the count@nly in the United Kingdom is one NGO directly involved
in the delegation.In the other countries, NGOs are consulted regularly but not
systematically. Also, except ithe United Kingdom, only international NGOs are
mobilized. This surely translatesetimportance of the Antarctic fahe country. The
means of actiorfior NGOs arereally broad: lobbying, funding research, informing and
mobilizing the public opinion, providing information papers or even helping national
delegations in writing such information pape®&-R-1). The common goal is usually
advocacy. The general opinios positive on the role of the NGOs @®viding relevant
information, usually basedncagood scientific basisl{O-2). Some organ&tions such as
WWF-UK enhancehe process. This GO is involved within the British delgation and
acts as a boundaryganization. The role of sometbers, however canbe controversial.
They are somaties undermining the process the waythey explain sciencdf the
science is not well explained by the NGOs, they do not tirevequality ofinputs that they
should haveK-S-4). This can sometimes give arguments to opponent countries.

The role of theAntarcic and Southern Ocean Coalition (ASG€)mportantregarding the

NGOs involvement, and its importance is generally recogniXedt to this coalition of
NGOs however is also theshortterm campaign focusing on marine protectegha: the
Antarctic Oceans AlliancAOA). The distinction between both th&ntarcic and
Southern Ocean Coalitiaand theAntarctic OceanAlliance is somehow confusing though.
They rely on the same members, and are both active in the Southern Dgeag.the

study, it has been mentioned that the campaign led by AOA could have been done on
behalf of ASOC to avoid some confusion. The objectives @fAliance are actually not

really clear, and the website does not bring much clarification. Not everyone sees it as a
real issue, but when it comes to explain the difference, thergasexalconfusion on why

a new entitywasneededor what could be th competence dhe Antarctic andSouthern

Ocean Coalition (UK-O-1; UK-S-4). The Antarctic Ocean Alliance targets public
mobilization. It is true thaNGOsalso have a broad possibility of action through public
mobilization. However, it is to question iif can really be done by an organization that
people do not know, at such an international level. It is important to find relays in national
NGOs.TheAntarcticOcean Alliancealsoseems focused on Anglsaxon countries.
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If the role and reputation MdGOshave been improving in the lafgw years, there i$or

surea possibility to go furtherNGOs carprobably do even more for the marine protected
areas in the Antarctic. First, they should be really conscibukeoscience they bring and

the way theyspreadt. This needs to be coordinated with scientists. They can facilitate the
communication between the delegations during the intersessions by the organization and
funding of workshops and meetings for examplK {S-4). They already do so, like in
Norway before the CCAMLR meeting in Hobart in 2013, organized by a few NGOs,
mainly through ASOC and AOAUK-O-1). They can help the countries doing a proposal

to know which other country wdai be helpful in support. But morean be doneThey

could fund sciee for exampleasit was donefor the research of Phil TrathaA. vast
majority of actors interviewed agreed thhey should also turn their work more towards
the fishing countries. National NGOs can also be integrated more systematically in the
national delegations as they really involve a different point of viéwbrings another
perception in the delegation that also makes sense in the préicedly, in mobilizingthe

public opinion, they can rely on the mtlgvel and they can broaden the puldicissue

This public mobilization can also be enhanaetishing countries.

7.2.6. Boundary organtations and undary objects

Boundary oganizt i ons bel ong f#fneither to the real
politicso ( P:0269, bue they dacilitate 2h@ linferface between both.
Environmental NGOscting as boundaryrganization have been discussed WitWWVF-

UK in the United Kingdom andhe Antarctic andSouthern Ocean Coalition at the
international levelBoundary organiations arereally believed to be keyin connecting

science and policand helping in their sound cooperatidn the United Kingdomthe

British Antarctic Surveyalso acts at thmterface.ln Belgium and Frang¢here is a lack of

such organiations andhis hasbeenexpressediuring the interviews. NGOs can probably

take this role, but no national NGO isatly involved specifically on antarctic marine
protected eeas.Despte a whole organation however a group gathering members from

both politicaland scientific institutions can take this role, by focusing on this issue full
time. As Belgium does nchave the same involvememt antarctic marine protectedeas,

the delegation is constituted of only two persons and this is not realistic to have them
working full time. Therefore, it cabe coupled withother issues. In this sendgelgium

seems to |l ook for an alternative or madn i nce
This can act as a boundarlgject afi ¢ o n adappable to different @wpoints but at the

same time robust enough t(beggenetah20Ei5H. Thedent i t
Platformaims atgatheing science and policy around a common objective and a common
concept. Despite the questions raised about the link between this new project and an older
one, this can help in linking actors if thisfidly implemented.

During the research, it clearly appeared that the concept of marine proteeted ig
actuallya boundary bject in itself. It is a debate to know if science is obligatompived

60



in the definition of a marine protectedea. Thereare places on the planet whesgch
protected aremcan be decided or exist without the participation of scieddtethe
CCAMLR, however, decisions have to be &dson scienceThe concept of marine
protected eeais the result of a boundary work connegtithe domains of science and
policy. It is recognized as a useful concept by the scientific communitiheas is a
consensus among the scientific commity of the necessity of the marine protectesha
(F-S-1). There are debates on the size, the lonatiand the level of protection but not on
thetool itself. The scientific agreement around ttasceptis even strongesothat nmarine
protectedareas carhave, not only a conservation goal, but adsscientific purpse for
research and monitorin@he concept is also deeply rooted in poliagd the rambers of
the Commission have already agreed to the objective of theotred marine protected
areas.The definition of the marine protectetka has been under discussion at the annual
meeting in October2013, as some embers estimated that the concept was not legally
defined. Howeverby agreeing on the objective of the creation of a represeamtagitwork

of MPAs by 2012, the embers implicitly agreed with the definition ofarine protected
areas. The Gnservation Measure 914 establishing the General Framework foe th
establishment of CCAMLR marine protecta@éas was also a chanceréisea difficulty if
there was one. Rang this argument might simphe a way for postponing the adoption of
the prgosals. The concept of marineofeced aea seems on the contrargaching a
general consensus amgicceed in maintaining an identity in both science and policy
spheres in such a wayathit helps to link both

7.3. Recommendations for pint knowledge poduction modelin the CCAMLR

The analysis of the Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Living Marine Resources
led to the conclusion thahé process for the creation of marimetpcted eeas follows a
linear nodd, tempered by some asqts of joint knowledge rpduction. Therefore, it is
interesting to reflect opossible improvemestat t he CCAMLR | evel,
di stributed and parti ci pataonual meetipgpaf acha c h 0
CCAMLR take place around two main tigtions: the Scientific Committee and the
Commission. The involvement of poliegakers in the Scientific Committee has been
discussed as poliesnakersattend and interferenore and morén the scientific meetings

At the moment, His raisesstrongoppostion. However,policy-makers may havealuable
reasongo wish geting involved earlier in the scientific processich is in line with the

joint knowledge productioninstead offorbidding any participatiorand establish difficult
control rules such as askinfpr the CV ofeach participarit it may be better toeflect on

how t regulate the participation and involvement of pehegkers in a wayhtat would be
beneficial for all.This might require thenplementatiornof smaller discussion groujs of

a delegation from the Commissidor example.Ultimately, this mayprobablyrespond
better to the expectatiord policy-makers and drance the joint knowledge model.itf
respects the requirements of scieand scientiststhis would lead to a soundest decision
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Similarly, the joint knowledge foduction can also advocate for an inclusion of scientists in
the Commission meetings. At the moment, the chairman can assist at the meeting, to
ensurethat thebusiness of the Committee is carried out effectively and in accordatite wi

its decisions (CCAMLR, 1983). However, this allows a transfer of knowledge but not an
exchange and cooperation in knowledge production. Therefore, a delegation of the
Scientific Conmittee in the Commission can also be an optis.mentioned during
several interviews, it is not because the science is done that everything igidiearw
scientists knowledge is used and interpreted by stakeBoJdgrdependent on their

i nt e rvansKoppen, 2011165. If the siencewould bemore involved it would also

avoid the situation where scientists can pick up the uncertainties and inconsistencies in
order to point out the indeterminacy of the scientific results brought by those presenting
proposals that do not fit their interests (Beck, 20Khis is true at the national level, this

is also true at the international levahd the joint knowledgenpduction is possible at the
national level, so it is surely possible to enhance iteatriternational level.

Finally, it is notabout merging both institutions. Joint knowledgedmaiion is not the
same agoint decisionmaking. The scientists would not have the voting right. It is about
allowing an interface as a common space where actors can sit togetheisenss
necessary measures with all the considerations that need to be taken into dddsunt.
would be the basis for the adoption of the decidigrthe policymakers There arewo
aspects whichequirereflecion andon which the joint knowledge odel mighthave an
impact It isthe argument of science and the level of commitmenalismdymentioneda
reason given fonot adopting theCongrvation Measures is the ladf scientific data.
However,once theScientific Committeehasendorsed a proposal, it is not the task of the
Commission to question this anymordhe scientists already expressed their
disappointment about this situation, as they work consciously and vagiiopathey feel
denied in their role when the Commission ignores their conclusioksS(3). The
members of th€ommission should take their responsibility awtept their failure when
they do not reach the objective, instead of rejecting the respdysinl scientists and
science in generdF-S-1). This has been mentioned as a big problem during the intexview
and there is a real risk that the trust getsddedoby this behavioufUK-S-3). With an
involvement withinthe Commissionscience would alsodve a voice to defendself
against the argument that there a@ enough dateéSecondy, it is surprising that in the
reports of the CAMLR Commissigmpolicy-makers are referred to by their countries while
scientists are referred by their naggometmes followed by the country).hls can surely
be explained by the fact that science wants to remain indepebdettijs pus a burden
on scient i sahdéhe pecsonal caonmitne® $ not the sarkeS(1). In the
repors, science is judgon a pesonal basis. fiis is accentuated by the fact that the polar
community is small so that scientists are not anonymibusay be good to adapt those
practicesone way or anotherAnd connecting the actors by an improved scignuley
interface would alreadfacilitate the dialogue
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Chapter 8
Towatrle develnotpanwkldAtAiscof a

This last chapter aims dboking at the limitations of the study before assegshe extent
to which an improved sciengmlicy interfacemay concretelybe useful inenhancinghe
creation of marine protected areabBhe chapteralso gives some insight ito possible
directions to go ahead in thegotiations

8.1. Research limitations

Before coming to the conclusions on the sciepakcy interface it seemsappropriate to
have a loolkatthe limitations of the study arekaminethe weakness that inevitably exist

in this study. Bch research process constrainedy some items and it isnportant to
highlight them andkeep them in mind whencoming to the conclusions. The main
limitation of studyis probably related tdhe number of study cases avell as heir
characterists. Three countries have been studied. This is a fair number lmainitnot
represent the whole situationspecially seeing that nonepponent country to the new
MPA proposals was include@he case obpponent countries woulak extremely relevant
andinteresting to studyand this would probabligring different conclusions on the current
practicesin the scienceolicy interface. Theselection critéa have been explained in the
methodology together with the reasons for studying three countries. It is always possible to
bring the analysis fur#r but time, budget and scope constraints limit the research
possibilities. This is the devitriangle developed in the second chaptéhis also
constrained theumber of interview$ut in the end,ite studyis believed to covethe main
points of view. 1 would have been interesting to interviewore policymakersfrom the
same nationablelegation, but this is actually @idult to arrangeexcept when several
departments are involved. Gathering the opinion of scientisish are not directly
involved in the political processs also another possibility that could have been
investigatednore This has been dormmcein the United Kingdom and it presented indeed
a really different view on the interactions between science and p@icgourse,it is
always possible to look for meybut it was necessary to lintlite research

The secondimitation is probablythe restricted access to the institutions studied. The
research did not encompass abservation phase for instance, or any attendance to
meetings withinministries,amongnational delgations, or even d@he Convention for the
Consenration of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLRIhis would of course
have adde great value tthe study but the access is strictly limited aal$orequiresa
budget available This outsider status mighhave induced some bg in the final
conclsions but the interviewsand meeting reports brought mudhtailed exfanations.
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An extensive work waslone also to crossheck the information antb executethe
analysis as degpas possible.

8.2.Concrete impacts of joint knowledge production

The sciencepolicy inteface has beestudied heren relation with the creation of marine
protected ar&s in the Antarctic. lcame up with recommendatioh®w to improve the
interface towards the joint knowledge production model.@tihe end of the procgst is

also necessary tgtep back andvonder to whatextent an improved scienglicy
interface can enhance the creation of marine protected areas in the Antadeted, Ithe
Convention for the Conservation of AntarcticaWhe Living ResourceCCAMLR)
agreed to create representative sigsn of antarctic marine protected areas by 20120

far, only one MPA has been established around the South Orkney ls[Bwdsother
proposals havalreadybeen stalledor two years The introduction stregdthat thecore
explanation of the blockage lies imernationalpolitical disputegegarding economic and
political interess. Diplomatic isues arat stake buthey were nothe purpose of the study.
This study suggestetthat understanding andnproving the interactions between science
and policy actors could also provide a way forward in the protessncludes thaan
effective interface should allow a model that really connects actors and disciplinés.
what extent can it concretelgrovide a way forward? mproving the sciencepolicy
interface could not solve the political disputes anccome toa quick and successful
conclusion with the adoption of the new proposals. Howevas, believed that it can
facilitate the procesis gatherngthe actors on the same pathway. Sitting together from the
beginning and developing a commoraldgue, a common objective whidakes into
accountthe strengths and weakness of all stakeholders would enhance the inter#ictions.
facilitates the dialoguand helps to find dutions to difficulties encouetedduring the
process. Once amgg the role of boundary orgamitions and boundary objects is crucial. A
the end, the goad easier and quicker to reachbiving the situation, improving the&cience
policy interfacewould be beneficial irat least onenoreway. Due to the blockage dfie
marine protected areashe actors lose patiemcand trust in theCAMLR institutions.
Moreover, thefact that policymakers in the CAMLR Commission mentiontie lack of
science as a reason for postponing the adoption of marine protected areas is badly
perceived by scientists and weakens the relationshipst starts terode(UK-S-3). The
interactions between the actors #nerefore essential in such a siion. Also, with the
marine protected areas, the Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living
Resources started to look to a new part of its mandate, more turned on the conservation,
and this requires some adaptatigiaP-1; UK-O-1). Looking atroles in assessing their
difficulties, and listening to the expectations from the differetdrads a way to prevent

the crystalization of relationships.
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However, the benefits from a scieroalicy interface do not emerge simgby bringing

the actors togethelt needs to be correctly managed, at the risk of worse consequences if
the interactions are notonducted well. The previous chapters precisebpackled
recommendationdiow to facilitate and manage the scieruaicy interface.If so, a
successful procesgsading toan effective scienepolicy interface campave the wayor the
adoptionof marine potected areas in the Antarctic

8.3. Directions for improvement with an effective scienpelicy interface

Some morepossibleactionstowards the creation of marine protected arrasrged during
the study They are more indirectly related to the sciempmdicy interface but they
definitely find relevance in this report. Thesl be briefly presented in this last section.

8.3.1.Introduction of several proposals

The proposa for theEast Antarctic andhe Ross Sea havieeen introduced at the same
time and they followso far a similar pathwain the CCAMLR meetingsFor instance
when the proposals of Nei#ealand and the United Statles the Ross Sea memjento

one common proposal, the new proposal stdsmitted again to the Scientific Committee.
The proposal for the East Antarctic did g throughsuch changes but also got
submittedonce mored the Scientific Committee. Bybking at several proposals at the
same time thereis a potential risk to associate theiprocess toadoption Also, it is
probablymoredifficult for the opponent countrige accepseveral proposalat the same
time. This even ledto a revision ofthe proposal forEast Antarctican October 20130
suggest to adophe seven marine protectedeasin two phasesHowever, thedeadline ér

a representative network ofamneprotected seas by2012has been voted by allembers
The objectivas notreachedand this clearly does not let time fdretintroduction of each
propasal one by one. A solution could be opt for the opposite strateggnd introduce
moreproposals at the same tinléthe link and coherendeetween the protected zones is
well explainedand that a real cooperation allows a coordinated network, this can be a
strong argument for going on with the process. Fupn@posals arecurrently under
preparationand eleven priority areas have been designaedthat the basis for new
proposals islready settledA key aspect in realizing this is the collaboration between the
national delegations, including the opponent countries.

8.32. CCAMLR proposals

The proposals for arine protectedareas introduced at the Commissiare prepared by
onecountry or a group of countries but they atmbecomingCCAMLR marine protected
areas Yet, there is a tendency among themberdo assess it as a national project amel t
country or countries thantroduced the proposal may feeluctant tadefendan individual
project instead of reflecting together on a common objecEv®-1). At the end this can
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undermine themotivation to take the lead on new proposdtsis importantfor both
scientists angolicy-makersto realize thaa MPA proposal is @roposal for the CCAMLR
as a whole toespoml to a common objective.

8.3.3.Harmonization in the Antarctic Treaty

The Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources is included in
the Antarctic Trety System that encompasses algw Antarctic Treaty and the
Environmental ProtocolTherefore, it is important to assure harmony between the
instruments.In terms of participation, pst of the paty-makersof the threenational
delegaibns studied are involved ithe differentinstitutionsbut the scientistare inonly

one of themFor this stidy, mainly the participation ithe Antarctic Treaty Consultative
Meetings (ATCM) next to the ©@mmission for the Conservation of Antractic Marine
Living Resources (CCAMLRpas been westigated. The participation the Committee

for EnvironmentalProtection (CEP) should have been further assessed as Wwetl the
utility of this aspect did not appear early enough in the interview progesise lUnited
Kingdom, the staffof the Foreig and Commonwealth Office atteqbloththe ATCM and

the CCAMLR On the contrary, irthe British Antarctic Stvey, most members are
involved in only one of themUK-O-1). In France and Belgiumthe members of the
ministries do attenthe ATCM but the scientistsnly go to the CCAMLR.A decision in

one institution might have consequendesvever in the other institutionsThe continent

and the ocean are linked in many waykerefore, thanembers themselvedemand to
harmoniz the diferent instrumentsand communicate important decissprsuch as the
creation of the South Orkney Islands Southern fSh&lrine protected area in 2009:
count r i e stherCengmissian ttoecdmmiinicate details of the MPA to the ATCM.
[and td seeksadvice from the ATCM on other measures that may be needed to ensure any
other activities that may have a@CAMURpact
2009a 23). In turn, theAntarctic Treatycan also iform and adise the CCAMLR.The
decisions ofthe Antarctic Treaty might even help in the adoption of marine protected
areas.In the lastfew years, Belgium has put a focus on this link between the ocean and
continental part of the Antarctidp link both institutions(B-P-1). It has for example
initiated a process to get the ATCId support inthe creation of the East Antarctic and
Ross Sea proposals-fB1). This has not beepossible though: the consensus has been
blocked bythe same countries thaimose blocking tb adoption of marine protected areas
by theCCAMLR. But this shows at least the continuity between the instruments

However, there are stillistinctionsnoticedbetween thetwo instruments. Regardingeir
Convention eeafor example if most of the are@overed is overlggng, there are some
differences This bringsvariationsin the case of antarctic marine protecteeias.Indeed,
the proposal of a marine protectaéaoutsidehe Convention@a of the Antarctic featy
but inside theConvention area of th€AMLR Conventionis more likely to raiseconflict
becauset does not fall under the territorialles of the Antarctic Treaty. The South
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Georgia Islandss an example ofin area under th€ AMLR Conventionbut ouside the
Antarctic Treay. This makes it comparativelynore difficult to propose as a marine
protected sea than the South Orkney Islandshich areprotected by the freeze of
territorial claimsof the Antarctic Treaty

A harmonization with the EnvironmentRBrotocolis also importantThe Committee for
Environmental Protection igspeciallyimportantas it is responsible for thé\ntarctic
Specially Protected Area (ASPA) and Antarc8pecially Managed Area (ASMAjhe
continental protected aredsis evident thattere is not always a clear distinction between
the continental and ocean species and that continuity is necessary in the protected areas.
Moreover,someASPA and ASMAencompass a marime coastal zone, and this requires a
coordinated management with th€ AMLR, in charge of the marine livinggsourcesThe
fiadministrative arrangements besn the ATCM and CCAMLR now appred to be
working well to allow suchmanagement plans to be processeda timely manner
(CCAMLR Review Panegl2008 12). The CCAMLR canalso proposeraas forAntarctic
Specially Protected Areand Antarctic Specially Managed Ardéat the Review Panel
estimates that iteole regarding those proposatan be more proactiv€ CAMLR Review
Pane] 2009. There arealso differences in the conceptaised, such as the concegt
conservationThe Gnvention for theConservation ofAntarcticMarineLiving Resources
targets the protection of the ecosystem for the rationalofises resourceswhile the
Environmental Protocol pursues bader objectives includinghe protecton of the
environment for its intrinsic valuguyomard 2010).

In conclusion, lhere is certainly @ommon vision for the Antarctic Treaty System and a
beginnng of harmonization between itastruments However,it can be improvedo
facilitate the coherende the protectiorof the continentThe attendance of policynakers

and scientists inthe meetings of thedifferent instruments carsurely help in this
harmonizationlt should be mentionethat another logicis also considered in France and
Belgium, where somemembersof the delegabn participate in international and
environmental negotiations for marine protectedaa in other contexts such as the
Convention for Biological DiversitfCBD), the OSPARConventionfor the NorthEast
Atlantic or Regional Fisheries Management Organizatidr®-{). This is actually an
interesting input thatan be a good complemewithin a delegationThose are anyway

two relevant logics, bringing a better overview be Antarcticcontext in generaand on

the marine protected areas in a global context. Of course, those logics are not exclusive and
the attendance to the meetings can be shared between the members of the delegations.
the two cases, it makes sense that actors fratim dcience and policy in the delegation are
associated tbharmonize the diérent instruments.
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8.3.4. Monitoring and management fans

When writing the proposal for the South Orkney Islanldsre was no precedent ati

British delegation wanted to keep the process really ¢asserve as a model for future
marine protectedaress (UK-S-3). They did so with the idea that the other areas could be
proposed later. They discussed that they wattedake the process asasghforward as
possible UK-S-3) to have it as a first case aegdampe for next MPAs.Therefore, thy

went for one of the less difficulbptions with the idea to come back tother zones
afterwards (UK-S-4; UK-S-3). Becausethey wanted to keep the proposal simpley
thought to introduce the conservation meagarereate the MPA first and to come with
management and monitoring plans after. Also, tergected that other aeavould be
quickly protected sahat they couldalso see what others would do. However, there has
been no other MPA since then, and there is still no management and monitoring plan. In
between, the CCAMLR has instead voted tlengervationMeasure91-04 to define the
General framework for theseablishnent of antarctidViPAs. Discussions turnedut to be
complicated about th&eneral Framework and what the plans should look like-§-3).

As there was no agreement, they decided to wait for a cleaifhdee is currently no plan

yet. However, therés manitoring activity in the area. The United Knigdom indeed leads
operationsint he area to assess the objectives. Tt
that they still use this habitat during péseeding period, and they do. [They] work with
Norwegian olleagues. They have a survey that covers the whole of the South Orkney shelf
and just runs into the protected area, so that is a good monitoring effort. The BAS
established an oceanographic mooring to the north of the protected area last year, and we
arehoping that will give us good monitorimja t a a ldouse é Commong, 2013). In

2013, the delegation came for the first time with a proposal for those plans, developed in
collaboration with Norway. It will beeviewed in 2014.

However,the new proposals suffer from thategpite that it has beesndorsedhat it is
based on the Conservation Measure0@]1 and respects the requirements regarding those
plans, the opponents raised the precedent from the Solatiey Islands that dsnot have
monitoring and management ptamn that sese, the South Orkney Islands didt provide

an example for th&ast Antarctic Representative System of Marine Prote&teds(F-P-

1; F-S-1). The intervieweesave been keen to mention that ihé&mpers the new proposal,
the South Orkney MPAasat least thenerit of having done an MPAt has well beean
impetus E-P-1) because the South OrknéstandsMPA showed that it was pos$bto
create an MPA within th€€ AMLR Conventionand m@ved the wayfor new projects.
However, it is important that a management and monitoring plan can be added as soon as
possble to theConservation Measurfer the South Orkney Islandk would delete an easy
argument for opponent countries and bring a fiestst tothe process of creatingarine
protected areas in the Southern Ocean
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Concl usi on

The Southern Oceas home ofa unique and high biodivsity, but the knowledge of its
ecosystemgemains largely determined by the relative incaccessibility of the continent.
What is known however is that itis facingserious threats with the increase of human
activities, climate changend invasive species for instanc&he Antarctic Treaty System
recognizes those threats asel objectives to protect tle@ntinent hencefortidevoted to
peace and sciencé&he different instrumentsrgeta better management of theea and its
resources,on an ecosysterbased approach. The Conventitor the Conservation of
Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR) which targsfsecificallythe management
of marine resourceamade a major commitment whadopting the objectivef thecreation

of a representative systeaf antarctic marine protectedeasby 2012. The goal has not
beenachieved though. @y one protected areaxists aound the South Orkney Shelhd
the Convention facedifficulties to adopt thaéew proposals for thEast Antarctic and the
Ross Sea. @hers aras areexpectedo be proposeth the coming yearas well.

The presentstudy recognizes the importancepaflitical disputesn the currentstatusquo,

but it proposed to addreasother aspecthe interactions between science and policy. The
research statemeniggestedhat thescierce-policy interface requirestrategicattention as

it may also provide a way forward in tpeocessThe establishment fomarine protected
areashas been studieds a policy arrangement that takes on maltels The national

level wasstudied through three national delegations from the United Kingdom, France and
Belgium and the international level wastudied through the Convention for the
Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resour¢€CAMLR). The analysis targetdatie

roles and gpectations of scientists, poliapakers and environmental NGOs acting in or
around thesciencepolicy interface and has eventually recommendiedv interactions
could become more effectiv8.he process of creation of marine protected areas has been
studied by relating the practices and views actorsto two models of knowledge
production the linear model of expertise and the joint knowledge produdnathe social
science literature on gmonmental governance, a debate takes place on the character and
effectiveness of the interaction between thalms ofscience and policy. Models differ
from a linear transfer of knowledge from science to policy, to knowledge brokering and
joint knowledge production where science and policy actors activelysditws boundaries

of their realm.The study demonstrates that the linear model, with knowledge flowing from
science to policy as two separate enti@sl science being vakieee is perceived by
many actors as the way the scierpmdicy interface should ideally function. Nevertheless,
the emergencef@ostnormal science recognizéise importance of the human factor and
interviewees also repead that boundarycrossingoccursalready Allowing a common
interface, in which boundary orgaations andbjects playan important role, is likely to
facilitate the interactionand prevent the cristalization of the relationshipshe current
blockage of theCCAMLR. The conclusion of the study is thgdod practices iflurring
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boundaries do exist and can lead to higifeectivenesso establish marine protecterkas
in the Southern Ocean.

This conclusiorfalls in line with the international literaturen sciencepolicy interfaceln
natural sciencéelds, e linear model remains often perceived as the way science should
procedeand this is also what usually stands ouwif educational programsyet, scial
scienceclaimsthat he blurring of boundaries between science asiaty can lead to more
effective policy making (Guston, 20Q1Pielke, 2007; van den Hove 2007; Beck, 2011;
Hegger et al., 20)2A noticeable evolution happened in social science literature with a
change in paradigm towards posirmal science and the joint knowledge production
model. The present research on marine protected anffass an interestingcase 6r
literature by studyirg a concrete contexin depth Most studies rely on theoretical
perspectivessometimes enligted by brief case studieswhereasthis study focused
specifically on one context amdnducted fac¢o-faceinterviews withkey actorsnvolved

in and around therocess of creation of marine protected areas. It gave the opportunity to
the actors to express their needs and expectations regarding their roles in thepsdieyce
interface Hence, itcanbring an interestingpractical contribution to the current literature
on sciencepolicy interface as well as on the generahderstanding of the Antarctic
context Another contributions believed taarisefrom thetesing of the success conditions
for joint knowledge produmon enounciated Hegger et al.(2012) in the article
Conceptualising joint knowledge production in regional climate change adaptation projects:
success conditions and levers for actidine authors proposeframeworkfor assessingpint
knowledge productionia sevensuccess condition§.hose conditions appear¢ad be helpful for
drawing an analytial grid as a base fdhe comparative analysidhey have not been used
directly as conditionbecausesome are difficult to evaluatat the core items otie seven
propositionsformulated in the articlaveprovided the key aspectsrfthe data analysis.
Besides, ther models havealso provided important basis for the theoretical framework,
such as the two models of knowledge produc-
However, the reality does not alwaymtch withideakttypescategoriesand the difficulty

lied in rendering the nuanceSimilarly, the endrecommendations needed atsmes and
gradations: lie studyd utcomecould not consist in adopting one view and miss the
opportunity to combine the different interestésed in the interviewdt is not black or
white, precisely beaase it needs to include differeexpectations besides the theory; and
the expectations afeveralkinds of actorsAlong the study, speciattention was given to
guestion constantly the conclusions, regularly asking if this was realistic and more
importantly, if this could bédeneficial to the actors. It ishallenging to keep it realistic
enough while tryingd think fliout of the bowr. This issurely more challenging w#hout
attendiry the CCAMLR negotiationsWorking within a team auld have beenan
interestingapproacho facilitate a balanced view. idh of the research procesgjuired a
deepreflection on howimproving the current situatiormnd it is sometimes difficult to
assesst alone.The interviews proved anessentialand effective resource® understand
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what was realistic and desirable, aheé supervision ®beena crucial support in some
phases of the research

At the end of the processpme key recommendations came auul are believed to be
worth to investigate for implementatioim a nutshell, it would b& settlepossibilities for
trainings for scientists ando improve coherent funding schemes amelwardswhen
attending political meetingsThose rewards shouldo keyond theusual quantitative
indicatorsof scientific publications.Also, thes ¢ i e rrdles is the politicanegotiatons
need to be clarifiedFor policymakers,recommendations includeargeting a better
continuity among team members, possilidy limiting the urn-over. This aims at
improving the accessibility and thenutual understandingvith scientists Regarding
environmental NGOgstheycanbe aserioussupportin the sciencegolicy interface with a
strongerrole as boundary orgamitions For instance, ey can organ& workshops or
trainings to facilitate the connection betweeactors The notion of boundary object
requiresmore attention it can bea central tool for the dialogu@he concept bmarine
protected are&s a great example & commonterminology between science and policy,
which provides a good badsr bothscientific research and political negotiatitmdeed,a
consensus exists on the creation of marine protected areas in the Anfaeetitifficulties

lie in the modalites to implementhemand the level of protectiobut the actors agree on
thear relevanceThis is actually a cruciaspect for the Convention for the Conservation of
Antarctic Marine Living Resources. &hadoption of such an objective was an important
successand n spite of thefailure to establish a network of Antarctic marine protected
areas by 2012, many agree ttie# Convention has been so far an appropriate tool for the
managementof marine resources in the Antarctic (CCAMLR Review Pan2D08§
Constable 200§. In the last two years, important decisions for the management of marine
resources have been made, regarding the quotas for example-ZWKAIso, it is to say
thatrefusing aMPA proposalis notdishonest in itselfon the contrary itanbe based on
good argumentdn 2010, he Commissiomefused to adopt two diffent proposals for the
Ross Sea andhis led b the common and more coherent propgsasented by the United
States and New Zealand togethdowever, after three meetingtaling thetwo proposals
the credibility of the Conventiorstarts to erodand there is a risk for the trust between the
actorsbeing affectedThe study discussed howproving the sciencpolicy couldmake
the creation process of marine protected areae ®ifective and prodied some concrete
directionsfor a way forward in the process.

The sciencepolicy interfacetaking place in théAntarctic is, however a really specific
context. The introduction insisted on the specifidusteof science on theontinent for

three main reasons. Fist scientists are the only human inhabiwt the area, which
makes their influence on policyery direct and dominantSecondy, the continent is
Adevot ed t scienpée(BnvimnmantaldProtocolart. 1), so that a military
presence is forbidden. The only national representation in the area happens through
science. Scientists amdsearch statiorsre the only vidile presence of their countries and
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hence sentistsrepresenta sat of political soft power.Thirdly, as Antarctica does not
count inhabitants, there is no s@alled local or traditional knowledge. It results in a
monopoly of science on knowledge. Those three aspects clearly demonstrate the
dominance of science in the Antarcflthe sciencepolicy interfacestudiedin this reportis
thereforea sort of simplified case in comparison with many offierations In other cases,
additional actors such as dustries and local orgamitionsinterfere much more in and
around the scienggolicy interfaceln the Artic for example, inhabitanteve aressential

role and as suchare represented by several influentbaniations. Their longime
knowledge of their environment and the protection of their culture are key aspects in the
discussions. Industrial companieslooking at workable resourcesare other actors
influencing the interactios between science and policy. In the Antarthiere is much less
interests trying to speak oas the continent is devoted to peace seidnce. It allowsor a

very limited number of human activitie§his said itdoes notmake the case less
interesting;on the contrary it isolates the two actorsisort of ideatypic context andte

study proofs that even in such a contexg tbles are nostraightfaward. Such a direct
relationship probablynakes the limit between science and polieyenmore difficult to
perceive Despite this specific statuthe study process used for this researcbuld be
interesting to traspose in other contextsand it is bekved that most of the
recommendationgiven herecan also apply in other situations.similar study has been
conducted by Beck (2011) on theternational Panel on Climate Change (IPCThe
corclusion of the study also clainte overmmethe linear model'As long as the IPCC
remains reluctant to address the political implaagi of scientific findings, idloes not

meet the information needs of decisimakers] €& Many argue that this sterile approach
may have made the IPCC less uséfiah it might otherwise have been" (Beck, 2011: 304).
This shows that our study finéshos in other contexts as well and tthet linear modeal

of knowledge and the joint knowledge productioadelareindeed relevant. It is believed

to bean interestindpasis for assessing mostsituatiors where science and policy come to
collaborate or shouldvork together In the context of the Antarctic itselthe other
instrumentsof the Antractic Treaty System wousdso be interesting casés look at To

give aquick insight, he Scientific Committee for Antarctic Research (SCA&) non
governmental organization that provides and coordinates the scientific research in
Antarcticg aimsat providingobjective, independent and high quality scientific adwoe
issues of science and conservation affecting the management of Antarctica and the
Southern Ocedn As an independent body, it can be an observer and provide high quality
science but it keeps a strong independencexvis the policymakers.The Scientific
Committee of the CCAMLR is not an independent badya waythat the distinctiorof

SCAR is even strongein the sciencgolicy interface This would be an interesting
beginning for aranalysis.

15 See: http://www.scar.org/
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All in all, it illustrates that social sciences also fithetir relevancewhen joined with
natural scienceThis study proves that evemthe case of the Antarctiwherethe priority
has been givefor solong to natural sciencethere aranteresting developmen&snerging
from interdisciplinarity A commitment between social science and natural scienpess
the door to numerous possibilities for an enhanoederstanohg of environmental
governance, and for the implementation of the soundest decitof61Q the Scientific
Committee on Antarctic Researsht up theésocial Sciences Action Group cataloguehe
range of values human beings place on Antar&itgillustrates the recent recognition of
the added valuef interdisciplinarity. This study, which claims that blurrithg boundaries
between sciece and policycanlead to more effectiveecisionmaking standsasanother
illustration.

18 Seehttp://www.scar.org/researchgroups/via/
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