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INTERVIEW WITH DR. ROBERT RUTFORD 

FEBRUARY 15-16, 2000 

 

Q. Today is February 15, 2000.  This interview is taking place with Professor Robert 

Rutford in his office at the University of Texas at Dallas. This is Raimund 

Goerler. The product of this interview will be a tape and related transcripts that 

will be part of the Byrd Polar Research Center Archival Program at the Ohio State 

University. This project is sponsored by the National Science Foundation. Dr. 

Rutford, I’d like to begin the interview with focus on your activities as a scientist, 

the beginning and development of your career, and perhaps we ought to begin 

with your first interest in science and how you moved from geography to geology. 

The kinds of things that motivated your interest, people who were influential in 

the course of your career. 

A. Okay. Well I grew up in a home in which my mother was a high school teacher 

and my father was a graduate of the University of Minnesota in Agricultural 

Economics.  And both of them were curious people about interest in things. And 

so I grew up also with a grandfather who was the chief engineer of the steel plant 

in Duluth, Minnesota and who was an outdoorsman. And so between my parents, 

my father and my grandfather, we spent a lot of time outdoors camping, both in 

the summer and in the wintertime.  And so I was always interested in things 

outdoors.  But when I graduated from high school I had notion, you took the 

strong interest test, I came out as a forester.  And that sort of business. And so I 

started at the University of Minnesota and took the required core courses and one 
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of those was you had to have a course in social sciences and I took a course from 

John Borchert, who is now a member of the National Academy of Sciences in 

physical geography. And it was something that intrigued me. And so I began a 

major, an undergraduate major in physical geography and had to have a minor and 

I also had to have a science course. And so I went over to take a geology course 

from the geology department. And became very much interested in physical 

geology and so by the time I graduated I had a John Borchert, member of the 

National Academy of Sciences, as my advisor. And my minor advisor was Herb 

Wright, a member of the National Academy of Sciences from the geology 

department.  So I had almost the number of required courses to have a double 

major but I didn’t have the required courses in geology.  So I graduated and went 

into service and while in the service, I spent a year in Greenland, and Herb 

Wright, my minor advisor, was running a project at Camp Tootle outside of 

Tooley Airbase in Greenland. And Camp Tootle was where I was stationed.  So I 

got a chance to interact with him a little bit in the field  in Greenland. I came back 

to the University of Minnesota and went back into geography. And my masters 

thesis in Northern Ontario, physical geography study at a place called Sandy and 

Satchable Lakes which are up in the boonies. Pontoon plane in to get there and 

paddle with an Indian and so on. And about that time John Borchert decided that 

he was going to leave – there was a big turmoil going on in geography at that time 

between the traditional physical and human geography and something which for a 

while was called social physics.  And he became much more interested in urban 

geography and basically left the field of physical geography. And so it was just 
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natural for me to just migrate over to the geology department. That migration was 

somewhat of a very difficult time because I had to go back and take a whole 

bunch of required courses that I hadn’t had as an undergraduate or as a youngster. 

And I finally made it.  And then went to Antarctica in 1959 as part of the 

University of Minnesota group. And started a Ph.D. dissertation in Antarctica.  

And then was told by a new chairman that you couldn’t do a Ph.D. dissertation in 

Antarctica. Because nobody could visit the site except the leader of your party. 

And so then I spent a summer in Northern Minnesota starting a whole new 

project. And then it was finally decided that I could go back to Antarctica and do 

what I had started on. And so I went back there and finished by field work and 

eventually by this time I had left the University and was teaching at the University 

of South Dakota, but finally finished up in 1969, when I got my Ph.D.  

People who had great influence in my life and in that year certainly three  

or four people, but certainly John Borchert, certainly Herb Wright.  Cam 

Craddock  who was then the leader of the University group in the Ellsworth  

mountains and the whole Antarctic program at the University.  And in addition to 

that, something that a lot of people don’t know is that I was a jock.  I lettered in 

football and track at the University of Minnesota while I was doing all this kind of 

stuff.  And certainly two people there that had a great influence on my life were 

Butch Nash, who was the end coach and a real mentor. When I go back there I 

still go to lunch with him. He’s 85 years old now. And the other one was Jim 

Kelley, who was the track coach.  He was probably the supreme gentleman and 
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father figure that you could imagine of any coach.  You didn’t horse around Jim 

Kelley; you acted like a gentleman. 

Q. If I could interrupt for a second, one can easily understand the influences of your 

academic advisors. Can you talk about the influences of your athletic coaches? 

A. Well, Butch was a guy like me who was under signed and very intense and he 

apparently saw in me something – I was a high school quarterback, went to the 

University of Minnesota as a single wing quarterback, had to literally re-learn the 

game and we changed … Bernie Bearman retired, Les Vesler came in from Ohio 

State to coach in Minnesota and it was clear that I was not going to be 

quarterback.  And so I became, I went to Butch and I said “Look I can catch the 

ball.  So make an end of me.” And so we worked very hard for the next year and I 

became a starter on the football team as an end  and defensive halfback. Two 

positions which I had really not played in high school. And Butch was always 

somebody, he was the first coach on the field and the last one to leave. And his 

boys, his ends were there. We were always the first ones on the field.  And we 

were always the last ones to leave.  And it was a little club we had. Butch was a 

mentor and he could just be tougher than nails, but he also was a very 

understanding, very bright guy. It was a great time. A lot of fun.  But that hard 

work, that work ethic was there and I’m sure that that had a major influence on 

me. Jim Kelley was the ultimate gentleman. He told you what he wanted done and 

he expected you to do it and if you didn’t he told you about it. But it was never, 

never, if we were going to leave on a track trip at 9:00, that meant you better be 

there at quarter till nine. Cause if you didn’t arrive until one minute until nine, 
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you got a lecture. And so the business of  being responsible on your own, we 

traveled many times in trains and buses or whatever. And we were on our own. 

We weren’t herded like you with a football team or something like that. It’s a 

much smaller group and so it was a great deal of just you were expected to be on 

time, you were expected to make curfews. There was just an expectation that was 

very high. And it was only stated once. It was never, you were never beat about 

the head and shoulders about it. 

Q. Professor Rutford, I’d like to talk about the beginnings of your scientific 

accomplishments in Antarctica, especially your work in the Ellsworth Mountain 

Range.  

A. Okay. In 1959, I was recruited by Cam Craddock to go to the Antarctic. And you 

know geology was not part of the International Geophysical Science Program.  

But after the IGY, the decision was made by the U.S. and others to include 

geology in the program. And so Tom Jones, who was then the head of the 

________ programs came around and I’m sure he went to Ohio State, Minnesota, 

Michigan, and all of the big schools urging the geology people to get involved in 

the Antarctic. Cam Craddock, we jokingly accuse him of never having been south 

of El Paso.  But he had no experience in cold weather and he went to Herb Wright 

at Minnesota and said “Is there somebody around who knows something about 

cold weather and operating in the Antarctic?”  And Herb said “I’ve got just the 

guy for you.” And so I was co-opted and went to Antarctic in 1959 with Cam, 

really just to, we didn’t have a science program or anything. It was just kind of a 

scoping operation as to what you could do and what you needed and that sort of 
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thing.  Then in the next year, in 1960, we went to the Jones Mountains. We had 

started out for the Ellsworth Mountains and the decision was made by somebody 

high up in NSF that we couldn’t go there.  And so we had Rutford, a 

geomorphologist and glacial geologist, Tom Bastion, and a crew was put together, 

all of which were soft rock geologist because we thought we were going to the 

Ellsworth Mountains. And we end up in a volcanic rocks of the Jones Mountains 

for the season. And it was a great experience. But it was tough. It’s on the coast 

and heavy snows and we were there for like six weeks and had about 14 days on 

rock that you could work. Lived in tents.  It was an interesting time. And then we 

finally got out of there and then I stayed out. I didn’t go to the Antarctic for two 

years.  I was doing my course work and the next year John Anderson, who is now 

at Kent State, John Sploettsdoeffer who was at Ohio State as you know at the 

library.   

Q. He was with the Institute of Polish Studies.   

A. Yes. And Tom Bastion and Paul Schmidt who was later a geologist with one of 

the mining companies. They did a motor toboggan traverse from the north end of 

the central range. The Ellsworth Mountains is divided into two ranges.  And they 

did a snowmobile traverse from the north end down to into the northern edge of 

the Heritage Range, which is the southern mountain range. The next year, 

Craddock led a group  and they flew in and they did motor toboggans pretty much 

up and down the whole range. And then in 1963 and the season of ‘63-’64, I went 

in there and we had an Army helicopter detachment with us. And we flew, I think 

my notebook shows that I flew something like 300 hours during that field season. 
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And we mapped the entire range from north to south. And our map made some 

changes to work that had been done before because we were up in the air, to go 

down and see what was going on.  And there were six of us and we did, I think,  a 

fantastic job. And the Army helicopter pilots who were with us, we finally got 

them interested and they helped us a great deal. And from that season it really 

became the basis for the mapping of the geology of the Ellsworth Mountains. And 

my particular interest was in the geomorphology and glacial geology.  And so I 

took everything that we had done that season and melded it into a strange kind of 

dissertation. But in dealing with all the physical geography and the geology and 

geomorphology of the area, not the hard rock geology, but basically the 

geomorphology and glacial geology of the area.  Part of which is still not bad 

stuff. But it was not the kind of thing that you could make a great paper in the 

Geological Society of America Journal. And so pieces of it were published. And 

that field season really was kind of penultimate. I thought when I was done with 

that I would never go back to Antarctica again. 

Q. This was ‘63-’64? 

A. ‘63-’64. And then in 1967-68, we got an opportunity to go back to the Jones 

Mountains.  And that was a controversial.  Jones Mountains were a controversial 

thing because there you had a volcanic sequence over granitic rocks and in 

between there was atilit (sp?), a glacial deposit. And basically the field work for 

that season, in the 1960-61 season and the other stuff we did later, we proposed in 

Antarctica there was evidence for glaciation in Antarctica a lot earlier than the 

traditionalists had suggested. The glacial history in Antarctica, that’s a history of 
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history. The first people who went down there were all guys like Dick 

Goldthwaite and Troy Pe We and Bob Nichols, who were the great-grandfathers 

in the U.S.  And I don’t say this in criticism, it’s a fact that they looked at 

Antarctica and they thought of the same sequence of glaciation that we were 

dealing with in the northern hemisphere.  And there was nothing that was dateable 

and so you knew that the sequence in Minnesota or Ohio or wherever you were 

from. And so you looked at Antarctica and said “Well, we just have the same 

sequence of glaciation.”  And we had this tillite (sp?) with volcanic rocks on top 

of it and the volcanic rocks could be dated. And we came out with a date like 

something like 10 or 12 million years was the date on the volcanics. And we 

suggested then that there was glaciation in Antarctica at least that long ago. And 

then people began, I can remember, I gave the paper at the GSA meeting in 

Kansas City and Orville Band, who was a top notch guy from the University of 

Southern California, came up to me afterwards and he said “You know, I’ve got 

to go back and look at the stuff the deep sea cores that we’ve been collecting. I’ve 

been seeing these funny sand grains in there.” And between that paper and some 

work that Wes ________ did in another part of __________, really opened the 

door for people to begin to think about glaciation a lot older than they previously 

had thought. And so that was exciting for me and we published a long paper about 

the comparison between the Jones Mountains and the volcanic deposits and table 

mountains and ice ______ and made the comparison there.  So that kind of gets 

me up to the Ross Ice Shelf Project. 

Well how did I get involved in the Ross Ice Shelf Project?  In 1970 I went  
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to the SCAR meeting on Oslo,  a big symposium on geology at Oslo.  And for the 

first time in my life I met Jim Zumberg. And Jim had been an IGY participant. 

And had done a traverse across the Ross Ice Shelf the following the IGY.  And he 

had written a proposal that one of the things that needed to be done was to drill 

through the Ross Ice Shelf and get some idea whether it was melting on the 

bottom or ice was freezing on the bottom and so on.  And so he was the dean of 

the School of Geology and Geophysics at the University of Arizona at that that 

time. And shortly thereafter somebody suggested that the Glomar Challenger drill 

in Antarctica and they wanted people to talk about what kind of project that the 

Glomar might do. And Jim and I ended up on a committee that was headed by 

Dennis Hayes from Lamont, ______ and there were several of us. And we  would 

fly to New York and we would meet either at Kennedy or LaGuardia and three or 

four of us would get in the car. And we would drive up to Lamont on the Hudson.  

And on three or four of these occasions Jim and I were together and Jim had 

written a proposal about the Ross Ice Shelf. And just about this time he left to 

become the chancellor of the University of Nebraska. And I was teaching at the 

University of South Dakota and he called me up one day and said “Rutford, come 

on down here. I want you to think about coming to work for me to run this Ross 

Ice Shelf Project.  And so I went down there and we negotiated. And I think “I 

don’t know. I was leaving a tenured position and was taking a __________.” I 

went back up and he called me again. And so then my wife and I went down 

there. At any rate, I ended up working for Jim then. And the first year we were co-

directors of the Ross Ice Shelf Project until he was sure that I could handle it. And 
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then he stepped aside and served again as a mentor. And certainly is somebody 

who has had a great influence on my life from the time we started to work 

together.  The Ross Ice Shelf – we may want to come back to this sometime but 

there’s a big flurry now about drilling through ___________ station until they’ve 

lost _________. And the Ross Ice Shelf Project was the first one of these drilling 

projects in which you were going to drill into water underneath the ice and the 

question of preserving it so that there were no pollution of the water underneath 

and people suggested that we had to use stainless steel drills and you could have 

no lubricant of the pipe joints and the water had to be purified. The restrictions 

that were put on us on the initial go-around with regard to the prevention of 

pollution were unbelievable.  And we finally got the project approved and I think 

there were six or seven universities here in the U.S. and three or four countries 

that were involved in the drilling project. By the time of the actual drilling 

through the Ice Shelf, I had left the project by then. But we nurtured it. Again 

John Sploettsdoeffer was involved in that activity as well. He was working for me 

then. He’d come from Ohio State and was working.  And then John Klow took 

over as the head.  But there were a lot of old, Lyle Hanson of course from Krell, 

who had been the guy who designed the drill to drill through at Byrd Station in 

the early 60’s, was not working for us at Nebraska also and he was involved with 

the development of drilling techniques and all that sort of thing. So the bottom 

line is they drilled through, they poured almost all the way through and they got 

the drill stuck. It’s still there as far as I know. And then they went back and they 

just burned a hole. They used a jet drill like they use for drilling holes in rock.  
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And they just burned a hole through the Ross Ice Shelf and amazing, they saw 

fish and all kinds of goodies running around.  It was a good project  and it was a 

successful operation. We got a much better understanding about the Ross Ice 

Shelf and from that, some of this West Antarctic ice stream business that now 

your guys at Ohio State are involved in, it led to a big study of the ice falling off 

the West Antarctic Ice Shelf.  So that’s about the story of the Ross Ice Shelf. 

Q. In looking at your administrative accomplishments as a scientist, one might 

speculate that the Ross Ice Shelf project launched you, so to speak, as a science 

administrator. Would you care to comment on that, Professor Rutford? 

A. Well it really goes back father than that. And it really began back when I was a 

graduate student at the University of Minnesota and got involved in the 

administration of the Minnesota group and Cam Craddock was super guy, but he 

sometimes got a little frustrated with the administrative process at the University 

of Minnesota.  And I had the advantage of having grown up in St. Anthony Park 

and I knew many of the administrative people.  St. Anthony Park was an enclave 

of University administrators and faculty members and my father was on the 

faculty at the University.  And so I knew all these people and I went over and 

talked to the Vice President for Business Affairs who I delivered papers to and 

knew his children. And so he took me around and introduced me to each one of 

the key people, for travel and for cash advances and for purchasing and so on. 

And so really after that time I was kind of the administrator and as a matter of 

fact, when Cam went back to Antarctica for the ‘62-’63 season, I had full 

signature authority for the whole project. And people were a little surprised when 
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a graduate student was signing all these things and there was kind of a question 

raised. And the Dean of the Institute of Technology at that time said “Just look at 

the signature card and you’ll see who approved it.” And it was approved by the 

Vice President for Business Affairs at the University.  So that ended the question. 

But that certainly was, it was something that I could do, it was something that I 

enjoyed.  And so then that kind of attracted Jim Zumberg to invite me to do the 

Ross Ice Shelf Business and it was at the Ross Ice Shelf that I got involved with 

multi-institutional and multi-national kinds of administration in dealing with 

people from a number of universities and from a number of countries and found 

that that worked also.  And I’ve often told people that I probably, I’m not a great 

scientist, I’m a good scientist, but I’m not a great scientist. I’ve been with guys 

that are, I think Ian Willans for example, is a guy who is very imaginative and can 

think in a way that I don’t. And so my career has been certainly with the Antarctic 

in those early days was the ability to make it possible for people to do things, for 

scientists to do things.  And that’s an interesting … when I went to NSF the guy 

who was my boss there and the director at NSF, he always wanted to hire the very 

best scientist to do the administrative jobs at the foundation. And I used to argue 

with him about that.  And I said “That isn’t who you want to find.” You want to 

find a guy who makes it possible for that guy to do his science end. Those are the 

kinds of people that NSF should hire.   

Q. Having said what you said, Professor Rutford, can you talk about what in your 

opinion has been your most significant research? 
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A. Well I think in terms of contribution of the understanding of things at Antarctica, 

certainly first of all the Jones Mountains, the age of the glaciation in the Jones 

Mountains was the first big push. And that was not easily … Cam Craddock was 

not too anxious to have that published.  Because he didn’t believe it. And Tom 

Bastion and I spent a long time hammering at him.  And when the paper was 

finally given, it was very well received and as I said before, opened up a kind of a 

whole new look at the history of glaciation in Antarctica. So that’s always been 

sort of a warm spot in my heart for the Jones Mountains. And then in my Ph.D. 

dissertation, I postulated a history of glaciation in the Ellsworth Mountains.  A 

history of uplift and erosion and eventually glaciation and the fact that the 

mountains are now emerging,.  Probably the high peaks in the Ellsworth 

Mountains were never glaciated, but the rest of the mountain is now emerging 

from the ice cover and suggested that the ice was something like 500 meters 

thicker than it was to date.  In 1978, George Denton and I went back there and 

used helicopters. We mapped out the trim line in the Ellsworth Mountains in a 

much more detailed way than I had been able to in the ‘63-’64 season. And really 

confirmed that the ice thickness … this gave us a handle of ice thicknesses.  And 

even in those days there was no ability to date uplifts and deglaciation the way 

there is now with some of the techniques that are available. And so that Ph.D 

dissertation has stood the test of time. And that always kind of makes you feel 

good that as new techniques have become available, it has tended to support what 

is said in that dissertation, rather than to tear it down. So I think those are the two 

things that probably have been the most significant scientific contributions. 
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Q. Professor Rutford, one of the questions that has aroused interest is the 

attractiveness of Antarctica to scientists specifically. In looking back on your 

career, what interested you in Antarctica?  Was it the continent or was it the 

opportunity to prove hypotheses in which Antarctic was only the laboratory? In 

other words, this might have been done elsewhere if another comparable lab or 

field had existed.  

A. The first time I went is was maybe out of economic necessary.  A graduate 

student and being asked by Cam to go and apply some of the expertise that I had 

gained when I was in the military and in Greenland.  And I might reflect on that a 

little bit. Because there I found out that I could operate under very, very difficult 

conditions. We were the first ones that operated tractor trains across the 

Greenland  ice cap in the dead of winter.  And it was quite an experience. That’s a 

whole other story, however. But once you went to Antarctica and you had been 

there and if you found you could operate there, exist and so on. Here’s that five 

and a half million square miles about people knew nothing. So literally anything 

you did was a contribution. And one only need look at the careers people made.  

Think of  ____________ to Reeson and people like that who are still working 

there. In geology careers were built.  Young people who got involved early on and 

who have done excellent, excellent work and have not just done mapping, but 

they’ve build. I mean David Elliott at Ohio State is an example of somebody who 

started out and has expanded his horizons and his involvement and his whole 

view of the Antarctic in terms of the geology and history of the continent.  So I 

mentioned the American Geographical Society maps and the changes that have 
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occurred in those maps from the period of about 1956 and I think the last one was 

in the early 1980’s.  But I show those to people to show how the people in my era, 

my age, when we went there, there was nothing there. And people didn’t know 

anything about the Antarctic. And the shape of the continent has changed and 

what we know about it has changed, the history has certainly changed and 

controversial, not just simple science, but there is some controversy involved with 

it.  And you’ve one group arguing one thing and somebody about the history, 

about the glaciation in Antarctica and different interpretations now of the geology 

in one area or another. The whole meteorite question and all these kinds of things. 

Just an exciting place.  Now the question is could you have done the science 

someplace else?  And I have always argued that if you could do it someplace else, 

you shouldn’t go to Antarctica.  I mean if you’re going to go test a piece of 

equipment or you’re going to do some kind of a field test, don’t go to Antarctica 

to do it. It costs too much.  Go to Greenland where you can fly there 

commercially or go to Alaska or go to … if you want to do something in the ice 

and snow, go to Glacier National Park and do it.  And then if it works and you can 

see some application in the Antarctic, then go do it there. But don’t use the 

Antarctic as a test site. Test the stuff and then apply it. And so I think to a certain 

extent that has been the philosophy of the polar programs. You know, they have 

certainly done some things historically that were first shots. But generally they’ve 

been fairly conservative about not just doing things because somebody had a 

bright idea. Show it us works and then if it works and has application in 

Antarctica, then we’ll use it there.   
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Q. Okay. Professor, Rutford, much of your career has been as a science administrator 

and coordinator.  Not all academics are good administrators.  Can you give me a 

sense of what special qualities helped you to succeed in administration? 

A. I’m probably not the person you should ask.  I think the fact that I could take 

ideas and input from people and kind of meld it together into something that was 

a useful … science administrator is somebody who has to understand the science 

enough to be able to talk to the people and then have enough administrator 

knowledge to be able to talk with the pill counters and the bean counters and 

those kinds of people. And I was always able to do that. I don’t have much 

patience with people who are not willing to put their shoulder to the wheel. And 

so I’ve always been a hard pusher and a hard driver. And I think those attributes 

have made it possible for me to succeed.  You know, not without making some 

people mad at times.  But when I get made or people get mad at me, I mean I’m 

older.  I want to know the temper flare goes up and then it comes right back down 

again.  And then I think the important thing is to understand why you got made or 

why you made the other people mad and then try to figure out not to do that again. 

So it certainly, when I left the Ross Ice Shelf Project and came to Washington, I 

was recruited to become the Director then, originally the Director of Office of 

Polar Programs. And then it became the Division of Polar, DPP, and now it’s 

back being OPP again.  And so I went there right from the Ross Ice Shelf Project 

and stepped into an interesting time. Joe Fletcher had been the director before me 

and this was a time when the military, the Navy was beginning its withdrawal 

from total involvement and support of the Antarctic Program, the U.S. Antarctic 
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Research Program in those days, USARP. And so there was a lot of stress, a lot of 

major budgetary problems because the money, in some cases the Navy was 

supposed to be transferring into the NSF and the support didn’t transfer one year 

and it was an interesting time.  And I think it was a time in which we made a 

number of changes in the office. I hired a new chief scientist, Dwayne Anderson, 

who came in to be the chief scientist. And he was a very good scientist and very 

good administrator also. Al Fowler continued as the Deputy Director. And of 

course Al had long experience and involvement with the military and from the 

NSF side.  And was a great, great person to work with and he was, I probably 

couldn’t have done it without him, because he was the institution memory at that 

time. And he and I are still very good friends.  At any rate, so I was recruited, 

brought there, interviewed and hired and then the question is, what was my career 

there? Well, I mentioned the budgetary problems, we were the first ones who 

brought, we crashed C-130’s and we recovered C-130’s, at a time we were told it 

was totally impossible to recover those C-130’s.  And we looked at the cost of 

recovering them as compared to the cost of purchasing new ones. And there was 

no question. It was well worth the attempt to bring them out. And we recovered 

three C-130’s that had been damaged up on the ice cap for one reason or another. 

And that was certainly a major accomplishment and something that has been done 

again. But that was the first effort to do that. In the old days they just chopped 

them apart and left them.  And so that was a decision that all the experts told me I 

was wrong. Actually Al Fowler and I sat one night and we said “What are we 

going to do?”  And we said “Well, we think we’ve got to convince the people 
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here at NSF to go ahead with it.” But people from the military, from the naval air 

branch and the guys from Cherry Point said “Look one of those airplanes were 

sitting at the end of the runway and Cherry Point where the Marines had their C-

130’s.  We just bulldoze it out of the  way.”   But we recovered them and that was 

certainly a high point. We finished off the cruises of the Eltanan to complete the 

circumnavigation of Antarctic cruises of the oceanographic and biological and 

physical oceanography. That was another tough decision because it meant that we 

took money from all of the other activities in order to finish those cruises.  The 

ship by that time was really operated by the Argentine that was called the 

____________ at that time. But the section between South America and South 

Africa had not been completed and we made some major investments to get that 

done.  And so it was a good, little over two years, but the question is why did I 

leave. And it was a combination. When I went to Washington, D.C. … end of side 

one. 

Q. You were talking about your reasons for leaving the Office of Fuller Programs. 

A. When I went there, I was not a rotator. I left the University, I had a _______ 

position at the University of Nebraska and so I had no ties there.  When I left I 

was not on leave of anything. But my children, one was going to be a senior in 

high school, one was gong to be a sophomore in high school and was captain of 

the swimming team, and all that kind of family business. And so I went and I 

lived in an apartment, actually in the same block as NSF at that time. Just around 

the corner.  And then I was there two years. And so my second son was about to 

graduate. My oldest boy had graduated and went to the University of Arizona and 
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my second son was graduating. And so the next was going to be empty except for 

my daughter. And so we looked at, my wife came out and we spent about ten 

days, two weeks, kind of just looking around for housing and where was Barbara 

going to go to school if we moved and did all this stuff. And in the midst of all 

that, the new Chancellor at the University of Nebraska came to me, Roy Young, 

and said “Would you like to be the Vice Chancellor, the new position at the 

University of Nebraska.  Would you be interested in being considered for the 

position of Vice Chancellor for Research and Graduate Studies at the University 

of Nebraska?”  And that brought a whole new element into the picture. And so we 

spent the spring of 1977 I guess, something like that, talking and looking and 

trying to figure out what we should do. And I’d been away from my family 

basically for two years and the Director of Polar Programs traveled a lot and so it 

was a situation where I was bringing my wife and my daughter to Washington, 

D.C. and then still being gone a lot. And so we finally made the decision that we 

would, if offered the job, we would take the job in Nebraska and it was offered 

and I returned to Lincoln.  Now there’s another thing, if I want to be perfectly 

honest with you, the NSF is a strange organization. And there is almost zero 

upward mobility.  If you’re a Director of Office of Polar Programs, where do you 

go in the structure?  Because the next people above you are political appointees.  

If not political appointees, they are appointees. And so you can spend your life as 

the Director of Office of Polar Programs and I looked at that and I thought that 

isn’t what I want to do.   I’d like, it’s a nice experience, I enjoyed it very much, 

but where do you go from there? There’s no upward mobility.  In a university you 
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become a Department Chairman, then a Dean, then hopefully a Vice President 

and maybe a President. So there’s at least, there’s a track that you can see. At 

NSF there was no track that I could see.  And even the people in the Office of 

Polar Programs, for the majority of them, there is no track. There’s no way out.  

They can move laterally, but there’s very little upward mobility and so that was a 

part of my decision. And I looked at it and here I was being offered a job as a 

Vice Chancellor of a University. A new position. And it was a great challenge.  

And it offered, it was in that track that you see in academia. And so that certainly 

influenced me and was a fairly large factor in my decision. And if I stayed at 

NSF, I was going to first of all, I was going to get myself in the track. Where if 

you stayed there four or five years, now you’ve lost touch with your field. You’ve 

lost touch with all your friends in the academic side of the house, and very 

difficult to get back into the swing of things.   

Q. Professor Rutford, you’ve been in one way or another associated internally and 

externally with the National Science Foundation for so many years and this is an 

opportunity, if you would, to talk about the changes that have gone on in the 

National Science Foundation, the agents and the factors that have changed over 

the last 20 years or so. That’s a tough question. 

A. Well, the National Science Foundation when I first knew it was a very, very small 

federal agency. It was almost __________.  It’s budget was tiny.  The notion of 

having a big budget like you have today … in the 70’s when I went there, it was a 

major effort to keep the budget low so that it didn’t exceed ten million dollars.  I 

forget what the number was,  I think it was more than that, but you know to keep 
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it very small. And the NSF at that time to a certain extent was a family kind of an 

operation. When I first got acquainted with it, what was a family operation.  I 

went there as the Director of Polar Program, by that time it was expanding and it 

was becoming much more political. And Congress was beginning to call upon 

NSF to do kinds of studies and some of the studies that were being done by NSF 

were controversial, on capital hill.  I mean I can remember going to budget 

hearings on the hill in the Senate side and Senator Proximeyer sitting at the table 

with 3 x 5 cards that were handed to him by one of his staffers. And Proximeyer 

had probably never seen these before.  He’d seen the staffer but he’d never seen 

the question on the card. And reading his question and then basically almost like 

Johnny Carson throwing the card over his shoulder and grabbing another one. 

Q. Those were the famous Golden Fleece Awards. 

A. The days of the Golden Fleece. And within NSF I served on a committee in which 

we did nothing but look at the titles of grants, of proposals that were going to be 

awarded, to make sure that they were in today’s language what you would call 

politically correct.  That there was no, there’s nothing in the title that could be 

construed by anybody as being anything but good hard science. And so those 

kinds of things. There was also the beginning of the view, the press began to look 

more at NSF. And this was in the late 70’s and it was a political atmosphere.  

What has happened since then of course is that the foundation, well let me go 

back and say that the guy that I worked for got, chaired a committee that was 

looking at something that was called “Man in the Arctic” program.  And there 

was also a series and education part of NSF that was called “_________, Course 
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of Action” and one of the tapes, the videos that they put together was very, very 

controversial. Because first of all it showed an Eskimo eating the eye out of a seal 

or something like that. And that caused a great flurry about this and the other one 

was that it suggested that the Eskimos were not entirely monogamous and that 

there may be shared wives and this sort of thing. And conservative were raising 

cane about that. And Bob Hughes, who was the head of my Director, chaired a 

committee and doing investigation of this for Congress. And it was just a political 

atmosphere that was not too comfortable. As I watched the National Science 

Foundation evolve, it still is a relatively small agency, even though it’s budget has 

grown.  But it had become more and more isolated I believe from the scientific 

community. And I’ll say a bit more about this when I talk about the Polar 

Research Board. But the interaction between the National Academy of Sciences 

and NSF from my view, NSF calls upon the National Academy Sciences when 

it’s helpful to NSF.   Otherwise, they’d just as soon go no about their own way.  

With regard to the overall operation, of course as any agency as it grows and the 

budget gets larger, the oversight, more people looking at and asking about what’s 

going on. And so I think the leadership of NSF over the years has been good.  

There have been some very excellent directors and there’s been some very 

excellent people in the management, head and directors and that sort of thing. But 

in some cases people have stayed too long. One of the real problems in 

government is that they are comfortable jobs. And so if you look at many 

government agencies, they start out with bright young people and they get a real 

flare on the horizon. And you’ve got the same people 30 years later. And they 
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aren’t hired, they aren’t making a big flare on the horizon anymore because 

they’re old and tired. And to have somebody, for example, as a director of, 

assistant director at NSF for eight or ten years, I think it’s just wrong. You need to 

bring in new good people, new good ideas. Program managers need to rotate and 

quite honestly, if you look at a very large percentage of people in program 

directors jobs, permanent kinds of jobs, they are guys who did not get tenure at 

their university.  Now that may be wrong.  But I think it’s a fact and some of these 

people are very good.  But the fact of the matter is they did not get tenure at the 

University.  And so there they are.  It’s difficult. Where are we now with regard to 

NSF?  I think they’ve got a new director and Rita is an experienced science 

administrator, coming from the University. She’s a fun person and I wish her the 

best. I hope things go well.  But she’s got some problems in terms of this whole 

business of changing of the guard.  You’ve got to turn those people over. And it’s 

very, very difficult when you have folks, the rotators. They turn over 

automatically. It’s what I call the inner circle of the administrators within the 

Foundation that don’t change, that are in my view overtime becomes not a 

problem, but certainly they inhibit some of the innovation that NSF used to be 

known for and could well be known for now if you could somehow get out the 

momentum and change things somehow. 

Q. Professor Rutford, I would like to turn our attention now to the Polar Research 

Board of the National Research Council.  You’ve been involved for a long period 

of time. I’d like you to discuss your involvement and focus on the issues that have 
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been developed by the Polar Research Board, especially in the period in which 

you were chair from 1991 to 1994. 

A. Okay. Well, as you know the Polar Research Board is a group which is appointed 

by the National Research Council or actually by the National Academy of 

Sciences, the National Research Council kind of being their operating arm. And in 

one way or another, I have been involved almost continuously except for the time, 

on some committee or board of the Polar Research Board, except during the time 

when I was director of the ______ Polar Program. And then of course I had a 

major interaction with the Polar Research Board because we were involved in a 

number of studies that were funded by NSF to the NRC and the Polar Research 

Board. And so what does the Polar Research Board do?  Well, traditionally they 

have provided advice to the government. Not just to NSF but to the government, 

NOAH, geological survey, EPA and so on. And as you know theoretically a non-

political body and people are appointed and you make a declaration of your 

involvement with activities and the idea is that you maintain a balanced 

membership on the Board or any of the NRC committees. So essentially the 

prejudices or whatever you want to call it, balance each other out.  And during my 

involvement in the 60’s, 70’s and early part of the 80’s, the Polar Research Board 

was a really viable active group. It was supported well by the National Science 

Foundation and was a major contributor through the National Academy of 

Sciences, but also considerable support from other federal offices like NOAH and 

Geological Survey, Coastguard and so on. Department of Energy, particularly 

with their interest in Alaska. And we provided advice. And when you had a full 
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Research Board Meeting, there were a lot of people there. In addition to the 

members of the Polar Research Board, you had representatives from all the 

agencies and sometimes multiple attendees from the agencies.   NSF was always 

there. The Director of the Office of Polar Programs and the staff people and 

program managers.  So you might have six or eight or ten NSF people there and 

then a lot of other, the Navy people and Coastguard and so on. The other funding 

agencies. And the meetings were long. There were presentations made, sometimes 

by the agencies in terms of their interest in polar regions. And remember now the 

PRB deals with both the Arctic and he Antarctic.   And sometimes there were 

kind of mini workshops or mini seminars of discussions of the Ross Ice Shelf 

Project, discussions of big activities.  And at the same time, there was a continued 

series of publications that the Polar Research Board put out dealing with science 

in the polar regions. And I’m sure that you’ve seen copies of some of those 

publications. But they dealt with the whole realm of the state of the art.  The state 

of science.  And then suggested things that needed to be done in the future.  And 

so the Board at that time consisted of a permanent staff of certainly an executive 

director and one or two other professionals, in addition to some secretarial help. 

Well, what has happened see in the last fifteen years, is that the level of support 

from the National Science Foundation has either remained constant or has 

decreased and with the advent of Peter Wilkness as the Director of the Office of 

Polar Programs, it became an annual begging event for the National Academy of 

Sciences to get money for the Polar Research Board. Because the basic attitude 

was “We don’t need their advice.” And to a certain extent that attitude continues 
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today with the current chief scientist, Dennis Peacock.  And so I can remember 

going into Peter Wilkness’ office and literally begging to get money so that we 

could send people to SCAR meetings.  And it was just very, very difficult. 

Q. If I could interrupt for a second, what kinds of support did the agencies provide in 

the past the Polar Research Board? 

A. In terms of dollar amount? 

Q. No, in terms of the kinds of things they funded. Travel, etc. 

A. Basically a single proposal was put together to deal with salaries for the staff at 

the NRC, travel to meetings, and then special studies were supported. So that if 

you did, for example, like we did this in the 60’s. We did this volume titled “Polar 

Research” and so there were umpteen study groups, each one of these chapters 

was done by a separate committee. And so the funding was there for them to 

travel to meet to work on their chapters and that sort of business. And I should be 

able to pick this off the top of my head, but I can’t.  But I suspect that in those 

days in the 70’s and late 60’s the PRB was funded at a quarter of a million dollars.  

And it probably is funded at less than that today.  So that there is a part-time 

executive director in Washington, there’s no permanent fulltime staff people 

there, and basically it’s almost _________.  Because this notion that we don’t 

need advice, we know what we’re doing, is pervasive, at least in that part of the 

foundation. And the other agencies of course have reduced their activities in the 

polar region. The Department of Energy is probably doing practically nothing 

now in Alaska.  And with Senator Stevens sitting in the chair in the senate, at the 

Senate Finance Committee, the University of Alaska is getting their pork barrels 
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stuffed pretty steady. So the funding from the other agencies has dropped down 

considerably as well. So, what was the major issue when I was chairman? Trying 

to reestablish the relationship between the Academy and the Polar Research 

Board and NSF and the other agencies. And I would go into Washington and I 

would personally go around and visit the agencies. Something that hadn’t been 

done before.  Well it had been done partially but it was kind of a, you know, you 

went to see someone at the USGS and they said “Oh yea, we’ll put that in.” And 

eventually it appeared.  But it became a really, really hard sell.  And it still is.  

When I left as Chairman of the PRB, I stayed as an ad hoc member because of the 

U.S. delegate to SCAR. And they are an ex officio rather than ad hoc member of 

the Polar Research Board. And you know, the budget is to tight now, that they 

practically discouraged me from attending.  If I attend, I pay my own way.  And it 

just is, I’ve encouraged the alternate at the U.S. delegate, Chuck Kinnycutt down 

at Texas A&M, he went last fall. I didn’t go.  That’s a poor way to run a railroad.   

Q. If I could ask you a question. Earlier you said that you worried about an excess 

longevity in the core of leadership of NSF.  Do you think that might be related to 

the lack of interest in funding? You said that earlier that they seemed to have an 

attitude that they didn’t the Polar Research Board. 

A. Yes.  That’s true. That is the sense I think if you were to talk to any of the people 

that have been the chairman of the PRB for the last ten or twelve years, you’d get 

the same response. Charlie Bentley, Gunther Weller, David Clark, and who just 

stepped down? Donald Moyniham from USC.  The sense that “Well, we realize 

that we can’t cut you off completely cause it wouldn’t look good, but we’re not 
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going to give you without money so that you can be active enough to cause us any 

problems, by giving us advice that we don’t want.”  That’s kind of the attitude 

that one gets. And so the membership of the Polar Research Board has been 

decreased so that it’s now I think maybe twelve members or fourteen members 

when it used to be twenty.  Some of the disciplines are not covered at all anymore 

on the membership. It used to be divided about 50/50 between Arctic people and 

Antarctic people.  And it’s just a very, very different sort of Board than it has 

been in the past.  Maybe that’s okay. Maybe that’s the way it should be. And 

maybe NSF is getting the advice it wants from its own internal advisory, 

disciplinary advisory board.  But as I mentioned before, if you talk to people who 

have chaired those advisory boards, you get the sense well “We tell them what 

they want to hear because after all they are funding us” and nobody wants to rock 

the boat. It’s not the independent kind of advice and interaction that was, that 

made the relationship so good in the 70’s and 80’s, early part of the 80’s.  It’s just 

a different sort of a relationship. And then I guess I would have to comment that 

the National Research Council didn’t do themselves any great honors by the way 

they handled one of the executive people that they had appointed to a job. They 

just kind of bounced aside and left the PRB essentially without leadership within 

the Academy for a while. Within the Research Council for a while. So there’s 

blood on the hands on both sides. But it’s been something which has been very, 

very discouraging for me. And part of that of course is that I’ve been on both 

sides of the fence.  I was the Director of the Division of Polar Programs and we 

used to have heated discussions between our staff and Polar Research Board on 
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some issues. They’d be asking us “Whey aren’t you doing such and such?”  And 

we’d say “Well, this is why we aren’t” and there would be a really good 

exchange.  That doesn’t happen anymore.  If you go to a PRB meeting today, you 

know there may be eight or ten people hangers on who are interested in the 

Antarctic and it’s just a different situation.  And it’s discouraging. 

Q. Professor Rutford, you’ve identified some significant concerns with the Polar 

Research Board and its relationships, especially with the National Science 

Foundation. What do you think might be done, what do you think continues to 

cause these problems or this deterioration of relationship and can you speculate on 

what might be done to restrengthen the relationship? 

A. Well I think in our discussions we’ve touched on this matter of long term, long 

tenured people in NSF without big turnover.  So if in fact you get somebody in a 

position within the National Science Foundation who views the Polar Research 

Board as unnecessary and that person is in the mainstream, then you’ve got a real 

problem.  And I think that’s part of the problem today. The second one is that the 

Polar Research Board must submit an annual in the budget cycle, submit 

proposals to NSF asking them for money to support the office at the Academy, 

the National Research Council, and to support the participation in the scientific 

committee on Antarctic research, etc.  And they send the proposals out to 

scientists and the proposal which is submitted by the Polar Research Board isn’t 

science.  It’s science policy.  They are science policy issues and that’s what the 

Polar Research Board does. And that’s what primarily all of the National 

Academy of Science committees do is they deal not in science itself, but they 
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comment on science, they suggest science policy issues.  And so if you are a hard 

working geologist or biologist or whatever, and you just had your request for 

funding cut down and then somebody asks you to review this proposal for the 

Polar Research Board, well you can imagine the reaction. What do you mean?  I 

didn’t give my money and this group is a bunch of people who sit around and 

comment on they don’t do science.  And so it just is a strange thing. And I believe 

if they sent those proposals to science policy people, the reaction would be very 

much different, so that they couldn’t come back and say “Well they’ve got lousy 

reviews.” And if it did get lousy reviews from science policy people, then it 

would have some meaning. But when it gets a lousy review from a young 

geologist who says this is a bunch of hogwash with no suggestions or no positive 

criticism, it doesn’t help the PRB at all. And so the question of what do you do 

with the PRB? Is the model wrong?  It’s a good question. And it’s one we’ve 

asked ourselves and we’ve tried to look at that.  But again, it’s difficult to get 

people together to do that kind of a self study if you don’t have any funding. And 

it’s not something that I think that has been discussed informally. And when I say 

NSF, they’re the single largest funder.  But they also, the other agencies passed 

their money through NSF to the Academy. So they are kind of a collector.  And 

they are the lead agency. So basically when I’m castigating NSF, I’m including 

all of the other agencies for their lack of interest or lack of assertiveness, as well 

as NSF. You know SCAR is undergoing a self study right now. The life of SCAR 

is just about the same as the PRB. They’re both outgrowths of the International 

Geophysical ______. And at the last meeting of SCAR, the SCAR delegates in 
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Chile, it was decided that we would do a look at ourselves. And we’re doing a 

look at ourselves. And maybe that’s what the PRB needs to do.  But it takes some 

funding to get people together and that sort of thing.  You can’t do it all by 

electronic mail and that sort of thing. 

Q. Professor Rutford, in looking at the history of the models for damaging science in 

Antarctica, there was a decision made back in the early 70’s at a Dartmouth 

meeting, that there would be no national institute, single national institute for 

science in Antarctica. Instead, we have cooperation between multiple universities 

and government agencies. Can you take a step back in time and evaluate that 

decision that led to that model. Was it a good decision? How has science 

benefited and not benefited from the model? 

A. Actually the Dartmouth report was earlier than that. But basically following the 

IGY, the question was what are you going to have? Are you going to have an 

Institute of Polar Studies or whatever you call it as a federal agency under 

somebody with its own employees? Or where you going to do the ______ model 

where you had a small permanent staff as administrators and the work was done 

by the universities. The decision was made at that meeting and then reaffirmed by 

the second report that this was the model. And so the research activities in the 

Antarctic have largely been carried out by university, by academics, by university 

people. That means that you had graduate students involved, young people 

involved, and have continually factored in new blood. If you think of some of the 

people who went to the Antarctic, say in the late 50’s, early 60’s, and then pretty 

soon there are students begin to become grantees. And so you have continually 
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brought in new blood. Contrast that for example with a similar kind of agency. 

Say the Cold Regions Research and Engineering Laboratory of the Core of 

Engineers. And there you have permanent government employees, permanent 

brick and mortar facility in Hanover, New Hampshire and one that has been 

continually, they’ve done good work, but it’s been continually plagued by this 

long term employees. How do you get new blood in? The guy has been working 

for us for 30 years.  It’s time we’ve rotated that person and got somebody new.  

But you can’t with the agency rules.  And so I think that certainly from the 

standpoint of science, maybe not efficiency, but from the standpoint of science, 

the manner in which the U.S. decided to run the program is the envy of 

everybody. And as I mentioned now, even now we see some of the agencies like 

the British Antarctic Survey, shipping more and more towards proposals from 

outside scientists. In other words, from scientists outside the British Antarctic 

Survey, to conduct research in the Antarctic as opposed to their own employees. 

They still have and looking at least from the outside. It’s looking more and more 

like a U.S. NSF operation with fewer fulltime employees with the British 

Antarctic Survey and more work done by grantees from the university. So I 

personally think it was a good decision. Now on the other hand, one can look at 

the history of what has happened and in fact you had polar centers developed. 

When I was the Director of the Division of Polar Programs, Ohio State University 

was receiving from the geosciences, receiving something like 75% of the total 

funding from the geoscience branch. Because you had that big group of people at 

Ohio State. The University of Washington was receiving big chunks of money for 
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working in the Arctic. So there were kind of mini centers that sprung up. But 

there always the flexibility. People came and went and it wasn’t cast in concrete 

the way it would have been if you would have said okay we’re going to start this 

thing and we’re going to build a building someplace and hire a staff and those 

people are going to do the science. So I think it was a good decision. 

Q. Professor Rutford, I’d like to turn our attention now to the Scientific Committee 

on Antarctic Research (SCAR). You’ve been active with that international body 

for a long period of time. Can you discuss when your participation began and 

what prompted it? 

A. Well, I first attended a SCAR meeting or a SCAR sponsored activity when the 

symposium or SCAR symposium on geology and geophysics was held in Oslo, 

Norway in 1970.  And that preceded the SCAR meeting and so I met some of the 

SCAR delegates during the course of that symposium. And then in 1972, the Ross 

Ice Shelf Project was involved and there was a workshop on the Ross Ice Shelf 

Project held in conjunction with the SCAR meeting in Australia and so I was 

there again. Not as an official member of SCAR or of one of the SCAR working 

groups, but as a participant because basically we had asked the scientific 

committee on Antarctic Research to help us put together the kind of research that 

they thought should be done. And since you had all of those people from all over 

the world and representing all of the disciplines, we did a full day or day and a 

half of kind of a workshop in Melbourn at the University before going up to 

Canbara for the regular SCAR meeting. So I have attended every single SCAR 

meeting since 1970, in wearing one hat or another. I was involved with the Ross 
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Ice Shelf Project as the Director of the Division of Polar Programs, serving as an 

advisor to the U.S. delegate. Then as the alternate delegate in the 80’s and then 

appointed as the U.S. delegate in 1986. And so I served as U.S. delegate I guess 

for the last 14 years I guess. And then was elected as the vice president in 

Cambridge and then elected president in Conceptione two years ago, or a year and 

a half ago.  And that’s a four year term and so I’m about halfway through this 

summer in July, and then will serve two more years, and then I will resign or will 

be replaced as the U.S. delegate. But I will still be a member of SCAR as the past 

president. I’ll be available but according to SCAR constitution, a past president 

stays on the executive board for another four years.  I don’t know if I’ll still be 

alive then.  So that’s kind of the historical background of my involvement with 

SCAR. 

Q. Okay.  Professor Rutford, you’ve seen SCAR for a long period of time. Can you 

give us for the tape an overview of the strengths, weaknesses and problems that 

SCAR has faced and faces? 

A. Well as I mentioned before, SCAR is an outgrowth of the International 

Committee on Antarctica that was involved in the International Geophysical Year.  

And following the completion of that, the decision was made that this committee 

would continue under ICSO, the International Council of Scientific Unions.  Now 

called the International Scientific Committee.  And so SCAR is a part of ICSU. 

We are created and blessed by ICSU. And I don’t know if you understand what 

that means.  For example, funding for travel meetings and stuff, normally in the 

U.S. if you want to get funding to go to a meeting which is not blessed by ICSU, 
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the _____ will say no.  In the old days. I don’t know if that’s still true.  So ICSU 

is a huge umbrella and everybody wants to be a member of ICSU.   

Q. Okay. ICSU stands for … 

A. International Council of Scientific Unions and they’ve just changed their name to 

the International Scientific Councils but they have kept the old acronym, ISCU.  

And so there were twelve nations involved in the Antarctic in the IGY and so 

SCAR as a scientific advisory committee, had twelve members and it had the 

same guys who had been working together during the International Geophysical 

Year.  And you had this kind of a club. It was a nice quiet group and they would 

get together and talk about things that needed to be done. Okay, all of a sudden, 

the membership goes from 12 to 14 to 16 to 18 to 20 and up to 26 I think was the 

maximum number. But the modis operandi remained exactly the same.  Then 

instead of just having delegates at the meeting, they appointed alternate delegates. 

So now when SCAR met, instead of having 25 people sitting at the table, you had 

50 people sitting at the table.  But the modis operandi remaining the same, with 

the same limited staff support and so on.  Then you also have to understand how 

the SCAR working groups are appointed.  So we talked about the growth and the 

size of the national membership of SCAR.  And then the fact that they increased, 

that they went from a single delegate to a delegate plus an alternate. The rationale 

for that was to broaden the available people who might serve as officers of SCAR. 

Because the alternate delegates could be elected as officers of SCAR. And in 

cases of countries where you had a very, very senior person who maybe served as 

the president of SCAR in the past and therefore was not eligible to serve again, 



 36

when the group grew smaller this became a real problem. And that’s why the 

alternate delegates were brought in.  But staffing, when I first knew SCAR, the 

staff consisted of a half time person, George Hammond, who was an employee of 

the royal society in the UK and he staffed not only the scientific committee for 

Antarctic research, but I believe it was SCOR, the Scientific Committee for Ocean 

Research, but I may be wrong. But he was split between two international 

committees.  And some secretarial help. And what we have today is a fulltime 

person and a fulltime secretarial staff person. And the group is now very much 

larger with countries involved who are new members and therefore require a great 

deal more attention.  And so it’s a major, just keeping the organization up and 

running. And of course with the advent of websites and e-mail and all this stuff, 

people say well you can do your business so much faster. Well to put something 

up on a website, you’ve got to have and to maintain a legitimate website, you’ve 

got to have somebody who has some skills and basically that’s their job.  And we 

try to keep the website up but it consumes a lot of time and e-mail is fine as long 

as people respond. But if I send you an e-mail message and you don’t’ send me 

one back, I don’t care how fast it is for me to get it, if you don’t respond nothing 

happens. 

Q. Can you give us a little more detail about the business functions of SCAR that 

necessitate or seen to require a larger staff? 

A. Well, the members of SCAR pay dues and the annual budget of SCAR is 

something like three hundred thousand dollars plus or minus.  And then since we 

are an ICSU member, you have to report to ICSU.  We have to report to everyone 
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of the national committees, so that’s 26, a report that goes to 26 countries.  We 

have eight working groups and basically Peter Clarkson staffs them for whatever 

they need, and then we have a three or four groups of specialists. And I’ll come 

back to those because there is a significant difference between those two. Every 

time they meet Peter tries to go and provide staffing for the groups of specialists. 

He does all the accounting for them because we pay their travel.  And then every 

year we have an annual meeting, every other year we have a meeting of the 

delegates.  It will be in Tokyo this year.  And then in the off year we have a 

meeting of the SCAR executives. So just the administrative business keeps 

somebody very busy. And the SCAR secretariat is in Cambridge. The SCAR 

president is in Dallas, Texas.  One vice president is in Wellington, New Zealand. 

One is in Strasberg, one is in Santiago, Chile, and one is in South Africa.  And 

we’re the executive committee. We’re supposed to keep the wheels on.  And I 

don’t know how they did it before e-mail. I have no idea how they did it. And 

even with e-mail, as I said, if people don’t respond, it doesn’t make any difference 

how fast the communication system is. And so I find myself now as SCAR 

president in a mode in which I will send a message and say “If I don’t hear from 

you within ten days, I will assume that you support this recommendation.”  And 

so my ability to administer is kind of based on that kind of activity.   

But let me just comment about the SCAR working groups. We have eight 

disciplinary SCAR working groups. Geology, ________, Geophysics, 

Atmospheric Physics, Human Biology and Medicine, Biology. Who have I 

missed? Upper Atmosphere or Physics and Chemistry, the Atmosphere. Did I say 
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Geology? Whatever. There were eight.  And the membership of those working 

groups are by nation.  In other words, every member nation can appoint a member 

of each one of the working groups. So with 20, now I think 24 members of 

SCAR, and eight working groups, you can multiply that out and see what the 

logistics are.  So that each nation theoretically can have eight people or each 

working group would have 24 members and there were eight of them and that 

comes out to be 200 and some people. Roughly 200 people. So the logistics of 

holding a SCAR meeting are not simple.  And then you put on that the groups, 

and so when those people and the working groups meet, the expenses, the costs of 

the people attending are paid for by their own country. In addition, we have 

something called a group of specialists.  There was a group of specialist put 

together for example  for the Ross Ice Shelf Project.  And it had members from 

people … and the groups of specialists are, they are not continuing, they were 

term and most of them last five or six years. I think the longest has been about ten 

years. They are appointed by the SCAR executive and the expenses for them are 

covered by SCAR itself. The members are appointed not by nation but for 

expertise and they may come, there may be more than one from any given 

country. And there may be members that are not from countries that are members 

of SCAR.  So that with the Ross Ice Shelf Project, we had members from Canada 

at the time when Canada was not a member of SCAR.  But they had the expertise 

of drilling in the Arctic.  So at any SCAR meeting you’re going to have between, 

at a minimum about 350 people. And so the country who hosts this, you know, it 

becomes an interesting financial burden on the country that hosts it.  People have 
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suggested that we charge some sort of a fee or something. But that hasn’t been 

done. So the meeting will be held this year in Tokyo.  And in two years from now, 

it will be held someplace in China. We don’t know yet but they have volunteered 

to host it and their invitation has been accepted. 

Q. So the meetings are funded, the funding is blended, the host country provides 

some, the … 

A. Basically all.  The secretary of staff goes there and staffs the meeting.  But they 

can’t do it alone. And so the host country provides two or three  people to work 

under the executive secretary of SCAR. And this is not always the easiest thing 

because of the language problems. But Peter Clarkson who is the current 

executive secretary, does a very good job. And is able to get along with people. 

But you can imagine. He comes and he brings his person from Cambridge. And so 

you have two English speaking people in Conceptione, Chile and you’ve got four 

people whose primary language is Spanish.  And I keep thinking of this little 

about why is it so difficult to learn English. And then it lists all these kinds of 

things where you lead me to the lead mine and things like that. And so it’s 

difficult. And of course the entire business of SCAR is conducted in English.  

And so sitting at that table at any given time, you have half the people for whom 

English is not their native language. And if you’ve ever been in one of these big 

international meetings, English speakers think, they talk like they’re talking to the 

English, to the English speaker. And the delegate from Argentina consistently 

says to me, “Roberto, speak slowly.” So this is a continual problem. And it’s 

probably one of the weaknesses of SCAR; that we’ve never … the language of 
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SCAR has always been English. There have never been translators.  Some of the 

countries bring their own interpreters, not translators, interpreters. So sitting at the 

table you have say a Russian or somebody from Japan or whatever foreign 

country, doesn’t make any difference. And you’ll have an interpreter there with 

them hearing English and speaking into the guy’s ear. That is less common now 

than it was ten or fifteen years ago. Because as you know, English has become 

more and more the international language.  But still you get an Aussie speaking 

Australian and I can’t understand what he’s saying half the time. Because we 

don’t speak the same kind of English.  It’s interesting. 

Q. If I can interject here, speaking and writing is a different problem. So how do you 

deal with your colleagues when the form of communication is e-mail? 

A. Most of them … it’s much easier for them if it’s written than it is spoken. Because 

if it’s written they’ve got hard copy by e-mail, they’ve got hard copy. And if they 

don’t understand what it says, there’s usually somebody in the institute or visiting 

professor that they can go to and say “Here, what does this mean” Whereas we 

tend to forget how many colloquial terms that we use.  And my son was just here.  

Well where I grew up, when you drank a carbonated drink you had a bottle of 

pop. Well he’s lived in Tucson long enough now that when I said “Do you want a 

bottle of pop,” he didn’t know what I was talking about.  It’s soda.  And it’s soda 

here in Dallas.  It’s really Coke here in Dallas.  What kind of Coke would you 

like?  Orange or Pepsi or whatever. And we tend to forget how many terms that 

we use that people from other parts of the world have never heard and yet we use 

them routinely.  So the language problem, it’s not only in SCAR, it’s the same 
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problem in the __________ and everyplace else.  Although even there where they 

have translators. Interpreters and translators.  We still run into the same problem, 

the translators can’t translate the colloquial terms and things, get the right 

meaning.  Well we just finished with SCAR. And SCAR is in the midst of being 

chaired by Bill Smith.  Bill was the Executive Director of the National Academy 

of Sciences under Frank Press for Frank’s entire career. Bill was a member of the 

ITY, so he knows something about Antarctica. He was Assistant Director, Deputy 

Director of the Office of Polar Programs in the 60’s and into the early 70’s. 

Q. Is this funding for the, you say it’s an internal review of SCAR.  Who’s funding 

the internal review? 

A. SCAR. We collected money from, I mean the member nations obviously, but the 

funding is through SCAR.  And the committee consists of SCAR people, but from 

a very wide variety of backgrounds. Some old, some new, one current vice 

president of SCAR, the fellow from South Africa who is chairman of the 

scientific committee for CAMLR, which is one of the Treaty organizations. 

That’s the Convention for the Conversation of Antarctic Marine Living 

Resources. And so he represents a different view. And then we having somebody 

from COMNAP, the Committee of Managers of National Antarctic Programs.   

He’s an outsider.  So it’s not, the main people are SCAR people but there are also 

some “independents” on the review committee. And they have now met twice and 

their report is due at the end of March. They are doing a lot of their business by e-

mail.   
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Q. In addition to the internal problems, internal organizational problems within 

SCAR, would you also please discuss the external forces that impinge upon 

SCAR. Such issues of nationalism, economic exploitation and other matters that 

confront SCAR. 

A. Okay.  You know SCAR was the only international committee dealing with 

Antarctic issues until the late 1970’s. You had a parallel organization called the 

Antarctic Treaty System that dealt with international matters and which called 

upon SCAR for scientific advice. And more and more that interconnection 

between the Treaty and SCAR has grown.  Okay. In the late 1970’s, the 

Convention for the Conservation of Marine Antarctic Living Resources went into 

effect. And it’s an international organization of the Antarctic Treaty nations and it 

deals with the management of the living resources, primarily fish and squid and 

that sort of business, around Antarctica.  It’s funded with a very nice staff. The 

people who work there are paid United Nations wages. And I don’t know if you 

know about United Nations wages, but they’re based upon payment for people in 

New York City.  And headquarters for the CAMLR group is in Obar, Tasmania.  

So they have a very nice living.  And they have  a scientific committee. As you 

might expect, many of the people who are appointed to the scientific committee 

for CAMLR are the same people who represent that country, say on the  working 

group in biology in SCAR. So there’s a lot of exchange back and forth. But now 

you’ve got a third player in the game. You have the SCAR and now you have 

CAMLR and the Treaty.  In the mid-1980’s SCAR had a working group called 

the Working Group on Logistics.  As the membership of SCAR grew, and as the 
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complexity of operations, logistic operations in Antarctica grew, and as the 

changes in attitude and people who were running Antarctic programs came into 

play, there was a big move in the mid-80’s to do away with the Working Group 

on Logistics.  And for the managers, the people who actually ran the Antarctic 

programs, to form their own group. And so the Committee of Managers of 

National Antarctic Programs.  COMNAP came into existence in 1986.  And this 

was a really, really, from 84-86 or 87 or 88, there was really, really tension 

between SCAR and COMNAP, primarily based upon personalities, not on 

substance.   It was on people.  Because the people who led the insurrection or 

whatever you want to call it, you know said “We don’t need SCAR.” It was this 

attitude that “Well we don’t need this advice from this group.  We’ll run it.” Okay 

so, COMNAP comes into existence and the parting of the withdrawal of 

COMNAP into a separate activity was interesting, but it was, the leaders of that 

group were very, very critical of SCAR and basically said SCAR was 

unnecessary. I think I said that before. But on the other hand, here sits SCAR. I 

mean look at this, SCAR gets its funding from national committees and so in the 

U.S. SCAR gets its funding from the Polar Research Board, which gets its 

funding through the National Academy from NSF. Now who’s NSF?  The 

member of the Committee of the Managers of National Antarctic Programs.  So in 

essence you’ve got this independent group now who financially SCAR is totally 

dependent upon. So it’s a crazy system. And so for the first years, it was a really, 

really frigid relationship between SCAR and COMNAP. Al Fowler, when he left 

the Office of Polar Programs, became the Executive Director of COMNAP.  And 
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he immediately established the communication with the Executive Director of 

SCAR. So at least staff people were talking with one another. And over the years, 

the SCAR executive meets at the same time as COMNAP group every other year 

and this COMNAP meets with SCAR when the whole SCAR thing meets. So 

every year there is a meeting that involves both COMNAP and SCAR someplace 

in the world.   

Q. Let me ask a question. Why was there such hostility from COMNAP? Maybe I’m 

asking the wrong person. Why was there such hostility from COMNAP to SCAR? 

A. Because the particular group who the people who really led this breakaway, saw 

SCAR as an unnecessary. They never understood. SCAR does not do science.  

SCAR recommends, again it’s like the Polar Research Board.  It’s a science 

policy group. And SCAR at one time dipped its oar in the water a little too deep.  

In something called biomass, in which SCAR actually established a fund that 

people could donate to to help support this activity, which had never been done 

before. It was outside of SCAR and it caused some hard feelings, especially in the 

U.S. That’s a whole other story. But at any rate, Peter Wilkness saw SCAR as a 

meddler. We don’t need you, this international group telling the U.S. how to do 

their business. That was basically the attitude.  And he had a friend in Australia 

who supported him and they basically led the breakaway and Jim Zumberg, he 

spent two years literally trying to make sure that this was done in an amiable 

manner as possible.  And so when the breakaway did occur, at least there was no 

shooting and there was a tie, in other words a charter for COMNAP, indicates that 

it is affiliated with SCAR. That’s not the correct word.  And now we do a lot of 
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things together. SCAR isn’t in the logistics business. That’s the COMNAP. But 

SCAR is in the science business. And for the smaller countries and for countries 

who don’t have a long experience in Antarctica, COMNAP is very useful for 

them because they can help them with logistics. And not only with joint logistical 

operations, but to help them to develop their own. And not make mistakes.  And 

the same with science.  These countries, many countries see SCAR as an essential 

element of their international activities and of their role in Antarctica. That is not 

the case for some of the longer term people. And so the tension between 

COMNAP as the operators as SCAR as the science policy group, it’s natural. It 

ain’t going to go away.  And so we’re now, there’s still some tension, but we’re at 

least on the same page. Whereas for a while, it was terrible. 

Q. COMNAP has become an external force upon SCAR.  There are also external 

forces that impact the decisions and performance of SCAR.  Can you comment on 

those please? 

A. Well, yea. SCAR of course is made up of member nations and therefore 

represents a broad spectrum of geographic localities.  And because English is the 

single language of SCAR, you have a tendency for there, where you have five or 

six countries in the organization that speak the same language, you tend to have 

kind of coalition. And so within SCAR there are kind of subgroups, like the South 

American countries. All but one Spanish speaking.  And so they kind of have a 

little group of their own. And then in the southern hemisphere you have a number 

of English speaking countries – Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, India. 



 46

Q. Let me interrupt. When you were saying subgroups, are you referring to informal 

groups? 

A. Very informal.  Very informal.  No, well actually in South America, because of 

the proximity of their stations to one another, it’s a little bit more formal than that, 

but the formal organization has nothing to do with SCAR.  But there is a group of 

South American Antarctic groups that get together once a year I think.  Informal. 

So there’s always a concern when you appoint a committee or something that it’s 

balanced. By balance it means that you have northern hemisphere, southern 

hemisphere representation, that you have English and Spanish speaking speakers, 

well represented, and then you maybe have the European Union countries 

represented in the Soviet Union, Russia. And so there’s always that balance that 

one must be sensitive to. How much has that influenced the conduct of SCAR?  In 

the end, probably very little. Because you’ve got good expertise from all these 

countries. And so you’re not appointing a bunch of hackers. You’re appointing 

people who have good, solid Antarctic experience, many of them trained in 

universities outside of their own countries. So they have had some exposure to 

international organizations to begin with.  But nevertheless, if you look at for 

example the presidency of SCAR, over the past twenty years, you will see that 

that’s evolved into a southern hemisphere, northern hemisphere, southern 

hemisphere, northern hemisphere, southern hemisphere Spanish speaker, northern 

hemisphere English speaker, southern hemisphere, English speaker, northern 

hemisphere, some other language speaker. So there is that, I guess I would say it’s 

an unwritten … I will probably be replaced by somebody from the southern 
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hemisphere and probably by an English speaker.  And that’s just something that’s 

kind of evolved.    There’s certainly nothing in the constitution, there’s nothing in 

the rules of procedure.  That has just more or less evolved over the past couple 

decades. So there are those national and international influences.  The business 

about economic exploitation of Antarctica is primarily now a Treaty issue, of 

which SCAR is called upon for advice. As you know, during the 1980’s the 

Treaty meetings, the Treaty nations developed something at another convention 

for the, I can’t even remember the name of it, but it dealt with the mineral 

exploitation in Antarctica. That was approved by the Treaty countries themselves 

at a Treaty meeting.  And then they were advised that a couple of countries 

weren’t going to sign it. And so they scraped it and they started again and they 

now have the so-called protocol. Environmental protocol attached to the Antarctic 

Treaty.  And that is the place in the Treaty where all the discussion about 

economic exploitation take place.  And that’s it. SCAR is an advisor, COMNAP 

is an advisor, the CAMLR, the Antarctic Living Resource people serve as 

advisors to the Treaty.  There are some independents like Green Peace and some 

of the environmental groups that may show up at the Treaty meetings. But SCAR, 

the only activity that SCAR has to do now with the mineral exploitation is 

through the Treaty. That’s not the case in the 1970’s and early 1980’s.  SCAR 

produced at least two documents dealing with the whole issue of mineral 

exploitation in Antarctica. And those documents are available. They were done by 

groups of specialists.  Jim Zumberg chaired the first one; I chaired the second one. 

And there are documents that were very good at their time. Looking back on 
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them, I haven’t read one of them recently, but it would be interesting to see how 

right we were.  

Q. This invites a follow-up question.  Is there a reason, can you discuss why this is 

sort of taken out of the realm of SCAR. 

A. Well because it’s a political issue.  It’s not a science policy issue.  The whole 

mineral exploitation business is intergovernmental and SCAR is not a 

governmental activity. 

Q. It represents science. 

A. It represents science and so it was a natural, SCAR was asked to do this by the 

Treaty; SCAR did the reports and now you see in the Treaty under the protocol, 

there’s something which is called the Committee for Environmental Protection. 

And when you ask about external forces on SCAR, there’s another one. A 

Committee on Environmental Protection under the Treaty, which is now the 

“scientific arm of the Treaty” itself. And you go to those meetings and you this 

odd mixture of scientists who are probably representatives of the same guys who 

represent their country at SCAR. Where in the non-governmental are now sitting 

at the table representing their countries in the international political environment 

on the Committee for Environmental Protection.  As an example, the chairman of 

the CEP under the Treaty is Orla Borheim, a graduate of Ohio State University.  

Ph.D. in geology, who is head of the Norsk Polar Institute, was a vice president of 

SCAR at one time and is now chairman of the Committee on Environmental 

Protection under the Treaty. So you have this intermingling. For example, I went 

to Treaty meetings for ten or fifteen years as an advisor to the U.S. State 
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Department. But I was at the last Treaty meeting, sitting at an entirely different 

table as the President of SCAR.  Because SCAR is invited to participate in the 

Treaty meeting by the terms of the protocol.  And when SCAR, COMNAP and 

CMLR are all three mentioned specifically as providing advice to the Treaty, it’s 

not a simple relationship, let me assure you.  You have to continually keep in 

mind that SCAR is not a governmental body and it does not do science. And then 

the question is what the hell does it do? And so it gives advice on matters of 

science but not on the politics. And there’s always a thin line that you’re walking. 

And I have been not only myself, but others have been criticized, on the one hand 

by the politicians for being too conservative in terms of getting involved in the 

politics of science and we've been criticized by the scientists for not being 

conservative enough and dabbling in things that some people see as politics.  It’s 

an interesting … and so some people see that SCAR has essentially sold out. 

We’re not the pristine science policy group that they remember back in the 

1960’s.  Well the issues that were faced in 1960 had nothing to do with the issues 

around the table today.  Environment was a word, did not mean, it didn’t have the 

same meaning as it does today. When you speak about the environment today, 

you’re implying that the something is going wrong with the environment.  When 

you spoke about the environment in 1960, you were talking about the pristine 

environment of Antarctica.  Beautiful place.  Nobody thought when they looked at 

McMurdo and said “Jesus, look at the dump and look at all the stuff they’re 

dumping in McMurdo.”  Well, fifteen years later those kinds of things became 

lawsuits and all kinds of things. So the nice, quiet club of SCAR was shaken a 
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little bit. And so there have been all the discussions about environment protection 

and all that kind of business in SCAR as well as in others.   

Q. Professor Rutford, let me ask you to comment as a scientist and as a leader of 

SCAR, in your interactions with representatives of environmental groups that are 

present at the Treaty meetings. 

A. Well the issue, the relationships and the interactions really began in the late 

1970’s when the issue of mineral resource exploration and exploitation became 

something that you could talk about. As you know, in the Treaty there’s no 

mention of mineral exploitation or exploration under the Treaty.  And so this 

whole business began to boil up in ’74, ’75. There was a special Treaty meeting 

and at the meeting in London in 1977, there was, Martin Holgate chaired a 

subcommittee underneath the Treaty to look at environmental matters. SCAR was 

asked to do this first paper with this group of specialists led by Jim Zumberg.  

And the issue began to heat up.  And the first, because of the necessity of time, 

the first emphasis was put on the Marine Living Resources. In about two or three 

years that convention was put together and a headquarters, staff hired and so on 

and they were operating by the early 1980’s. And then the issue of mineral 

resources was the next one taken on. And with a great, great deal of 

misunderstanding and miscommunication and everything. I’ve been picketed by 

members of the environmental groups in Tokyo and around the world.  And my 

biggest concern during that period was that these people were not stupid. They 

were very bright people, but they brought nothing to the table. They didn’t bring 

any solutions to the table. And when we would meet, they were always the nay 
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sayers and never brought anything constructive to put on the table as a target or as 

their position. And it wasn’t until later in the late 1980’s, that you began to see 

people, things begin to appear in writing, other than just negative, negative, 

negative.  And I mentioned to you that we did a couple of keystone conferences in 

Keystone Colorado, trying to establish a U.S. position on environmental matters 

in Antarctica and got no place because there was no give.  The environmental 

people at that time, and I’m sure they thought the same thing about us, but at 

least, I always felt that we tried, from a scientific and from a … I was not a 

member, I was a university president.  I wasn’t involved in the Antarctic except as 

a scientist and a U.S. SCAR delegate. I wasn’t representing anybody but myself 

really.  I was invited there. The State Department had foreign offices there were 

other federal agency people there.  But it was just nothing, there was nothing put 

no the table by the group. And I will say this: that it’s interesting because the 

environmental group has always supported science. They have never been 

negative to science in the Antarctic.  They’ve been negative to the way some of 

the science was done. They’ve been negative to the stations that it takes to 

conduct science or the logistics stream that it takes to support science. But they 

have never been an opponent of science per say. They understand and they have 

never made a big issue out of the fact that anytime that you put your foot down in 

Antarctica, you’re probably the first one that’s ever stepped there and that has 

some part of environmental damage.  One of my concerns has been that you must 

understand that humans are part of the environment. We are not aliens.  Now we 

may be aliens in Antarctica simply because we have not had the expertise to settle 



 52

there until recently.  But certainly, if you apply the same principles, then we 

shouldn’t be in Antarctica, then probably our ancestors shouldn’t have been in 

North America and so on. So it’s not a simple kind of an argument that you can 

make. If you are going to do science in Antarctica, you are going to impact the 

“pristine” environment. Therefore, what you try to do is to minimize the 

environmental impact that science has in the Antarctic. And I think that we have, 

and you try to minimize the impact of the logistics effort. And if one looks at, I 

think the U.S. can be very, very proud of that they’ve done at McMurdo and what 

they’ve done with the field parties. The last time I was in the field in Antarctica, 

the only thing that was not returned out of the field was liquid waste.  Everything 

else came back. Solid waste, human and otherwise, garbage came back out of the 

field. And I thought it will never work. It does.  It works.  And so while I may 

criticize the environmental group, they through their efforts and so on,  political 

and otherwise and so on, have had a major influence on the conduct of affairs in 

Antarctica. Was it a positive influence? Yes.  Because we’re doing things a lot 

better than we used to. And so while I can criticize and moan and groan about the 

way they conducted themselves for a while, I think they have matured and the rest 

of us have matured and we have a reasonable relationship. That certainly was not 

the case ten years ago. 

Q. You said earlier that the environmentalists brought nothing to the table. Can you 

explain that? 

A. Well if you are trying to negotiate some sort of a position paper, you have to 

know what their position is. And so you bring to the table a position paper on an 
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issue and they never brought anything. You’d ask them “What is it that you 

want?”  And basically what you got as a reply at that time was “Well, we don’t 

like what you put on the table.” What’s your proposal? And you never got a 

counterproposal. You can’t negotiate that way. 

Q. Professor Rutford, I’d like for you to talk about your role as a scientific 

consultant. You were involved and are involved with the Department of State in 

matters concerning the Antarctic Treaty. I’d like to have you talk about your 

activities with the Department of State. If you could give us an overview of your 

involvement, the kinds of things that you have been active in and some 

observations about your activities. 

A. Okay. The role as an advisor consultant is of course is a pro bono. And they made 

it very clear that all this involvement over the years has been without pay.  Except 

for travel expenses and that sort of thing.  My involvement of course began with I 

was with the National Science Foundation in the mid-70’s. In 1977, the Antarctic 

Treaty was actually held in Washington, D.C. And so the preparatory meetings 

and that sort of business were held while I was at the Office of Polar Programs. 

And in those days, the composition of the U.S. delegation to the Antarctic Treaty 

meeting was always chaired by the Department of State and the second deputy 

chair or the deputy head of the delegation was always from NSF.  And then it was 

either the assistant director of the division in which we were located which is now 

in geosciences and at that time was international activities. I forget what the exact 

name was. So Bob Hughes went sometimes and sometimes it was me.  And I got 

to know the international lawyers and the people in the State Department. And so 
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when I left NSF, I was asked to come back as an NGO, a non-governmental 

member of the U.S. delegation. And I served in that role in the late 70’s and the 

early 1980’s. And then the really tough negotiations began on the mineral Treaty, 

I was asked to attend and be a member of the U.S. delegation in those 

negotiations.  And by this time of course I had become the President of the 

University of Texas at Dallas in 1982, about the time that the special consultative 

meeting dealing with minerals began. And initially we met for a couple of weeks 

in the summer of 1982 and then there was another meeting and pretty soon there 

began to be two meetings a year. And that was two two week periods. And then 

they went to three. And when they went to three I had to drop out. The time that I 

was giving to, involvement with the State Department … it was terribly 

interesting and a great education for me and I made some wonderful friends all 

over the world in the process. It just got to the point where I couldn’t do it 

anymore. And you couldn’t just drop out for one meeting because there was no 

continuity. And you’d be trying to discuss something that had been decided at the 

meeting before. So we decided I would just have to drop out. And so about 1986 

or ’87, maybe a little bit latter than that, I just had to drop out.  Then as you know, 

that particular convention was completed and was actually initialed by all of the 

parties. And when people went home to their home countries, two of the countries 

notified us they would not be able to get the thing signed at home. So it required 

everybody to sign off on it.  So that then triggered a whole new round of 

negotiations.  And out of the clear blue sky I got a call from the fellow in the State 

Department in the ______ Affairs, asking me to go to Vena Del Mar in Chile 
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where one of these negotiations was taking place. And so that was when I came 

back into the system and I went there.  It was a very high stress meeting. It was 

three weeks long and by this time there was not only a lot of interest among the 

environmental people, groups, and so there were a lot of them there, and there 

was also a lot of interest among the congressional people. And for the first time in 

my involvement with the Treaty, here came staff people from congressional 

members of congress or the senate to get briefed and find out what was going on. 

And so I guess I kind of inherited to a certain extent a briefing role, at least to take 

some of the young folks out and at least give them the history of the Treaty and 

the Convention on Minerals.  The bottom line was following Vena Del Mar, there 

was a meeting held in Madrid and the protocol was finally signed. And it’s called 

the Madrid Protocol, dealing with minerals. And all the troops, it’s kind of 

interesting to be able to stand back and listen to people talk about how quickly 

they were able to come up with this protocol and get their arms out of joint patting 

themselves on the back. And if you look at the language in the protocol, about 

90% comes almost word for word from the document that was drafted for the 

convention.  In retrospect also, it’s probably clear that rather than calling it a 

Convention on Mineral Resource Exploration and Exploitation, it should have 

been called the Convention for the Protection of the Antarctic Environment. Had 

that been the title, that particular convention might have been signed. But the title 

which described  a process for protecting the environment, while at the same time 

making it possible to exploit the mineral resources, it was just the wrong time and 

the wrong title and everything else. But much of what was in that convention is, 
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actually people have really examined it I think are convinced that the convention 

as originally drafted was much more restrictive in many ways than the protocol is. 

Time will tell and some scholars I’m sure sometime down the line will sit down 

and do an analysis of the two. But it was a big disappointment for those of us who 

had worked so long and so hard on the convention, that it was turned down. And 

by the same token, the protocol I think provides certainly adequate protection for 

the environment.  And it’s got a 50 year moratorium on any mineral exploitation 

and exploration. And I think that’s realistic, although there’s no teeth in it. There 

are no teeth in most of these conventions or treaties and it’s a matter of trust. So 

now, then I stayed with, I went back to the Treaty representing the U.S. as a 

member of the delegation in New Zealand. And was a member of the U.S. 

delegation before that. In ____________ Norway also.  That would have been in 

1986 or 1987.  And then when I was elected president of SCAR, then I had to 

represent SCAR. So I’m still the Treaty venue, but now I’m wearing a different 

hat. Sit at a different table and have a very different role. I’m no longer an advisor 

to the U.S. State Department; I’m leading a delegation from the Scientific 

Committee on Antarctic Research. That doesn’t mean that I still don’t like to a lot 

of people there, but it’s just a different role and one that I try to be very careful 

during the formal part of the meeting not to separate myself from the U.S. 

delegation.  Because in the past some of the representatives of SCAR have sat 

sometimes with their own delegation and left a kind of a negative impression to 

me. And so I’ve tried to be very careful about not doing that. 
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Q. Professor Rutford, I’d like you to talk a little more about your observations of the   

Treaty negotiations, especially concerning the issues of economic development 

versus the flip side of that, environmental protection. Who seemed to be on which 

side?  If you can comment on that. 

A. Well, the first one of these environmental protection treaties, they go way back in 

Convention on the Protection of Seals and so on.  But the real economic business 

began in the late 70’s and the single, the most pressing issue at that time was to 

deal with the matter of living marine resources primarily. Fishing.  And so that 

convention was worked on and completed in the late 1970’s or about 1980.  And 

that deals primarily with fishing and I think that’s turned out to be a reasonably 

good convention.  There are problems right now in the fishing for the Patagonian 

Toothfish which is sold in your meat market as Chilean Sea Bass or something 

like that. It’s a beautiful white meat and it’s a great big fish, but it’s just being 

terribly over fished.  And there may be some Antarctic Treaty members involved 

in that over fishing but there’s certainly a lot of other fishing fleets that are 

involved. And CMLR is involved with that and the Treaty. Well with regard to 

the economic resources and issues, those negotiations began in the summer of 

1982 and there has always been, I guess, some suspicion that the Antarctic Treaty 

nations were trying to hide something and that we were trying to do this private 

Treaty to benefit the members of the so-called Antarctic club.  And in the early 

1980’s, you had people like the Ambassador from Singapore, Malaysia and the 

United Nations making big speeches about how this was going on. And I told you 

there’s been a continuing stressful relationship between the Antarctic Treaty 
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nations and the United Nations. The United Nations would like to… they’ve 

talked about making the Antarctic into a world park and all this other stuff. And 

essentially the Antarctic Treaty nations who are also members of the United 

Nations say “You’ve got more important things to do. We have a Treaty for 

Antarctica. It’s working. Leave us alone.” Well, the pressure among the 

developing nations on the Antarctic question was building, up, building up. And 

in the mid-1980’s, with the support of the U.S. State Department and National 

Science Foundation and so on, a number of people, foreign service people from 

third world nations, developing nations, were invited to go to Antarctica to 

participate in a workshop seminar and camp on the Beadmore glacier. And this 

was a typical geology field camp that had been built a year early. It was later used 

by David Elliott and his group from Ohio State. So we went there and there were I 

guess probably 50 or 60 of us and the interesting thing was that, although a large 

number of people were invited from developing countries, the actual number who 

showed up was disappointing.  But some of the key people did come.  We met in 

Christchurch and then we flew by military Navy planes to McMurdo. And with 

the people who were then running the National Science Foundation and the Navy 

operation there made the decision that the people couldn’t go to McMurdo.  And 

in terms of international relations and openness, was just about the dumbest 

decision that could possibly have been made. Here are these people who are 

already suspicious about the developed countries adopting the Antarctic as their 

own private playground, and then we go to the largest based on the continent and 

we’re told we can’t visit the base. So we sit out at Willy Field while they review 
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the aircraft and then we flew to Beardmore.  We landed on skis, a typical open 

field landing. With ski clefts you went thirty.  We trudged and dragged our bags 

into the hut and there was people there, the contractors, the cooks and so on. 

Anyway, we spent three days there.  And then we flew into the South Pole. And 

so they got a chance to see the South Pole and wander around and talk to the 

people there. And we went back to Beardmore for a day and then we went back to 

McMurdo and again, we arrived at McMurdo, and the same thing about visiting 

the McMurdo station itself or Scotts Base is in effect.  And finally after some 

pleading and cajoling and all kinds of threatening, I guess to a certain extent, 

some of the people, one or two or four or five of the people were allowed to go by 

helicopter so they could see McMurdo and tell the rest of the group what 

McMurdo looked like. But it was a dumb decision. It was just, it didn’t, what was 

a wonderful trip and there’s a nice volume that came out of that workshop and so 

on, in terms of convincing the people that it was the U.S. or Antarctic Treaty 

nations weren’t hiding something, it was just a dumb decision.   

Q. Any idea why there was such opposition? 

A. Well the excuse given of course was that they didn’t have the vehicles, the 

logistics to get the people up from Willy Field up to McMurdo and back. And to a 

certain extent that’s true.  But what could have happened was they took half of the 

group on the way down and the other half on the way back or draw straws. We’ve 

only got the ability to transport 15 people, so we draw straws to see who goes or 

whatever. But it was just, not a very brilliantly, well thought out decision. And 
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I’ve expressed my opinion to those folks involved before, so what I’m saying here 

won’t come as any surprise. 

Q. Professor Rutford, your discussion of the Beardmore glacier at workshop and 

related incidents leads is a natural transition to discussions of your observations of 

the military and scientific community of partnership, if you will, in Antarctica. 

You’ve had many years to observe this. Would you please comment? 

A. Yea, my involvement in polar activities of course began when I was a military 

office in the U.S. Army in Greenland. And so then I came to Antarctica in 1959 

and was a graduate student and a lowly member of the civilian party.  And at that 

time of course, in the late 50’s and early 60’s, we still had the flag quarters. The 

admiral was an admiral at McMurdo station and it was very much run by the 

military. It was very clear that their mission was number one and the civilians that 

were around, I guess we have to support them, but we’re going to do our mission 

to make sure that our work, i.e. the military work gets done before we worry 

about the civilians. And it was a difficult time. The conditions at McMurdo were 

of course in those days were pretty primitive. And so there was a lot of, basically 

when you arrived you were issued a shovel and you were told it was because your 

gear had been shipped down the year before on pallets and was sitting out in a 

snow field someplace. And here’s a shovel, go find it basically was he system.  

And then as time went by, I think it was I guess still in the 60’s, the mid-60’s and 

late 60’s, we still had the admiral there but by the time, in early 70’s, when I went 

back again, the fleet, the flag quarters were gone and there was now a Navy 

captain in charge of the operations. 
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Q. What period of time roughly? 

A. Well it would have been, I’m saying that the admiral left in the late 60’s or early 

70’s. But by that time, I was kind of out of Antarctic stuff and I didn’t come back 

in until early ’72. When we came back in, there was a Navy captain as the head of 

the naval operation there. And it was less stressful, but still it was clear that the 

Navy was running the show.  And this is in spite of the fact that the presidential 

directive, the National Defense Security Memorandum, made it clear that the 

people running the U.S. Antarctic Program was the National Science Foundation. 

And so there was this situation where the Navy still saw themselves in the key 

role as they were running the show.  And at the same time, you had the National 

Science Foundation having been told by the system, that they were in charge. And 

so by the time I came, well then in 1970, the Navy began to phase itself out, 

reduce their role because of funding problems. But at the same time, there was no 

move on their part to relinquish their control or to relinquish the flag quarters 

building for example to the NSF representative who by this time was pretty clear 

who was supposed to be running the show. And I can remember as the head of the 

Office of Polar Programs and in the mid-70’s, Lefty Normeal, who was then the 

commanding officer of the task force and I standing watching the Secretary of the 

Navy depart on an airplane and he had not been the easiest guest that I’ve ever 

hosted. And Lefty saying “Well, Rutford you know, you invited him. You’re the 

head man in Antarctica. You invited him.”  And I said “No, Lefty I didn’t invite 

him. You’re the head Navy guy. You invited him.”  So by that time it was a much 

more relaxed relationship.  You have to look at not only the structure, but you 
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have to look at the people. The pilots that we had, most of them were interested in 

what they were doing. They would get involved in the science and in the support. 

I remember the first open field landing when we went to the Jones Mountains in 

1961.  This was one of the first open field landings that C-130’s had made.  They 

had landed at Byrd Station and they had landed at the South Pole.  And this was 

open field landing. And they sent an R4D out in front of us to pick a landing site.  

And of course the guy who picked the landing site, he picked the landing site that 

must have been 15 miles from the closest rock.  And so when we landed, the pilot 

of the C-130 said “You guys ________________ . You’re geologists. You mean 

you want to be over there by those mountains.” And we said “Yea.” And he just 

taxied that C-130 ten miles over there and dumped us out right in front of the 

Jones Mountains. And that was quite typical. When we did the Ross Ice Shelf, we 

had a Navy commander by the name of France and he flew an old C-130, but he 

was our guy.  We’ve had some of these other pilots who were a little bit more, 

they wanted to do more fancy stuff.  And so Lieutenant Commander France 

became our pilot. And he did our stuff. And he knew exactly what we wanted to 

do, where we wanted to go, and it was a great relationship.  And those things 

developed with helicopter pilots and in many ways I was very sad to see the Navy 

leave because of the depth and strength that the U.S. Navy possessed. If 

something happened, the resources that they had available to them were almost 

endless.  Now of course the military is almost completely out of the Antarctic.  

And the helicopters are being flown by contract and all of the logistics and 

support on the continent are now done by civilians.  I think we still use Navy 



 63

tankers to supply the fuel, but it’s all but gone. And it was a love-hate relationship 

but one that again, people like Al Fowler and others that came through that 

system and when they left the Navy, became employees of either NSF or in some 

cases as a contractor.  A lot of old friends, friendships that were developed in that 

process. And we  were far enough away from the Admiral, so you can say “What 

did you think of Admiral Dufek or Admiral Tyree?”   I never knew them. We 

were at the bottom of the pile and they were someplace up there. So I have no 

recollection of them.  I never had to deal with one of the commanders of the task 

force. On the other hand, I will say that when I was Director of the Division of 

OPP, that we did have to deal with some of the other Navy brats in San Diego for 

the VXE6 Airborne Squadron or Hawaii at Pacific Fleet Headquarters. And those 

gentlemen there, Admiral Stockdale, who you know was the highest ranking U.S. 

officer held as prisoner in the Vietnam war.  He was a super guy, a wonderful guy 

to work with and made some changes in assignment of pilots to take some of the 

stigma off of being assigned as a Herstpilot in VXE6.  If you’re not a jet jockey in 

the Navy, you’re kind of relegated here. You’ve got a C-130, you’re like a truck 

driver.  And the only other aircraft that the Navy has at that time that was similar 

to the Herst was the four engine plane that they use for hurricane flights and 

weather observation.  And the cockpits on the two planes are ver similar. So he 

would rotate, set up a system of rotating the pilots in and out from C-130’s to the 

other aircraft. And that helped in their career path.  So that assignment to VXE6 

was not a deadend thing for them.  And so my view on the military is one that 

they made great contributions and made a lot of things happen.  But you know the 
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military is the military.  I’ll relate a funny story to you.  In 1955, when I was in 

the Army, young second lieutenant, I’m taking the cat train across the Greenland 

ice cap from Camp Tootoe to a radar site out on the Greenland ice cap. And I’m 

taking a bunch of civilians with me. And they’re in a Wanigan, which is a house 

built on skis.  And he weather is gorgeous. It’s warm up there, clear blue sky and 

no wind. And I’ve got 10 or 12 of these science type guys in this Wanigan.  And 

they would get out and walk behind the captain.  And it was alright.  You could 

stay even with the cat train but if slipped, and it got 15 feet ahead of you, it would 

b a long run before you could catch back up again. And I finally stopped and I 

went up there and I told those guys in no uncertain terms that if they didn’t stay 

inside that blankety blank Wanigan, that I was going to pull the pin and let them 

sit there until the next cat train came along.  About 15 years later, Charles Bentley 

and I are sitting at McMurdo or South Pole station and I’m relating this story. And 

Bentley said “You mean you were that snot nosed little second lieutenant that 

chewed me out for walking behind the Wanigan?”  And sure enough, he did some 

geophysical work in Greenland at that time and he was one of those guys that I 

had chewed out for walking behind the Wanigan. We had a good laugh about that, 

but my job was to get the cat train done. And so I think maybe I was a little bit 

more appreciative of some of the stresses that the Navy guys had on them when 

they were trying to support the civilian operation.   

Q. Professor Rutford, I believe there was an incident at Byrd Station in 1960, that 

illustrates rather well the conflict between science community at camp versus 

military camp. What was the incident and how was it resolved? 
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A. Well Byrd station in those days was a pretty good size operation with a year 

round station. But it was also a staging area for parties going out to the Ellsworth 

Mountains or the Jones Mountains or the mountains of West Antarctica.  And we 

sat out there, waiting to be transported. And so there were two or three groups of 

civilians from different universities. I think from Ohio State and Wisconsin and so 

we were sitting there waiting to move.  And at that time at Byrd Station you had 

both a civilian leader, a chief scientist, and a Navy person as the military leader. 

And the notion was well you’ve got all these scientists sitting around there. They 

should help with KP. Well it was strange because the pilots were sitting around 

who couldn’t fly, they weren’t doing KP and we weren’t doing KP.  And so the 

suggestion that we do KP was kind of turned down and then there was kind of a 

conference among ourselves with the pilots and the civilians.  And the decision 

was well, we would just all volunteer to do it. And so not only did civilians do it, 

but the military pilots as well.  And it worked out beautifully.  But it was not, it 

was the kind of thing that the military culture wants to say “Okay you’re going to 

do it,” rather than come and sit down and say “Let us gather around and figure out 

how we can solve this problem.” We became volunteers, at that time they were 

still air dropping fuel at the South Pole. And a C-124 would come over with 

pallets of 55 gallon drums on ribbon shoots. And all the ribbon shoots did was 

hold the drums up. And when they hit the ground it made a pretty good hole. And 

so after one of these fly-overs, and the guys were sitting around not doing 

anything, we’d all get together and we’d go out and help out dig out drums. 

Nobody made us do it. But it became clear that we could help our Navy 
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colleagues by doing that. And it was a volunteer type operation.  And I think it 

was appreciated. And it kept us from totally going stir crazy sitting in the Byrd 

Station underneath the snow. And I think anybody can relate those kinds of stories 

about how, the Army helicopter pilots that we had in the Ellsworth Mountains in 

‘63-’64, once they understood what we wanted to do and that we couldn’t  work 

24 hours a day. When the weather was pretty , they wanted to fly.   Well you can’t 

do geology 24 hours a day.  You have to come back and think about it and put it 

no the map. And once they began to get that understanding, and then they began 

to get a little bit interested in what we were doing and we’d say “Okay, see that 

contact between that brown rock and that white rock. When you fly back to 

McMurdo next time, fly down that contact and mark it on the map for us.”  And 

pretty soon they doing airborne geology for us and saving us a great deal of time.  

So the stress of course is always there because they’re working in a totally 

different environment than the academic scientists.  But on an individual basis, I 

would have to say that I thought everything was great.   They became like old 

friends. You’d go back there and they’d be waiting.  They would look at the 

manifest of who was coming in and they’d be sitting there waiting to shake your 

hand.  So it was a lot of fun and it certainly was not as stressful as some of the 

things that I’ve read about that were going on during the IGY.   

Q. Professor Rutford, you are one of the people who have something named after 

them in Antarctica, namely the Rutford Ice Stream. Can you talk a little bit about 

how that came to bear your name? 
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A. Well the history of naming things in the Antarctic is interesting.  And one of the 

people you might want to interview some time is Fred Albatross from the U.S. 

Board of Geographic Names.  He’s now retired but he’s still quite active.  

Ellsworth Mountains, the northern range, was given the name the Sentinel Range 

and the southern range was given the name Heritage range. And the University of 

Minnesota worked there for three consecutive seasons, ’61-’62, ‘62-’63 and ‘63-

’64. And so when you’re working there you use names like Peak A, B, C, D, E 

and all this sort of business.  Well you can’t continue with that. So when we came 

back after the end of the third year and that was the year we had helicopters.  So 

we had gone from one end to the other and had photos and everything else. Then 

you have to sit down and report names. Well somebody had decided that the 

Heritage range they were going to use all names of American heritage. And so 

you find names down there even today like the founders of _________ and things 

like that. So we proposed, in the Heritage range, we proposed a whole series of 

names, George Washington and all that kind of business. And then in the Sentinel 

range in the north, a lot of things had already been named. The Nimix glacier had 

been named from photographs and the _________ was named for Fred Vincent, 

who was a senator. But there were a lot of unnamed features and we proposed 

names for them. But this large glacial feature on the east side of the Sentinel range 

and extending down to almost the mid part of the Heritage range, you never really 

saw it until you got the satellite photography.  So when we proposed  the names, 

we didn’t use any of our own names.  Somebody else had to propose that.  And 

the Board of Geographic Names very kindly, we noted this feature. We told them 
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about this big feature and they very kindly chose to put my name on it. Because I 

had led a field party there and my dissertation had included some discussion of 

this huge Ice Stream that drains the area to the north of the Sentinel Mountains 

and then all of the glaciers coming down on the east side of the Sentinel mountain 

range into the ice. And it’s an interesting feature.  Charlie _________ from the 

British Antarctic Survey has claimed that it’s the thickest floating ice in the world 

or something like that. He studied the ground and he and some of his students, 

young people, studied the grounding line at a camp on that feature. But as you can 

see from the map, it’s an interesting feature. Matter of fact, if you look at the Byrd 

Polar Research Center radar map behind you, you an see it, it shows up as a major 

feature on that map also.  Right here.  So it’s a big, it’s a major feature. And I’m 

very pleased and honored to have a feature like that named after me.   

Q. Professor Rutford, I thank you for this interview and your contributions and 

insights.  And this concludes our interview. 

 


