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PREFPACE

The Secretary=-General of the United Nations, Senor Javier Perez de Cuellar,
onca commented that the Anglo—~Argentine dispute over the Falkland I[slands could
be resolved in ten minutes 1f only the two sides were willing. Unfortunately
neither Britain nor Argentina has demonstrated the flexibility in 1its
negotiating stance necessary to reach a mutually acceptable accommodation.
Consequently, the conflict has perpetuated over 150 years, Chapter One looks at
the long and tortuous history uvf these lslands, beginning with their discovery
and subsequent c .lonization attempts by France, Spaln, and Britain., After Spaln
abandoned the Islands in the early 18008, Argentina assumed her title. At the
same time, Britain sought to reassert her own aovereignty claim. Chapter One
traces the history of these competing sovereignty claims up to the 1982 outbreak
of hostilities, The intensity and duration of this histuric rivalry impinges
directly on current attempts to find a solution to the Falklands dispute,

Chapter Two chronicles the course of the 1982 Campaign, beginning with the
eveats on South Georgia Island that foreshadowed the larger conflict of
April-June, 1982, Chapter Two also follows the search for a negotisted
settlement in the time prior to direct military conflict, Finally, the costs
and damages incurred by each side are assessed in the aftermath of the
Campaign.

In his 1968 book Argentina, H.S. Ferns described with astounding accuracy
and prescience the factors which could precipitata an escalstion of the

Anglo-Argentine dispute into armed conflict:

1f the problem of the Falkland-Malvinas lslands leads to tragedy,
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the disaster will be a prime {natance of the effects of
non-communication all round; & national dilemma rendered lethal
by separate and total ignorance,
Chapter Three analyzes the misjudgments and misunderstandings which lead to the
complete break-down of conflict deterrence. The British government erred both
in failing to conaider how its Falklands® policies would be perceived in
Argentina and In wholly disregarding the qualitative change in Argeatina‘s
appruach to the Falklands dispute, Argentina, for its part, both eritically
underestimated Britain“s commitment to the Islands and serlously wmiscalculated
what the international reaction would be to an invasion. Thus, erroncous
assumptions and faulty intelligence assessments combined to increase drastically
the likelihood of hostilitien erupting.

Chaptar Four traces the frustrating course of negotiations and attempts at
a nurmaiization of relations since the end of armed conflict in June, 1982, The
almost complete lack of progress in restoring relations and reducing tensions
reflects the fundamental incompatability of the two governments; approaches to
the negotiation process, Firstly, Britain considers the gelf-~determination of
the I[slanders to be the crux of the dispute, while Argentina beliaves
wovereignty is the central ispue to be resvlved. Secondly, Britaln insists that
talks can only cover the normalization of relations, while Argentina insists
that negotiations which fail to address the govereignty dispute are pointless.

The prospect for resolving this dilemma is the bifurcation of negotiations,
where one set of talks would address the normalization of relations while the
other would allow for discussion of the soveraignty dispute, Still, the
prospects for improved relations in the near future are slim. The current
governnents i{n Buenos Aires and, especially, in London have invested too much
political rhetoric to allow adequate flexibility {n negotiations,

The last chapter--Chapter Five-~svaluates the feasibility of a variety of
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long~term options for the Islands, The possible solutions fall into three
distinct categories: status quo nptions, internationalization of the dispute,
and shared sovereignty. The status qu~ schemes (maintaining the status quo,
integration, free assoclation, and associnted atatehood) all prove
unsatisfactory because they {gnore, rather than resolve, the dispute at hand,
The various means of internationalizating the conflict (providing guarantees for
independence, transforming the lslands into a military base, creating a South
Atlantic Treaty Organization, forming a tripartite government, incorporating the
Islands {n the Antarctic Treaty, arbitration, mediation, and forming a Trust)
ignore the claims of either self-determination or suvereignty or both. 8till,
Incorporatfon in the Antarctic Treaty does appear to be a viable long-tern
solution to the Anglo-Argentine dispute over the Dependencies, but not over the
Falkland Islands themsgel.es, Of the three categories, the shared sovereiguty
options best address the core of the Anglo-Argentine dispute (that {is,
abandoament, condominium, alternating sovereignty, the Andorra Solution,
soverelgnty transfer with guarantee, and leusseback), Of these schemes,
leaseback appears as the most viable option and the one most likely to garner
support from all involved parties (Britons, Argentines, and lslanders).

However , the leaseback would have to be supplemented by a buy=out option for
those Islanders who adamantly refuse to live under Argentine rule. Support for
this option i{s growing among all the relevant parties, However, such a
substantive resolution of the Anglo-~Argentine dispute can only be achleved after
a normalization of relations. For the time being, the main task is to get

involved parties to 4it down at a negotiating table with their minds open to

compronise,
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CHAPTFR 1:

History of Conflict

Introduction

The Falklands Campaign' of April=June 1982 pitted great Rritain--a Western
democracy with an undeniahly Furocentric atrategic orientation«-against
Argentina--a develaping country under mflitary rule=-in what could be described
as an anachranistic strugple over an chscure colonial territory., To the outside
world, {t scemed almoat ludicrous that Rritafin and Argentina would expend such
effort and resources disputing the possession of, as Samtel Johnaon once
described 1t,

ve,an {sland thrown as{de from human usc, stormy in winter and

harren in summers an fsland which not the southern savages have

dignified with habitation; where a garrison must bhe kept in a

state that contemplates with envy the exiles of stberfa,..
Yot, the 1982 conflict war not the first time that the Falkland !stands were the
oblect of hostilittea, Throughout thefr histary, disputes over posscssion of
these islands have involved not just Britain and Argentina, but also Spain,
France, the United States, and Cermany., An awareness of the Falkland lalandsa”
complex history is essential {f one {a to understand the contemporary
conundrum,

The Falkland Ialandas are actually an archipelago of approximately 12,000

3

square kilomcters,’ composed of two large islanda and about 200 gmaller

1slands.® The two large tslands are the Fast and West Falklands (referred to am

R e .



Soledad and Gran Malvina, reapectively, hy the Argentinians); these two fslands
are scparated by Falkland Sound (the Strait of San Carlos). The archipelago 1s
situated ahout 300 miler southwest of the South American mainland and 250 miles
from the Strafts of Magellan, Geographically, the {slands’ surface {s rocky and
hilly, with scattered grasslands, but few Lrees. The 1980 censug revealed a
populattion of 1,R13 that 1s essentially British in origin., The mafnstay of the
cconomy {8 sheep farming {the island is home to some ASN,N0N shoep).5 The
{slands arc adminfstered locally by a crown-appointed Governor (Sir Rex Hunt),
an Exccutive Council (6 members), and a Legistative Council (8 memhers),

Befoure considering the history of the Falkland Islands themselves, a
cursory examination of the Falkland I[stand Depondencies 18 worthwhile, The
Falkland Island Dependencies comprise South Georgia, the South Sandwich Ialands,
the Shag Rocks and the Clerke Rocks, Theae islands, actually, are British
dependencies, but they are administered through the Falkland Islande” government
as an rxpedient. The Argentinfans include these Dependencies {n thefr assertion
of sovereignty over the Falkiand Istands, although the leogitimacy of the claim
to the Falklands ™ Dependencies is much more doubtful than is the claim to thefr
Falklanda themsclven. While the Argentines have claimed moveretignty over the
Falkland Is)lands since 1811, they did not asscert a similar claim with regard to
the Dependencies until 1937, Further, until the 1982 conflict, the Argentine
government had never settled on any of the Dependencien; whereas the RAritish
have continuounrly occupied South Georgia afnce 1909, Thus, 'he Argentine claim
to the Dependencies 18 much more tenuous than ia their claim to the Falkland

Islands alone.

glgcoverx



The history of the Falkland Islands is subjcet to a variety of
interpretations and this confusion extends back as far as the queatfon of
discovery.6 Because the physical characteristics of the Islanda offered little
to entice the numerous explorers who traveled the South Atlantic i{n the 16th and
17th centuries, the title of discoverer {s attributed on the evidence of a first
sighting rather than on an actual landing. The first possihle sighting of the
Tstands may have occurred during Amerigo Vespucci s third voyage (1501-2) when,
on the 7th of April, he sailed in the general vicinity of the Falklands (53
degrees south latitude). Vespucri claims: "...we sighted new land, ahout 20
leagues of which we skirted; and we found 1t all harren coast; and we maw {n {t

neither harbor nor inhahitants."’

Magellan, for his 1520 expedition, and Friar
Francisco de l1a Rihera, for hiaz 1540 expedition in Incognita, have also heen
credited with the firat sighting of the Ialanda. Unfortunately, che {inaccuracy
and infrequency of navigational records during this period preclude a sclentific
determination of the true discovervr of the Falkland Ialands. While many
Argentines credit the Incognita expedition with discovery.B the British
acknowledge their own explorers--John Davis in 1592 and Richard Hawkins in
1597--as the true discoverers of the Falkland Irlands, While Davig, {f indeed
he aaw the Islandsr, made little note or observation of them, Hawkins did sight
some territory--believed by the British to be the Falklands--and named it
Hawkins” Malden~Land (after Queen Flizabeth I), Again, the validity of these
claimas rests upon imprecise navigational recorda. The 1598 voyage of the Dutch
explorer Sebald de Weert is penerally conceded by all sides to have mighted the
Islands, although they continue to dispute whether this constituted an original

discovery or merely a rediscovery,

Throughout the 1600s, the 1slands were visited by numerous parties of



saflors and pirates, and especially were frequented hy French sailors from St.
Malo~--from whence the name Malouines (and thus the hispanization, Malvinas)
derfives, In his 1690 visit to the lslands, the British Captain John Stroag
named the sound meparating the two large {slands Falkland Sound (after Vir ount
Falkland, the Treasurer of the Navy) and the name Falkland soon came to be
applied to the Islands as well.

Although the questton of discovery continues to be disputed, the iasue is
essentially mnot as far as the right of sovereignty is concerned. Unless

dimcovery i1s supplemented by actual occupation, claims of discovery alone do not

confer sovereignty.

Discovery alone,..without a subsequent effective display of state
functions over the new land, was generally understood to confer
only an inchoate title which, in practice, represented only an
option or temporary ban to occupation by asnother state....(An)
inchoate title of discovery is required to be completed within a
reasonahle perfod of time by effect{ve occupation...{or) the
inchoate title could perish,

Yet, neither Spain nor RBritain made an effort to occupy the Ialands for aver 150
years--which clearly surpasses the "reasonable period of time" restriction,
While the official status of the Islands was to remain in limbo, the rocky
shorea were utilized as a haven for wayfaring satlors from many nations.

The Falklands and Imperial Strategy

Although the Falkland Islands may have been considered relatively valueless
during the 16008, as Britain”s imperial naval strategy developed during the
eighteenth century, the potential value of the Falklands became apparent.
Whereas both previoum and subaequent empires (e.g. Roman, Napoleonic)
concentrated on the consolidation of land mass, the British empire was to become

a collection of islands and continental outposts--with a few aignificant




exceptiona (e.g., Indfa), The marter plan of the empire war not tunat, through
the sea, Britain would forge an empire. Rather, through its empire, Rritain
intended to dominate the scas,

Let us in God”"s name leave off our attempts against the terra

firma. The natural aftuation of islands seems not to consort

with conquests of that “ind, FEngland alone a is just empire.

Or, when we would enlar,. ourselves, let it be that way we can,

and to which it seems the eternal Providence hath destined us,

which {s by the sca. !0

Followi..; his 1740 expedition around the Horn, Admiral Lord Ceorge Anmon

advocated the acquisition of a bhase south of Brazil on either the Pepys or the
Falkland lalands, Angon felt that such a mettlement was

+oonecesnary to the success of...future expeditions againat the

coast of Chile, and as of such use and importance that {t would

produce many advantager in peace, and in war would make us
masters of the South Sea.

The 1748 Expedition

In order to investigate this proposal, the British sought to dispatch an
expedition, ostenaibly, for the purposes of exploration in 1748, But the
Spanish Court was quick to protest that such actions would be

ss.a direct violation of the last peace (the Treaty of
Afx-la~Chapelle),...an act inconsistent with amicable intentions,
and contrary to the professions of mutual kindneas which then
passed between Spain and England.
The Spanish feared that the expedition was not merely for purposes of
exploration, but, inatead, would include the occupation of territory in the

region. The Spanish were aware of Anson”s proposals concerning a base in the

South Atlantic and, consequently, rejected British assertions that the voyage




was intended solely for exploratory purposes. The Spanish felt that: ".. to go
so far only to come back was no reasonable act.,.if (the British) left the
places as (they) found them the voyage was uscless; and if (they) took
pogsession, {t was a hostile armament...."13 Fventually, in the face of these
Spanish proteats, the Aritish cancelled plans for the expedition. Subsequently,
the Argenti{nfanas have cited this incident as a British concession of Spanish
soverelgnty over the Tslands, Yet, the right to settle was never diacuased.
Ingtead, the issue at hand was the right of Britain to enter the region., This
right Britain conceded to Spain; however, the British assert that thia
concession did not affect British rights to settle in the region
auhsequently.l&
French Occupation

While Britain and Spain wrangled over various regional prerogatives, the
French, tn 1764, effected the firat official settlement of the Falkland Islanda,
After erecting a mettlement at what is now Port lLouia, formal posseasion was
taken of the Ialands in the name of the French King Louia V., The Spanish
government was quick to protest the French action, fearing that Lhe setttlement
both might pome a threat to Spanish trade and would inepire a aimilar British
cndeavor. After protracted negotiations, the French agreed to surrender the
colony in exchange for the payment of a aum of 680,000 1vres.!d A Spanish
colony was established in 1765 on Fast Falkland, While the French concession 1i»
frequently cited as evidence of Spanish sovereignty over the lelands, the fact
that Spain had to purchase the evacuation casts doubt on the strength of the
Spanish claim,.

The Byron Expedition

Meanwhile, the strategic value of the Falkland Islands--having a propitious




location tor controlling navigation along the South Atlantic trade routea--had
come to be appreciated in lLondan, The first Lord of the Admiralty, Earl John
FEgmont described the Falklands as "...the key to the whole Pacific Ocean...It
will render all our expeditions to thoae parts most lucrative to ourselves, most
fatal to Spain and no longer formidahle, tedious, or uncertain in a future
war..,."16 Consequently, in the apring of 1764, plans were made for an
expedition, with Commodore John Byron (grandfather of the poet) directed to call
at

His Majeaty”a lslands called Falklands...situated in the

Atlantick 0Ocean near the Streights of Magellan, in order to make

better surveys thereof, than had yet been made, and to determine

a place or placea, most proper for a new settlement or

settlements thereon,
In January, 1765, Byron landed on West Falkland at Port Egmont (named after the
First Lord of the Admiralty) and took possession {n the 1ame of King George 1lI1I.
In 1766, a British settlement was established on this same mite under the
command of Captain .John McBride.

For three years, this British settlement and the Spanish -olony on Fast
Falkland lived side-by-side with both either unaware of or ignoring the
existence of the other. This state of affairs continued until November, 1769,
when Captain Hunt--the Islands” military governor--ordered withdrawn a Spanish
schooner exploring the western island. Thus, a aeries of claims and
counter-claims to poasession began which ended with the Spanish explusion--by
virtue of superior military force--of the Port Fgmont settlers in June 1770,

l}?l: The Threat of War

"Fortune often delights to dignify what nature has neglected, and that

renown which cannot be claimed by intrineick excellence or greatness, i



sometimen derived from unexpected accidents."!® So wrote Samuel Johnmon in
1771, when it seemed as though Spain, RAritain, and perhaps even France might go
to war over "...the empty sound of an ancient title to a Magellanick

rock... "9 Yet, while bhoth mides prepared for war, there was a hesitancy to
ifnft{ate hostilitien, BRoth Britain and Spain were uncertain as to what had
actually transapired on the Inlands, as to the validity of their sovereignty
claims, and even as to whether the Malvinas and the Falklands were one and the
name ! 20 Spain, while earnest in {ts desire to maintain good relations with
Aritain, feared the consequences of allowing an infringement of itr territorial
prerogative in the American. Britain on the other hand, sought a redress of the
humi 1{ation allegedly inflicted upon the Crown and, with the powerful Lord
Chatham leading the Opposition, a succeas for the Government was a political

fmperative!

se-it would be comparatively cary for the opposition to
represent.. . that the prestige of the country had been materially
and needlesnly diminished...such accusations (would)...probably
find a ready hearing with a people quite prepared to helieve the
worst of the ministers, and to accept their incompetence as an
article of falth; and thus, whether war was declared or peace
maintalned, the future of the administration might be materially
affected by a trivia& encounter on a desert is'2:nd i{n a remole
region of the glohe., 1

The Resolution of the Dispute

In .January of 1771, following extensaive and involved negotiations, Britain
and Spain reached an accord. After attributing the hostile activities of the
Spanish at Port Egmont to the independent and unauthorized initiative of the
Governor of Buenos Aires, the Spanish government dissvowed the action and agreed

to restore Port Egmont to the status quo ante 10 June 1770--the time of the

incident. The declaration which announced this, however, emphasized that the



restoration of Port Egmont to the British ",,.cannot nor ought in any wise to
affect the question of the pr'or right of sovereignty of the Malouine islands,
otherwise called Falkland Ialands."22

A Secret Promise

Thus, Britain received satisfaction and had her scttlement restored, while
peace was preserved, But th: Spanish insist that there wasa more to the
compromise than was explicitly declared., They maintain that, {n exchange for
the restitution of Port Egmont, the British had agrecd secretly to abandon the
settlement later, lord North supposedly told Frances, the French chargé
d"affaires in London, who served as an intermediary in the negotiationa, that
".eoif Spain would only give satisfaction without condition Fngland would
abandon the Falklander to them, as she did not desire to make war for the
{s1ands."23 whether any such promise was ever made hy the RBRritish continues to
be disputed, While no nfficial documentation has appeared, the fact that, in
1774, the British did withdraw from the Falkland Islands ia scen by many as
evidence of such a promise and, consequently, of an implicit British concession
of Spanfsh sovereignty over the Islands. Yet, the British contend that the 1774
abandonment was motivated purely by economic considerations and was not a
concession of sovereignty: "It (the colony) 1s neither more nor less than a
small part of an uneconomical naval regulation."za As evidence, they cite a
plaque which was left when the colony was abandoned that stated:

Be it known to all nations that the Falkland laslands, with this

fort, the storehouses, wharfs, harbors, bays and creeks thereunto
belonging are the sole property of His Most Sacred Majesty George
the Third, King of Great Britain, Prance and Ireland, Defender of
the Faith, etc. 1In witneas whereof this plate is set up, and hia

Britannie Hnjassy'l colors left flying as a mark of
posseseion....
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!}thdrawai

Clearly, the 1774 withdrawal from the Falklands and the subsequent Rritish
ahsence for 59 years, when combined with the failure of the British to match
Spanish reservations of sovereignty in its own 177} declaration and the
conclusion of the 1790 Nootka Sound Convention (which excluded British
settlement in the region), greatly weaken Britain“s claim to the Islands, The
Spaniah, on the other hand, maintained their colony on Faat Falkland until 1811,
when intornal political circumstances forced their withdrawal, As nne expert on
international law later noted, '"(It) is difficult to see how an international
court...could have held that an inscription on a plece of lead constituted a
better title than the open, continuuus, effective and peaceful diaplay of state
sovereignty over the archipelago gererally on the part of Spain during the
thirty-seven years which followed the Britiah withdrawal,"26

During Spaniah rule, the Islands were administered by a Spanish Covernor as
a settlement, a penal colony, and as a naval station. 1In 1776, the Ialands were
{ncorporated into the Buenos Aires viceroyalty. TIronically, when domestic
political conditions forced a Spanish departure in 18]1, the Spanish also left a
plague as a aymbol of continued sovereignty, which said: "This island together
with its Porti, bhuildings, outbuildings and everything in them helongs to
Fernando VII, King of Spain and the Indies, Soledad de Malvinas, February 7th,
1811, being governor Pablo Guillen."27

Argentine Occupation

Following the Spanish withdrawal, the 1slands were essentially unoccupled
until, in 1820, the government of the newly created United Provinces sought to
extend its jurisdiction over all the territory which had been inciuded in the

Buenos Aires viceroyalty. In November, Colonel Daniel Jewitt formally took
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possession of the Islands on hehalf of Argentina, The faflure of the British to
protest this action was, in the cyes of some, a derogation of the British claim
to sovereignty., Yet, one mist recall that the British had not yet recognized
Argentina offically and, thus, had no official reprerentation {n Buenos Alres to
monitor such activities.

Argentina based her claim to the islands on the principle of uti possidetis
(Latin for "as you possess") wherein a colony succeeds to the mame territory
encompassed by the colonial administrators. Under this principle, since the
Viceroyalty of Buenos Aires had inco .rated the Falklanda during Spanish rule,
the succeasaor state to the viceroyalty--Argentina—--also should inherit the
Falklands. The Argentines assert that they inherited this territory as of the
Spanish withdrawl {n 1811, although "(the) war of independence and the problems
derived from internal atruggles prevented an effective occupation of the
islands...until the end of 1820...."28 after 1820, however, the Argentines did
exercigse administrative control over the Talands through three military
commanders, the allocation of exploration rights and concessions, and the

establishment of a settlement.,

ﬁ_ British Reas_sertion __o_f_ _Sﬂv_c_reigntx

Although Britain granted Argentina diplomatic recognition in 1823, she did
not obiect to these activities until 1829, when the appointment of Luis Vernet

as Governor of the Political and Military District of Malvinas finally elicited

a protest from the Brit - nregentative Iin Buenos Alres, Woodbine Pariash. The
Rritish reeted their cl vereignty on discovery followed by occupation,
The British defense of claim in 1771 and the subsequent restoration of
their settlement by ti¢ niah were cited as evidence of the British title,

The 1774 departure was . be temporary and their claim to sovereignty "...a
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dormant right of which they intended to avail themselves when convenient ,"29
Thus, the British response to the Argentine claim was that
the Covernment of the lUnited Provinces (Argentina) could not
reasonahly have anticipated that the British Government would
permit any other state to exercime a right as derived from Spain
which Great Britaln bhad denied to Spain itself,..

The already tenuous Rritish title undeniably war further weakened by their
ahsence from the Islands for over half a century. The declarationa of 1771, one
must recall, did not resolve the issue of sovereignty. Rather, the declarations
restored the status quo ante 10 June 1770 and merely suspended resolution of the
sovereignty dispute. Thus, the validity of the British title was still {n
queation at the time the scttlement was abandoned and nothing occurred in the
{nterim years to alleviate thia uncertainty., Consequently, the legitimacy of
Britain”s reoccupation of the Islands, in 1833, is Buspect, especiaily since the
Argentine claim {8 holstered by thelr effective exercise of soverelgnty over the

Islanda for thirteen years.

The American-Argentine Dispute

The return of the British was precedcd by an American/Argentine dispute
over filshing rights in the Islandsé. In an attempt to protect the seal
population, the Argentine Governor of the Falklands, Luis Vernet, attempted to
terminate the acaling concession, TIn 1831, when his orders were ignored, the

Governor seized three American ships (the Harriect, Superior, and Breakwater).

The Americans claimed the arreat was executed violently; Vernet denied this.
The dispute provided a convenient opportunity for Britain to reassert its claim
to the Islands, a desire motivated partially by a heightened strategic interest

in establishing a naval depot on the Falklands. For the United States,
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supporting Britirh sovereignty claime over the Ialands--and, thus, implying the
fllegitimacy of Argentine rule-—allowed her tuv escape the dispute over the
scalers” actions. Thua, the Americans inftiated a dialogue with the British,
supporting their claim for the Islands {n order to diminish American
culpability, An 183] letter from the 1..S. State Department to the American
chargé d aff.ires in Buenos Alres, John Forbes, urged Forbes to advance the

British claim to the Argentine government:

«+sYou should addreas an earnest remonstrance to that Government
(the Argentine) against any measures that may have been adopted
by it...which are calculated.,. to impose any restraints whatever
upon the enterprize of our citizens.... The Government of Buenos
Ayres can certainly deduce no good title 5? these Islanda. from
any fact connected with their history.

With reapect to the Monroe Doctrine, the Falklands were conmidered to be a
pru-revolutionary poasession of the British, thereby making the Doctrine
inapplicable.

The linited States had dispatched the USS lexington to the region in

November as a responsc to the detention of the American ships. 1In December, the
commander, Silas Duncan forclbly dissemhbled the Argentine settlement on the
Falklands and declared the Ialands to be free of government, apparently all with
the connivance of che British.’2

The Return of the British

In mid-1832, the RBritish chose to take advantage of the dissolution of the

Argentine settlement and reclaim the Falklands. Two Warships--HMS Clio and Tyne

were dispatched under the command of Captain J.J. Onslow. In December, Captain
Onslow offically took possession of the Islands and the remaining Argentines

were expelled in January, 1833, Thus, the British reoccupied the i{slands and
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have administered them to the present. Although the legitimacy of the British
claim to the Islands was questionable, in the 19th century world of puver
politics, the British hold was undeniable. As one Argentine has noted: "The

Fngliah position was very weak from a political and legal point of view but very

strong from a military and naval stance, V! Still, the House of Commons Foreign

Affairs Committee has acknowledged that

the weight of the evidence argues in favour of the view that
Argentina®s title to the Falkland Islands (or at least to Eaat
Falkland) was, at the time of the RBritish occupation in 183}, of
greater substance than ia os has been credited by official lUnited
Kingdom Covernment Sources.*4

Stratezic Intereat in the Falklands

The nineteenth century saw the apex of the Falklanda’ strategic
contributfun to the Rritish empive. The Falkland Islands possessed only a
minimal potential for economic development (beyond sheep-raising and fishing).
Their importance was as a coaling stat‘on and naval depot along the strategic
Cape Horn trade routes. As Medford suggests, "the Falklanda were acquired at a
time when a base ncar the Stralts of Magellan was easential for naval control of
the Pacific Coast of South America and the South Atlantic."3% The contribution
which the Falklands made to British imperial defense was acknowledged in
numerous governmental reports throughout the 18008, including those of the
Carnarvon Commisalon,36 the Select Committee on Colonial Military Expenditure,
and an 1R8] Report on Coaling Stations., Both the location of the Islands and
their own natural formation contributed to their value as a naval depot. The
glowing descriptions offered of the Islands were numerous, Commander George

Grey, upon vigiting the islands in 1836, commented that




It ie impogaible to imagine a finer harbour than this, land

locked on every side, easy to approach and capable of holding the

whole English Navy,.,... Professionally considered as lying as {t

were In the highway of vessels bound round Cape Horn and 1n

containing 599 finest harbours in the world their value is not to

be doubted,
Not surpr’singly, then, the Carnarvon Commission reported that the Falklands
"eo could e made an admirahle coaling and refitting station for the royal Navy
and mercantile Marine.'3R

Although the Islands” primary value was military, some sort of permanent

settlement had to be crected to ensure continued British sovereignty. Yet, the

bleak conditions and meager economic proapects, made it an unattractive option

for would~be settlers. The government considered both importing Chelsea

39 and establishing a penal colony (as the

Pensioners to develop the colony
Spanish had done during their adminfstration of the Islandn), Neither of these
schemes enjoyed much success and the population of the Islande has remained

conaistently amall,

The Falklands in World Har‘l

The Battle of the Falkland Islands on 8 December, 1914 was, in the eyes of

some, the decisive naval battle of World War 1, for the BRritish success secured

shipping and communication linea in the southern heminphere.m

(Success) in war at sea was largely determined by the mecurity of
communicationa and,..the security of communications depended upon
the maintenance of naval hases located at useful points around
the world. PFurthermore, a battleship”s radius of action depended
upon her coal supply and this again depended upon the
availa?}lity of fuel at set places along the communciation

lines.

The Falklande represented such a center in the South Atlantic, so it was the

logical meeting place for opposing sea forces in the South Atlantic in 1914,42
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The Battle of the Falklands was the British response to the 1 November sinking
of two British cruisers by the German East Asiatic Squadron, under the command
of Vice-Admiral Graf Von Spee, at the Battle of Coronel, Ry dispatching a large
task force to the Falklands, the British were able to surprise the Cermans and
avenge Coroncl by sinking four German ships, forcing the withdrawal of the
German“a East Asiatic Squadron for the remainder of the war, The Falkland
Ialanders contributed to this muccesas by manning the aignals atation and warning
the British force of the approaching Cermans. As a result, the 8th of December
in celebrated atill {n the Falkland Islanda in commemoration of the great
Rritiah victory.“3

The Falklands in World War 11

The Falkland Islands also made an important contribution to World War II.
In December, 1939, the British were able to sink the German battleahip Graf Spee
off the Falklandu. Churchill, too, recognized the Islands” {mportance for
protecting Britain’s strategic position in the South Atlantic. In a telegram to
Lord Halifax, Churchill stressed ".. the vital necessity of the (falkland)
nbé

Islands to us,

20th Century Decline in Strategic Value

Although the Falkland Islands played an important role in bhoth World Wars,
their value decreased markedly in the twentieth century for a number of reasons.
The opening of the Panama Canal reduced the importance of the trade route paat
the Falklands, The emergence of strategic alir power diminiahed the role of the
navy in power projecticn and, consequently, decreased the necd for naval
outposts like the Falkland Islands. Finally, at the end of World War 11,
Aritain revised her strategic outlook from an {mperial to a Burocentric

orientat{on: colonies~-like the Falkland Islands--no longer received priority
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consideration in defense decision-making and resource allocation, All of these
reflect the fact that, for Britain, the global environment at the end of the
Second World War was vastly different from that which had existed at the opening
of the twentieth century., Britain had fallen to the ranks of a second-rate
power; Britain“s economy had weakencd--she had been surpassed industrially; and,
both internatfonally and domestically, empire had hecom: {deologically pasfe,

Deapite the intenaity and widespread nature of the post-World War 11
decolonization drive, the Falkland Islands were essentially unaffected. The
Talanda” population wished to remain tied to Britain, recognizing, perhaps, the
infeanihility of existing as an independent atate due to their small afze and
bleak economic pol:ent:i.al."5 The British Covernment, for its part, could hardly
force 2,000 of Her Majesty”s loyal asubjects into an independence they neither
deafred nor could matntain., %40, while Britain shed her most valuable colonial
possessions--India, Egypt, Aden--she retained this obscure collection of islands
in the South Atlantic,

The Dispute in the 20th Century

Throughout the 1800s and 190ds, the Argentinians continued to protest
British occupation of the Falkland Islands. Formal protesats were issued in
1833, 1R34, 1R41, 1842, |829, 1RB4, and 1R88, and at regualr intervals after
1908.%6 On a number of occaajons, hostilitiesn were threatened in the region.
For example, in February, 1952, a group of British scientists attempting to land
on Hope Bay (a Falkland Islands Dependency) were fired upon hy an Argentine
expeditionary force. The British Government feared that these actions resulted
from the pugnaclous approach of the Argentine Preaident Juan Peron to the
Falkland lslands dipute. In 1951, Peron had declared that Argentina would

retake the islands through scientific expeditions 'step by utep."47 In response
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to the Hope Bay incident, Prime Minister Churchill dispatched 30 Royal Marines
and a Royal Navy {rigate in a secret deployment. The conflict was resolved
quietly and, by July, the crisis was over,

In February, 1976, a British research ship-~HMS Shackleton--was accosted by
an Argentine ship for allegedly traversing in Argentine territorial waters.
Later, a naval aircraft fired shots over the ahips how, This led to a serious
diplomatic dispute, with the BRritish ambassador being withdrawn from Buenos
Alres.%®

In 1977, an {llegal Argentine settlement on Southern Thule (a Falklands”
Dependency) was discovered and hostilities were threatened again., Prime
Minister Callaghan responded by secretly dispatching a nuclear-powcred submarine
as a precautfon, in case the diplomatic situation deteriorated. Talka in July
proved disappointing and the domestic Argentine situatfon suggested military
dction might by taken by the Argentines, A Foreign Office report suggested
that:

"The Argentines are clearly pursuing their interest at two

levela~-on the surface a dialogue and negotiationt beneath Bhe
gurface they are planning action against the Falklands.. e

By December, the potential for conflict had disappeared,

The Progress of Negotiations Prior to 1982

The twentieth century has also witneased numerous attempts at resolving the
dispute through negotiations. The Argentine government first raised the ismsue
at the United Nations in 1964 at a meeting of the Special Committee on the
Situation with regard to thn Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting
of Independence to Colonial Countries and People (a.,k.,a., the Committee of

Twenty-Four). 1In 1965, the U.N. advocated & negotiated settlement to the

g o
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dispute In accordance with its 1960 resolution on decnlonization (Resolution
1514 (XV)) and reiterated this policy in resolutions in 1966, 1969, 1971, 1973,
and 1976.%0 Anglo-Argentine talks also taok place between 1964 and 1982 but
enjoyed little success.’! The only substantive agrecment was the 1971
Communicatfons Agreement, the negotiations for which specifically excluded the
central {rsue of sovereignty. The Communications Agreement was to promcte
closer ties hetween Argentina and the Falkiand Tslanders and, towards this end,
{t was agreed that the Argentines would construct A landing strip on the
Falkland Ialands to facilitate transport; the Argentine Navy would provide
shipping service to the islands; an Argentine/Falkland Isalands atudent exchange
would commence; and tourism would bhe prnnoted.sz Reyond this, though,
negotiations had markedly little success. While Argentfnes sought quickly
discernible resultr and immediate discusaion of the sovereignty issue, the
British recognized that a surrender of Bovereignty over the Islands, in the
short-term, was--at the very least--politically infeasible., The Falklard
Islanders garnervd a great deal of supporl from the Rritish populace, Thus, for
the British, any solutinn would have to extend over the long-term. The
tesolution of an exceedingly complicated dispute was Turther hampered by the
different negotiating approaches of the two parties., For nearly a century and a
half, the Argentines had been frustrated hy the apparent intransigence uf the
British concerning the Falkland Islands dispute and, in April, 1982, that

frustration was transformed into an active militancy.



CHAPTER TWO:

THF CONFLICT

g ——

Prelude to Invasion

The mid-March arrival of 4] Argentine acrapworkers on South Georgia Island
initiated a diplomatic dispute between the United Kingdom and Argentina, prior
to the actual outhreak of hostilities on 2 April. While the expedition had been
cleared with the British Embassy in Buenos Aires, the workers’ failure to
register at Grytviken upon arrival at South Georgia and their hoisting of the
Argentine flag caused Lhe British to order the workers”® evacuation, The British
povernment dispatched HMS Fndurance (the Antarctic supply ship) to Grytviken to
enaure Argentine compliance. As a response, the Argentines directed the supply
ship Bahia Pataiso to protect the Argentine citirens on South Ceorgla. As
regional tensfans vxacerbated, the British deployed a deatroyer (Exeter) and a
nmiclear-powered submatine (Su- tb). The Argentines subsequently answered with

the dispatch of twe frigates (the Drummond and Granville). By 2 april, however,

the dipuate haid become just one aspect of the larger conflict which involved bhoth
the Falkland Is! inas and her Dependencles.
The Beginning of Conflict

By 9:13 in the morunfng of 2 April--within three hours of landing on the
Islands--the Argentines had forced the surrender of the Rritiah forces on the

Falkland Islands and the Governor, Sir Rex liunt. The following day, at a

special session of Pariiament, British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher informed

20
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the House of Commons both of the invasion and of her decision to dispateh a task
force to the region. Because it would take the task force from two to three
weekg to reach the Falklands, there was leeway for a negotiated settlement to
the conflict and, indeed, neither the British nor the Argentine government
believed that actual armed conflict would ensues In an address to the House of
Commons, Prime Minister Thatcher commented: "I stress that 1 cannot Ffortell
what orders the task force will receive as it proceeds, That will depend on the
aituation at the time."!

Attempts at Peaceful Resolution

Attempts at a peaceful resolution bhegan with the passage of the United
Nations Security Council Resolution #502, which called for an immediate
cessation of hostilities, an Argentine withdrawal, and a peaceful aolution to
the dispute. The pa~sage of the resclution represented a significant moral
victory for the British because it laheled Aryentina the aggressor and
legitimized Britain®s military response.

Following the passaye of Resolution #502, the American Secretary of State,
Alexander Haig, commenced a shuttle diplomacy between Buenos Aires and London,
Infortunately, Haig’s attempts at negotiation scor foundered; he was unable to
find A middle ground between the demanda of the two sides., Argentina would not
budge without concrete British conceasions on the issue of sovereignty.
Britain, on the other hand, would never defer to negotiating demands which were
based on the coercive f-:ce of military aggression and forceful occupation, The
peace proposals forwarde: v President Belaunde of Peru and by the United
Nations Secretary Gerera!  Senur Perez de Cuellar, faced a similar fate. While
neither government . {: . nmilitary confrontation, it is not eurprising that

diplomatic efforts . Rritain and Argentina had quarreled over sovereignty

e aa
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for almost a century and a half; to expect major concersions from either side
when each was nepgotiating under duress and in the spotlight of world opinion was
somewhat unrealistice.

Military Conflict Commences

Rritain’s milftary response hegan with the establishment of a maritime
exclusion zone on 12 April. This was upgraded to & total exclusion zone on 30
April, On 25 April, Rritish troops landed on South Georgla and reclaimed it
without loss of life on elither side. This military succesas was followed hy a
political success for Britain. On 30 April, the United States” government
abandoned its neutral stance and officially announced its support for Rritafn.?2
British satisfaction at this move was matched only by the [eelings of disgust
and hetrayal held in Buenos Alres, The Argentine leader, Gencral lLeopoldo
Caltierl, stated: "1 feel mich hitterness towards Reagan, who 1 thought wark my
friend,’

The campalign on the Falkland Islands hegan on 1 May with a Rritish
bombardment of the Port Stanley afrfield. With this nattack, the British clearly
manifested thefr resolve to retake the Islands, In the eyes of some analysts,
this act terminated the prospects for a negotiated aettlement.“

The 2 May sinking of the Argentine cruiser, General Belgrano, {s more
widely arsociated with ending hopes for a negotiated resclution. The sinking
marked a clear escalation of the conflict: 1368 crewmen were killed while the
ship was both outside the exclusion zone and steaming away from the Falklands
and the Britfsh task force. As a containment tactic, the sinking was a success;
the Argentine fleet remained in coastal waters for the duration of the conflict

and the British gained control of the seca hefore their forces attempted to land

on the Tslands. Yet, the political costs of the attack were high., Previously,
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Britain had garnered a great deal of support by portraying itself as the victim
of Argentine agpression, By inflicting the first major loss of 1ife in the
conflict and hy doing so outside {ts own prescribed exclusion zone and heyond
tts original rules of engagement, Britain’s image of {nnocence quickly
dissipated and the blame for the failure of negotiations is laid at her feet.
The political cost of this military action has continued to mount as
inconsistencies in the government”s statements on the ainking.s From a
strategic viewpoint, the Belgrano sinking was a success; from a political
perapective, it was, at best, a Pyrrhic victory., 1In any conflict, halancing
political dictates and military exigencies 1g difficult., This problem
exacerhaten, eapecially for open societies, when the campalgn is waged within
the arena of world opinion. lawrence Freedman acknowledged this difficulty
when, in reference to the Belgrano sinking, he commented that "Any military
action which is not self-evidently for defensive purpomes, even {f {t is
pre-emptive, becomes an autrage,"®

The Argentines quickly responded, in kind, to the sinking of the General

Belgrano., On 4 Mav, a missile attack destroyed by fire HMS Sheffield. On 2]

May, the Campatyn”s focus awitched from that of a naval conflict to that of a
land-based campaign when the British established a bheachhead at San Carloa.7
This stage of the conflict saw the Royal Navy involved in its biggest battle
gince World War 11.7 The ensuing Argentine air attacks saw one British Type-21
frigate (HMS Ardent) sunk and four more damaged. The airborne assualt on the
Royal Navy continued uwntil 25 May, while, onshore, a logistic huild-up was

underway.

Finaliy, on 28 May, the reoccupation bhattle commenced as the British moved



24

against Coosce (irecen and Darwin. At thi., point in the campaign, the British
forces found themseclves battling more than just the Argentines., Military
commanders also were fighting deteriorating weather, logistical difficulties,
and intensc political pressure for a rapid end to the campalgn. One commander
even noted that "There was a real fear that we might he gazing at each other for
months around Port Stnnlny."9 The battle for Port Stanley--the laat major
Argentine stronghold--bepan on 1L June, On 14 June, the Argentine General Mario
Menendez surrendered to the British at Port Stanley. On 20 June, the British
removed from the dependency of Southern Thule, an Argentine research station
which had bren operating without authorization since 1976,

The Aftermath of _t_h‘g__Conflict

The campalgn cost Britain 255 dead and 777 wounded. The operation cost 700
million pounds plus 900 million pounds in lost ships and planes. The Argentines
claimed 652 dead or misuing.lo The surrender left Britain in charge of over
11,000 Argentine prisoners-of-war. The British returned all but 600 of them
immediately, The remainder Britain retained i{n custody until Argentinaa
declared a cessation of hoatilitiea, The Argentine reaponse was that:

The total cespation of hostilitiea will he achieved only when the
United Kingdom agrees to 1ift the naval and air blockade and the

economie¢ nanctions...an? when it withdraws the military forces
occupying the Islands.!

However, the Argentines sald they would observe a de facto ceasation of
hostilities and this was accepted by Britain as a sufficlent guarantee for the
return of the remaining prisoners. Thus, the militery~-but clearly not the
political--campaign for the Falkland Islands had ended. The British had sent

the Argentines a clear message, the esscnce of which was reflected in a statment
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by a Falkland Islander to a young Argentine soldier: 'Don“t you come planting

your little flag here again, Jorge."l2



CHAPTER THREE:

The Failure qg.beterrence

}ntroduction

For 149 years prior to the 1982 campaign, the RArit.sh and Argcntines had
prevented the escalation of their dispute into active tostilities, What minor
skirmishes had occurred were brief, of low Intensity, and never nfficially
sanctioned. But, due to mismanagement, misjudgment, sud misintrepretation on
both sides, crisis prevention faltered and, consequently, military conflict
enpued, Althougth the fighting has stopped now, the underlyfug genzrativa
dispute remaina unreaolved, Until negotiations can produce a suhstantive
soluiion to the problem, conflict management represents the sole means of
averting further bloodshed. An awareneas of the mistakes-~both Briti{sh and
Argentine--which led to the outbreak of hostilities in April, 1982, is
essentiel, if repitition of past errors i1s to he avoided.

"The Falklande war will be presented by history as a classaic example of a
war that need not have happened."l The miscalculations and misjudgments which
led to this conflict are numerous, but, essentially, they center on the failure
of both Britain and Argentina to assess correctly the motivations of the other
regarding the Falklanda. Until the British task force engapged the Argentines in
the South Atlantic, neither Argentina nor Britain actually expected to be

involved in a full-scale miiitary campaign. 1Indeed, as Philip Windsor notes,

the Falklands campalign was

26



+..one of the very few wara {n history in which one nation had no
real intentton of invading, and the other fought for territory
which it had spent twenty years saying it did not really want.

The Aritish, for their part, erred hoth in the signals they sent Buenos
Afres and in interpreting the signals coming from Argentina. A number of
British actions contrihuted to the Argentine perception that the Rritish were
not wholly committed to the 1slands” protection. Falling to consider how their
Falklands policies were perceived in Argentina wan the fatal Aritish flaw, for

this assumption of declining British interest in the Islands underlay all

Argentine diplomatic and military calculations in early 1982,

Toe Significance of the lalands for Britain

For some time, Britain’s negotiating stance had reflected a growing desire
(at least in the Foreign and Commanwealth Offfice) to reach an accommodation with
Argentina in the dispute. The end of World War Il saw Britain"a withdrawal from
tn imperial role and the development of a Furocentric strategic out look., Yet,
much to the frustratfon of the Argentine’s, Britain’s retrenchment did not
tnclude the Falkland Islandas. A number of factors help explain why, when
Britain had surrendered the heart of her empire--India, Aden, and the remainder
Eaat of Suez--she retained the relatively insignificant Falkland Islands.
Recause the Islands population is slmost wholly of British ar:estry and desires
to maintain tiea with the United Kingdom, neither indigenous nor significant
international pressure for decolonization developed., The desires of the
Islanders have occasioned the curious marriage of imperialism and

self~determination. On 20 May 1968, the Falkland lelands Legislative Council

affirmed

+vothe desire of the Falkland Ialanders to remain Rrit{sh, under
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the British crnzn and ever closely linked to the homeland of the
United Kingdom.

tntil the 1980s--when a fall in wool prices hurt the Islands® economy--the
Falklands were self-supporting, debt free, and contributing to the British
balance of payments.5 Finally, the Tslandea themselves posscss an inherent
value, 1n the event of a crisis which clnered the Panama Canal, the Falklands
would represent an important strategic outpost along the South Atlantic
transport route. The Talands already possess some atrategic importance,
standing, as they do, at the doorway to the Antarctic. Rumors of potential
mineral discoveries have further enhanced the Islande” perceived value, To the
Argentinea, the territorial value of the Falklands is considered nuhstantial.
As one Argentine diplomat noted, "There is not the least doubt that the
territory of the Falkland Islands s much more important than the population."6
Yet, the geopgraphic significance of the Falklands has been greatly exaggerated
by some Argentines who helieve Britain”s sole interest in the Talande is as a
regional military base, While the Islands do possess some innate physical
importance, considering Britain“s Eurocentric strategy and the immense cost of
garrisoning the Islands, the Falklands represent a liability. The tie that
binds the Falklands to Britain is a human one: "(no) British political party
(is) willing to assume responsibility for turning British citizens out of their

homes to appease a foreign power."7

Britain’s Negotiating Stance
While Britain asserts continually her claim to the 1alands, government
officials--especially in the Foreign and Commonwecalth Of fice-~have become
increasingly aware of the need to reach an accommodation with Argentina, This

belief was reinforced in 1976 by the Shackleton Report, which stated that a
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resolution of the dispute was essential for the Islands” economic developnent.s

Thus, through negotiations, the Rritish have sought a solutfon which would
Rradually assimilate the Island residente into the Argentine population. 0Only
in this manner could Britain resolve {ts dispute with Argentina without
seeminply sacrificing the Islanders. The 1971 Communicationa Agrecment, then,
was a means of increasing the ties hetween the Islands and Argentina, The
British hoped that this increussed contact would decrease the antipatay which
Falklanders held for Argentina. More than diminish local averaion for
Argentina, however, the Agreement increased Islander fears of a Foreign Office
sell-out. The Falkland Iaslanders have a very strong lobby group in Parliament
which is able to play both aides of the political spectrum by appealing both to
the imperial nostalgia of Conservatives and to Labour”s sbhorrence of military
dictatorship. This lobby ensures that the Islanders” viewa are considered in
Falklands policy formulation,

By 1979, when Margaret Thatcher assumed power, leasmeback appeared to be the
only possible solution to which hoth Buenos Aires and the Falkland lslanders
might agree. The remaining options-~either discontinuing negotiations and
garrisoning the Islands (a.k.a.: Fortreas Falklands) or preserving the status
quo under a facade of negotiation--were untenable and "...carried a serious
threat of invasion."? Islander reaction to the 'esseback idea was cool. While
many seemed unsure ahout the ides, a large and vocal group virulently opposed
the proposition. The 1981 elections to the Falkland Islands Legislative Council
reflected a growing opposition to negotiating sovereignty with Argentina. By
the time negotiations commenced in 1981, those involved in the Falklands~”
government supported freezing the dispute and were decidedly opposed to

leaseback. The Falkland Islands Joint Councils expressed this view i{n no
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uncertain terms:

While this House does not like any of the tdeas put fotanrd,,.for
a possible settlem nt of the sovercignty dipat e wltil ;\”,{r-nl’in.-l,
{t agrecs that Her Majesty s Caoverumen! should heold further talks
with the Argentines at whi.h...the B [t ish delogat dan shonld sesb
an agreement te eze the ' sipnte over soveretpgnty for o

1t '
specified period . time.

Britain Unaware of Argentine Impatience

- ——

While Britain’s flexihility for neportating a w ttiement doctogsed,
pressures for suhstantial progress {n the negotiations increasced In Argentina,
Eventually, the imperative of proyress wonld compel an Argent Tae resart to fapee
in the hope that military action would serve ag a catalvst for sov:-rofgnty
nogotiationa. The British, however, falled to appreciate the changed Argentine
mood, deapite the numerous fndications of {ts nature, Ceneral Galtieci--then
Army Commander-in-Chief--vocalized this mood in May, 1981, when he commented:
"Nobody can or will be ahle to say that we have not heen extremcly calm and
patient.., However, after a century and a half they (negotiation delays) are
becoming more and more unbearahle.”!! Almost immediately upon his assumption of
power in December (981, Galtier{ resurrected an old blueprint for & military
invasion of the Falklands.

After nearly 149 years of seeking a peaceful resolution to the dispute, the
resort to force was motivated by more than mere {mpatience. Still, irritation
and fruatration with the lack of progress did serve as an impetus to action,

The 150th anniversary (1983) of the Rritish occupation of the Talands loomed
ahead of the Argentine rulers as a deadline!? for the restoration of Argentine
sovereignty. Because Argentine political culture emphasizes the almost sacred

character of national territory, the anniversary of the loss of the Islands
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would only underscore a4 sense ot sational v mijfarion and frustration over the

1ssue,

e cxplosfyve pot Al b the Approaching anntvirsay was not “ecognized hy

the Britich du 1 compreheniion of ghis anpect of the Argentine politfcal
IFTFIRE 'R st public and political opinfon has persistently underrated
the stresth of feeling in Argentina ahoyt the Falklands,"!? While, {n
cagbu-Saxen poltitical culiure, territorig) sovereignty 1s viewed in the context
of promoting thr welfare and security of the individual, Argentines consider
Lerritorial sovereignty an end in {tself 14 Thig traditton is reflected {n the
attitude of the clitizenry regarding the Tslands, Beginning {n tholr childhood,

Aryentines are lnculcated with the theme: “Las Malvinas son nosotros'- The

Malvinas (Falkland ) are ours. 1In Britain, prior to the conflict, few people
were even aware of the Islands” existence, let alone thefr location. According

to one opinion poll, the majority of Britons thought the Falkland Islands lay

somewhere off the Scottiah coaatl‘s

Britain: Sending the Wrong Political Signals

The military leaders of Argentins were well aware of the British public”s
disinterevst in the Falklands and undoubtedly this knowledge reinforced the
perception that RBritain would not respond militarfly to an Argentine occupation
of the Tslands. To the Argentines, an alr of official unconcern complemented
the apathy of the British public. Thronghout the years, preceding the crisis, a
rumber of signijficant Falkland Islands” policy changes were made in Rritain that
suggested to the Argentines that the Falklands were of minor import to Britain,
Whether or not Britain intended to convey this attitude is irrelevant; how
British actions were perceived in Buenos Alres is what provided a major impetus

for the Argentine invasion. Had the Argentine leaders not been convinced of a
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muted Rritish response, the invasion would not have occured, One Argentine
officer commented "The truth 1s that the junta never believed that the BRritish
would reallv fighto"”’

One of the most consi{stent signals of HBritain‘s disinterest was their
negotiating posftion. Thr ugh the years, the stance changed gradually from one
of an adamant refusal to discuss sovereignty, to a declarcd willingneas, in
1976, to cede soverelgnty in accordance with the Islanders” wiahes, and,
finally, to attempting to persuade the Islanders to accept a plan which entailed
the transfer of soverelgnty to Argentina (leasehack). In the course of
negotiations, Arpentina was allowed to vastly i{ncrease contact with the Islands
through th: provision of essential mervices. Argentina provided the Talanders
with air and sea transportatioi; postal, telegraphic, and telephone services;
education in Argentine schools; commercial services; and documentation for free
Islander travel within Argentina., 1In Buenos Aires, Britain’s willirgness both
to discuss sovereignty and to increase Argentine relations with the 1slands was
interpreted as declining concern for the Islands” future. The (reasury
demonstrated little interest in the Falklands” development and, consequently,
none of the Shackleton report’s suggestions for cxpanding the economy were
implemented. An Argentine intelligence report concluded that *"Great Rritain is
in a desperate economic situation and would like to be able to cut off the
Malvinas."!7 The failure of the 1981 British Nacionality Bill to grant the
Tslanders British citizenship represented a further lack of British commitment
to the Falklands and the effect, which did not go unnoticed in Buencs Alres, was
to make the lalanders virtual "Argentine passport holders,"18

Under the Thatcher government, the negotiating process stagnated as the

Islanders became more obstinate in their opposition to sovereignty talks. Had
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the Thatcher governemnt openly supported leaseback, the pressure to adopt a more
flexible position might have persuaded the Islanders to support leaseback, or at
least have made them more amenahle to compromise., Initially, an estimated
one~third to one-half of the Falklands” population was not opposcd to the
leaschack proposition and British pressure might have converted more in favor of
the idea. 1Instead, the British government refused to pressure the Islanders,
thereby, precluding a negotiated settlement to the dispute, at least in the

short term.

s et A . A — E—

In addition to political indications of declining official interest in the
Falklands, the British government“s military policies signalled a decrease 1in
both its desire and ability to asscrt sovereignty over the Falklands. As British
defense policy contracted to the European theatre, deployments and activities
beyond the NATO arca decreased narkedly, and the Falkland Islanda were no
exception, Throughout the 19608 and 19708, as Argentina“s military capabilities
increased--in part, due to British arms sales and the proviaion of training
facflities in the United Kingdom--the British presence in the South Atlantie
dwindled, In . - the Commander-in-Chief, South Atlantic was withdrawn, along
with the Royal Navy“s frigate deployed in the region. 1In 1974, the termination
of the Simonstown agreements removed the closest Rritish base (which was already
one week”s sailing time away) to the Falkland Islands, Cuts {n financing for
the Rritish Antarctic Survey and the threatened closure of its base at
Grytviken, South Ceorgia further suggested an intention to abandon the South
Atlanti{c. With only one detachment of Royal Marines and an i~e patrol ship left
to defend the Islanda, the Argentines could not help but {nfer that the

Falklands were of little value to Britain. The needs of the Falklanders sevmed
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as far from the minds of ministers as the I1slands physically were from
Whitehaltl,
The 1981 Defence White Paper announced the rale of the carrier HMS

Invincible to Australia, an act with serious implications for Britain’s ability

to independently conduct an amphiblious assault outside the NATO area., An

earlier decision to scrap the amphibious assault shipas, HMS Fearless and

Intrepid, had drawn such Intense criticisms from Parliament and the defense
community as to reverse the policy. Since an invasion of the Falkland Islanda
could be countered only with an amphibious campaign, the significance of
Thatcher”s reduction of the surface fleet was apprecliated in Argeattna.

The 1981 Defence Review also called for the withdrawal of HMS Endurance,

the Antarctic fce patrol ship. While the ship coatributed only marginally to

regional defense, HMS Fndurance had a symbolic value wholly disproportionate to

ite militarv capacity. The ship represented a continued British {nterest in the
South Atlan’ic and, relatedly, in the Falkland lalands, TIn easence, HMS
Endurance performed the age-old function of "showing the flag": and i{ts planned
withdrawal wis widely interpreted in Argentina as yet another indication of
Britain”s ¢ ~ite to shed the Falklands” burden, One Argentine ' plomat noted
that the decision was read In Buenos Afires as a

es.delib-rate political gesture; they did not see it as an

fnevitai.iv economy in Britain”s defence budget since the

fmplications for the Islands and ;or Britain“s position in the
South Atlantic were fundamental.!

Fears that such a conclusion would be drawn in Buenos Aires prompted heated
debate of the policy in London. Prime Minister Thatcher insisted that the Royal

Marine garrison on the Falklands and occamional ship visits would reflect
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British interest in the region and that budgetary constraints had forced this
re-evaluation of prioritier., However, opponents of the policy considered more
than mere economics to be at issue, AR Admiral of the Fleet, Lord Hill-Norton
argued:

The consequence of (the withdrawal) will almos: certainly be

disastrous In the political, military, and economic fields alike,

and equally probably it will be irreversible...(It) is my view

that to withdraw the Endurance would be the clearest signal

imaginable of our lack, or lors, of {ntercst, not only in the

Falklands but in the whole area. that signal will at once be

read with anguish by our friends and with delight...by any

potential opponent.*’
Fven the Foreign Secretary, Lord Carrington, called three times for a
reconsideration of the policy, but to no avail. His opposition to the policy
continued, even until hias resignation at the beginning of the conflict. The
Falkland Talanders, too, expressed opposition to the policy. One Islander, B.G,
Frow from the Falkland Islands Office, wrote to John Nott, the Defense
Secretary, imploring him to reconsider, "We would most earnestly request that
you review the decision to withdraw HMS Endurance, which has further damaged the
morale of the Islanders and confirmed thelr fears that the British Government {is

deserting them,"2!

The protests went unhceded; however, Fndurance was given a
reprieve following the Campaign.

The British reaction to the Argentine occupation of Southern Thule in 1976
and 1978 and of South Georgia in March 1982 was mild. 1In fact, the muted nature
of the British response in both cases seemed to confirm the Argentine belief
that the British reaction to an invasion of the Falkland Islands would be

equally impotent, General Galtieri even described the likelihood of a

substantive British response as "“scarcely possible and totally improbable."22
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The Thatcher government fatled to respond decisively to the South Georgia
incident out of fears that sdlitary action on their part would precipitate an
attack on the Falkland Islanda, 1In actuality, this lack of response helped
motivate the invasion by convincing leaders that no firm British response would
be forthcoming. Members of the opposition supggested that Thatcher should have
resurrected the 1977 policy of dispatching a covert submarine to the area., Yet,
the only type of response which might have heen effective was an overt display
of commitment to the Tnlands and to prescrving British sovereignty.

Through its political, economic, and military policies in the Falklands,
the British government had convinced Argentine leaders that Britain“s interest
in the Islands was on the wane. "If ever a nation was tired of colonial
responsibility, this was it."23 Much of the British public was {girorant even of
the Talanda” existence and, until (he {nvasion sparked an atavistic jingoism,
they were apathetic abou* therir fate. Through negotiations, the British
government had ceded responsibility for muich of the Islands” provision to

Argentina and had indicated a willingneas to transfer soverelignty 1if the

Istanders concurred. The Falklands population was the sole remaining abatacle
to Argentine sovereignty., Beyond suggesting an official disinterest in
asserting sovereignty rights, Britain“s policies reflected an unwillingness both
to guarantee the Islanders” well-being and to uphold their ties with Britain,
The Islanders were denied British citizenahip, funds for economic development
were scarce, and the British nilitary presence had dwindled to trivial levels.
Britain®s post-World War 1I retrenchment had left the Falklands "“...increasingly
exposed, dependent not on real military power but on the memory of it. They

were protected by a form of himstoric bluff,"2% These measures were read in

Argentina as a virtual guarantee that Argentine action against the Islands would
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be opposed only by futile protests and feeble indignation, While the British
may not have intended to portray this image, their fault lies in failing to
consider how their actinns would he interpreted in Buenos Afres,

Brita'n Misreads Argentina

Along with Britain“r failure to represent clearly to Argentina its
tatentions regarding the Falkland Islands, the British government committed a
second fatal error. Because Britain failed to appreciate the qualitative
changes which had occurred in Argentina“s approach to the Falkland Islanda
dispute, the governement did not effect the modifications in {its own policy
necessary to deter a conflict. Ae the 19808 opened, the Argentine government
desperately necded an issue which would divert public attention from the
domestic woes which challenged the government“s stahility. As noted earller,
territorial disputes--surh as the Falkland Islands and the Beagle Channel
dispute with Chile--possessed an immense capacity to arouse the passion of
Argentine citizena, A8 the military regime became more desperate and when the
International Court of Justice found in favor of Chile in its adjudication of
the Reagle Channel dispute (a decision Argentina renounced), a positive
development in the Falkland Islands dispute was increasingly viewed as a means
of restoring the government’s credibility, While substantial British

concesaions at the negotiating table would have sufficed, the inflexihle

position of the Ialanders left Britain with little maneuverability., In response

to Argentine calls for concrete developments, Britain offered only a frecze on

the status quo. Had Britain correctly interpreted the changed mood in Buenos

Aires, the government might have been more willing to pressure the lslanders and

to make firm commitments at the negotiations, Instead, the Thatcner government

remained convinced that Argentine bellicosity was mere bluff and felt litle
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pressure to make immediate conceasions.

Argentiue Motivations

The main cause of Argentina’s changed attitude was the emergence among the
military leaders of a "Nuremberg mentality."zs Since assuming power in 1976,
the junta had compiled an appallling governmental record, Their human rights
record was atrocious, around 15,000 persons were arrested and then simply

disappeared (the desaparecidos). In addition, the cconomy was in a state of

collapse and even crashed in April 1980, The foreign debt quadrupled to an
estimated $40 bililon while irnterest rates skyrocketed {current e«xtimates place
inflation at arour., 900%). After the wa-, the popular sentiment was that the
Economica Minister, Alfredo Martinez de Hoz, should he arrested for “crimes
against the country."26 The junta greatly feared the publiec fury
democratization or a human rights investigation might unleash. The junta hoped
that a negotiated settlemen! or, when that proved untenahle, a military success
in the Falklands would appease the public”s desire for retribution. Since the
150th anniversary of British occupation was approaching, an Argentine
reclamation would have a special appeal. The Argentine newspaper, La Prensa, in
February 1982, even stated that "The only thing which can save this government
i{s a war."?’
In addition to the belief that Britain would not respond militarily to an
invasion, British intranaigence at the negotiating table influenced the final
decision to invade. Indeed, the intent of the military action was not so much
to wreat the Islands from Britain as it was to force serious progress in
negotiatinona., "It (the invasion) was based on the assumption that the British

would come to the negotiating table rather than accept the high costs and

casualties of a war."28 When the February 1982 talks in New York ended without
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appreciable progress, the junta became convinced that only military ection could
accelerate negotiations. At the New York meeting, the Argentines had presented
a plan for monthly talks on a regular hasis and a firm timetable for the
establishient of Argentine sovereignty. 1In January 1982, a La Prensa article
warned that 1if these requests were not met, "Buenos Alres will take over the
fstands by force this year."29 On 1 March, the Argentine Foreign Affairs
Ministry issued a un{lateral communique, coinciding with the issue of the joint
communique on the New York talks, which asserted that, {f the Argentine
negotiating suggestions were ignored, "Argentina retains the right to terminate

the function of such a negotiating mechaniam and to resort to whatever procedure

1s commensurable with the intereats of Argent{na."an Numerous other newspapers
and journals in Argentina cchoed these same sentiments,

Argentina Not “Crying Wolf"

The British government justified its failure to respond to these threats on
the numerous previous instances where the Argentines had feigned militancy on
the issue. As the Foreign Minister, Lord Carrington, commented, "Had this been
the first time over the part 20 years that some alluaion to the use of force had
been made from the Argentine side it might have struck Britain as more
significant than it did."”31 what the British failed to appreciate, however, was
the qualitative change that had occurred in Argentine pronouncements and in
Argentina“s domestic situvation. While hiants of force and unofficial harassment
had occurrred in the pasat, no previous Argentine rulers had coupled a
government“s contemplation of the use of force with a concurrent denunciation of
the negotiating process. That the government issuing these signals was in a
desperate satruggle for domestic survival only added to the aignals” portentous

nature. Whereas previous governments were sat{sfied that time would vindicate
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their claim an! maintained that negotiations were the proper mechanism for
resolving tte dipute, the Galtierie regime boch needed immediate success in the
dispute and disparaged the role of negotiations in procuring a solution,

In January 1982, the Islas Malvinas Inatitute first signalled a semi-~official

denunciation of negotiations when its chairman, Rear Admfral Jorge Fraga, issued
a call that the "...endless rounds of negotiations be ended.”32 As noted
previoualy, large numbers of newspapers and journals began to repo.t that the
government might resort to military action i{f talks with Britain were not
successful, That the British failed to nute the subastantive change that had
occurred in Argentine rhetoric was a tragic miscalculation. An Argentine
government “s approach to negotiations--whether they support or disavow them—-can
serve as a litmus test33 to determine the amenability of that government to a
peaceful resolution of the Falklanda dispute. Yet, the Thatcher government
ignored the results of this teat in 1982. The consequence was an inability to
adequately assess the military threat to the Islands.

Argentine Signals

Not only did the British government underestimate the likelihood of an
Argentine attack on the Falklands, but also tne government‘s erroneous
preconceptions about the events precipitating such a crisis blinded ministers to
the military signals emanating from within Argentina, British intelligence
reports all had predicted that any military action would be proceded by a long,
gradual build-up of tensions which would include the suspension of Argentine
services to the Islande. Throughout early 1982, a possible suspension of
services was the only immediate potential threat to the Islands in Britain’s
opinion,

The Build-up to Invasion
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Argentina“s gradual increase of pressure consisted of three stages, as did
Britain®s predictced scenario. But the only common factor between the two was
that the final stage of both envisioned a military attack on the Ialands,
Argentina“s campaign began in January 1982 with the first press statements
renouncing negotiations and hinting of possibdle military action. Rritain
expected the first stape to consist insted of increased diplomatic agitation in
the inilernational arema and, especially, in the United Nationa. The second
stage occurred when the Argentine government offered {ts support to the landing
party on South Ceorgia and even dispatched three warships to prevent HM3
Endurance”s evacuation of the workers. Britain®s second stage of the scenario
predicted the suspension of Argentine services to the Islands, which never
occurred in the pre-invasicn period. When the third stage--invasion-- was
actuated, Britain was caught "sleeping in her hammock."34 British intelligence
reports in early 1982 had suggested no military action would occur for months,
and potentially not for a year, In March, Thatcher had written on a telegram
from the Ambassador in Buenos Aires, that "We must make contingency plans.”
Since no immediate action was taken, however, the atatement probably referred
either to the plans for supplying the Ialands in the event of an Argentine
withdrawal of services or to preparations for a future crisis, which was still
considered to be months away,

Because the numerous other indications of an impending Argentine invasion
did not conform to Britain”s expected acenario, subsequent intelligence
assesgments undervalued the significance of the signals, The problem lay not in
a lack of indicators, but in a failure to correctly interpret the intelligence.
As Ted Rowlands disclosed fn a 3 April 1982 House of Commons debate: 'As well

a8 trying to read the mind of the enemy, we have bheen reading its telegrams for
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many years.“35 Those who attempted to alert the British as to Argentine
intentions found their warnings unheeded or discounted; they were modern-day
Cassandras. The commander of HMS Endurance, Captain Barker, sent a number of
warnings to London about the increasingly bellicose stance of Argentine rulers,
but his messages were interpreted merely as an attempt to save his ship from
withdrawal. The Rritish Ambassador in Buenos Aires had sent a numher of letters
urging that substantive progress in negotiations be made, lest the Argentines
become restless. "Talks tor the sake of talking," noted the Ambassador, were a
privilege Argentina granted Britain and not !ESELlEﬂQﬂi'aﬁ

Subtle Indicators of Invasion

Other incidents occurred which appear more ominous with hindaight, but
nevertheless, when considered in conjunction with the copious stream of hostile
signals emanting from Buenos Alres, these incidents were significant. On 1l
March 1983, an Argentine transport alrcraft landed at Port Stanley claiming
technical difficulties., While the Franks report (report of a committee of Privy
Councillors on events leading up to the crisis) considered this an insigniffcant

incident,37

rum s persist that some members of the Argentine Chiefs of Staff
were on board at the time. The Franks report alao denies an Argentine bulk
purchase of maps of the Islands in Britain prior to the invaston,. 8 Yet, 300
coplec of a Public Record office produced map of the Falkland
Islands~--presumably purchased by the Argentine Air Attache in London~-were found

on the Islands by British scldiers after the Argentine surrender.

British Intelligence Failure

The Franks report euphemistically charged British intelligence machinery3°

in the pre—-invasion period with being "too passive in operation."do More

specifically, the failure of British intelligence involved both neglecting to
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congider how British Islands” policy was being interpreted in Buenos Aires and
wholly misinterpreting the signals coming from Buenos Aires. Falkland”s policy
formulation gave little conalderation to how actinns would be read in Argentina,
The decision to withdraw HMS Endurance, for example, was made solely on an
economic basis, despite innumerable Iindications of the dangerous marner in which
the policy would be Interpreted im Argentina. As noted previously, British
actions had been indicating, at best, an irresolute approach to the Islands and
Lthelir defense for many years. Yet, when calculating the likelihood of an
Argentine invastion of the Falklands, Argentine perceptions of Britain’s
commitment to the Islands were not accorded serious consideration. The Franks
report undevscored this error when it expressed doubt as to "...whether the
Joint Intelligence Ory. n attached sufficient weight to the possible
effects on Argentine thinking of the various actieons of the British

(:c,wernmos!m:.""I

The scrious nature of this oversight cannot be exaggerated,
since the beliel in Buenos Aires that Britain would not respond militarily to an
invasion was a constant theme of Argentine military planners and was perhaps the
most significant factor i{n motivating the invasion. 1In the words of some
Argentines, "Britain had given the junt. nothing but “come-on” signs.... There
was no indication whatsoever that it (an invasion) would be met with massive
retaliation."4?

Britain seriously miscalculated Argentina“s intent to invade the Falklands.
While British intelligence could not have been expected to predict the exact
date of the invasion, neither did it foresee the imminence of Argentine military
action when negotiations stagnated. Evidence--both British and

Argentine~-suggests that the date of the invasion was not determined until

shorily before it occurred (around the 26th of March). The decision was
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motivated by two factors: {increased domestic tnrmoil, in the form of strikes
and protests, coincided with increased tensions on South Georgia., With the
arrlval of HMS FEndurance at South Georgia, Argentina was forced to chonse
botween an escalation of tensions or an ignominious retreat. The domeatic
situat{ion meant backing down would bhe politica. suicide; the invasion option was
more appealing since it would make the South Geocgia position tenahle and only a
mild Beitish reaction was expected anyhow. Thus, the late determination of the
invasion time made the prediction of the exact date virtually imposaibhle,
However, British intelligence failed co even adequately assees the high
prohability of Argentine military action., A major cause of the failure was the
Joint Intelligence Committee”s (JIC) fear of repeating the 1977 error, when an
Argentine invasion was predicted, but nover meterialized, The fear of again
mislabeling Argentire intentions blinded the JIC to the innumerahle
indications--cven more than in 1977--of an impending invasion.
"Assessments...were based on a cructfal input: the intelligence community’s fear

of crying wolf 43

Indeed, the reports, that the JIC spubmitted to the Cabinet
were distinctly less alarmist than the raw intelligence materfal on which they
were based.%? Accurate {ntelligence gathertng and interpretation 1s an essentfal
component of crisis deterrence, The Falklands conflict reflects the dangerous
effecta myople intelligence gathering and, especially, analysis can have on

crisis deterrence,

Argentine Miscalculations

The Argentine government, too, committed some serious miscalculations which
involved it {n a campaign Argentina was not prepared to fight. Much of the
hlame can be attributed to the desperation of a crumbling regime. Suffering

from a horrendous humanitarian and economic record, exploiting the people’s
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nationalism of fered the best prospecte for salvaging the government in the Face
of calls for democratization. As George Ouester notes,

“"The recovery of Lhe Malvinas is viewed as an issue of piide,

with the ordinary people of Argentina sharing with their

otherwise unrepreseriative government an ﬁzgeasive attachment to

issues of symbolism and national dignity.
Consequently, the junta’s jJudgment was obscured and {ts diplomatic flexthility
tonetrained. Much of the intelligence the government received was modified so
as to tell the junta only what it wanted to hear, especially concerning the
allegedly marginal possihility of British retaliation. Military intelligence
consistently undereatimated the Britfsh capacity to retake the Islands.
Argentina®s own analys!s of the campaign recognized the misjudgments in
Argentine policy and concluded that the campaigr was "conceived and executed 1in
an absolutely false framework , "46

The most serious miscalculation made was that Britain would not reapond

militarf{ly to an invasion of the Falklands. By presenting a fait accompli,

Argentina hoped to induce substantive British concessions at the negotiating
table, What the junta falled to comprehend was that Britain could never allow
such a precedent to he established. If Britain were to capitulate to coerclive
force on the Falklands, her interests - CGibraltar, Belize, and elsewhere would
be susceptible to similar challenges. Beyond that, Britain”s credibility as an
ally would be diminished by a perceived hesitancy to respond to military
aggression. O0Nne look at Northern Ireland should have convinced the junta that
force inhibits, rather than aids, the resolution of territorial disputes.
Argentinas resort to violence frustrated its own objective of increasing the

pace of negotiations. Any significant Britisi. concession would have validated
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the use of aggression as a diplomatic tool. The two themes which resounded
throughout Britain during the campaign were that “aggression must not be allowed
to succeed” and "freedom mist be protected againat dictatorship."“’

Argentina had expected that world opinion would be cssentially receptive to
an action aimed at eliminating one of the last vesatiges of colonialism. The
junta failed to understand that world opinion would classify {tr actions as
agpressive, regardless of the effort Argentina expended to insure that no
casualties were inflicted. What appeared to Argentina as a relatively peaceful
reoccupation of its own territoty was interpreted by internatfonal opinfnn as an
unprovoked act of raw agression perpetrated against an essentially defenseless
population hy a brutal military dictatorship, Further, the action extended
instability and armed conflict to yet another corner of the globe., Argentina’s
major error, then, was the failure to adequately assess the response of Britain
and the world to the use of military force to resolve disputes. Had the junta
been cognizant of this attitude, they would have realized that an invasion would
obstruct, rather than promote, efforts to obtain the substantial concessions
from Britain needed to restore some sensc of legitimacy to military rule.

Although the invasion was largelv motivated hy Argentine domestic politics,
neither the junta nor its intelligence community seriously contemplated the
potentfal influence of domestic politics on the British response. At the time
of the invasion, the Thatcher government, too, was in serious political straits,
due largely to economic problems. Indeed, an April 1982 po'l revealed that 48%
of the British population cousidered Margaret Thatcher the worst Prime Minister
in British history.48 Therefore, to shrink from the Argentine challenge would
have been political suicide: the people of RBritain had suffered a national

humiliation and they expected their government to redress it., As one Cabinet
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member commented at the time, "I don"t see how she (Thatcher) can survive if she
shrinks from a mititary showdown. "49

Public pressure--in the forms of hostility directed at the regime and the
passionate nationalian which the Falklanda arouscd~-greatly influenced the
junta“s decision to invade the Falkland Islands. Yet, the junta failed to
consider how public presrure would affect the British response to an invasion.
Nationalism was a driving force hehind Argentine actions, yet the junta
overlooked its British counterpart, Admittedly, the British public had
demonstrated a seneral apathy toward the Falkland Islanda for many years, But
few things could inflame nationalistic passion in Britain as readily as a
blatant act of aggresaion directed against people of British origin living on
British territory. For year, the British people had witnessed their nation”s
decline as an economic, political, ard military power. The years of colonial
withdrawal were painful. The British saw their institutions, customs, and
invostments ahused and abandoned while the international status declined. But
the Falklands were different: here was a distant people yearning to remain
Britisih and retain her aegis. While offering a distraction from the problems of
Northern Ireland, Furopcan Community relations, and economic decline, the
Falklands crisis also provided an outlet for suppressed jingoism, When
assessing the likelihond of a British military response to an invasion, the
Junta neglected to consider how military action can influence and tranaform
attitudes, hoth within governments and in the public. "What reason did the
Junta have for believing that Thatcher and her Government would be that much
more able than they had been to ignore the demands of what was certain to be
150

aroused if not enraged public opinion

Avrgentina seriously underestimated the character of Britain“s leader, Prime



48

Min{ster Margaret Thatcher, Whether this was the result of Latin machismo, a
mere miaperception, or, most likely, a combination of both is a moot ismsue.
What 18 relevant is a consideration of the effect an accurate picture could have
had on Argentine decision-making. The hope of compelling accelerated and
auhstant{ve negotiations motivated the invasion, in great part. The Argentines
had no desire--nor expectation--to go to war with Britain. Yet, a cursory
analysis of Thatcher’s personality--as reflected in her governing style-~would
have revealed to the junta that she is neither eas{ly intimidated nor prone to
compromise, Thatcher®s handling of Britain“s rather militant labor unfons and
dissent within her own party reflectrs her strong will and unyielding character,
To believe that milttary force could coerce concessions from Margaret Thatcher
was a monumental misjudgment., Margaret Thatcher waa an "Iron Lady" long before
the Falklands Campaign made this label her trademark.

Ae well as underestimating the will of the Rritish government, the
Argientines also miscalculated Rritain“s ability to respond militarily to an
invasion. The continual contraction of the surface fleet and of Britain’s
out~of-area capahilities had not gone unnoticed in Buenocs Aires. General
Galtferi was personally doubtful of Britain“s capacity to actively defend the
Falkland Islands, Fowever, some Argentine intelligence reports exaggerated the
extent of Rritain“s military contraction and deficiencies, probally in an
attempt to please superiors.51 Rritish success in the Falklands campaign
manifested the inaccuracy of Argentine assessments, although thosc evaluations
of Britain’s military capahilities would have been more truly reflective in a
few months when further British reductions were scheduled to go into effect.
Still, a better determination of British strength might have promoted a more

cautious attitude in Buenos Aires,
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Finally, Argentina wholly miscalculated the position of the United States
in the conflict, The neutrality which Buenos Aires expected was short-lived.
The junta, in so doing, miasinterpreted American strategic interests and
commitments. American/Argentine relatfons had warmed markedly under the Reagan
Administration, and Galtierl was especially liked by the Administration. Reagan
Bought Arpentine cooperation and support for his policies in Central America.
In return, Reagan increased arms sales and aid levels from those of the previous
adminigstratf{on. However, American ties with Britain were mtronger, Britain is
one c¢f the United States” longest-standing allies, and these ties were
reinforced by the common ideological ties between Reagan and Thatcher. While
ties with Argentina promote regional intercvsta, Britain, as a member of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, represents a key factor in America’s larger
strategic interestn. While Central America is an important political issue,
East-West rc¢lations represent Washington®s moat critical foreign policy area.
(Indeed, the Reagan Administration sees the Central American crisis as merely an
outgrowth of East-West competition.) Of the two, alienation nf Argentina would
leaat threaten American interests. What i{s more, America could never let
Britain lose such a conflict--fallure to recognize this in Argentina was an
extremely serious miscalculation. The defeat of a major NATO member by a
developing country would not be tolerated by an American administration intent
upon increasing its own strength--and that of NATO g--vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union. Also, with Cruise and Pershing missile deployments in Furope just twenty
months away, Reagan did not want to jeopardize their installation, as he
described it, over "that little ice-cold bunch of land down there.">? Finally,
sentiment in Congress and the public at large was distinctly pro-British and

Reagan was not inclined to challenge this consensus. Had Argentina more
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accurately understood what the American position would be in such a conflict,

the knowledge would have had a strong deterrent value. The generals may have

been desperate, but they were not foolhardy; when the United States announced
its support for Britain, Argentina”s defeat was virtually assured,

The central assumptions upon which Argentine policy was based were largely
erroneous. The junta wholly miscalculated the response of Britain, the United
States, and even world opinion to its actions. Further, Argentina would not
concede to the British government and public the same passions which had molded
Argentine policy., Buenos Aires also failed to comprehend that much of world
opinion would judge ite actions as nothing more than gunboat diplomacy and ita
rhetoric as an attempt to have the ond {(destroy a perpetuation of colonialism)
justify the means., Finally, Argentina displayed a myopic understanding of
American strategic interests. Because of these misjudgments, Argegkina was
unable to achieve its goal of substantive progress in sovereignty negotiations.
Inatead, Argentina was defeated in a campaign it never wanted nor expected to
fight, and, as a result of defeat, found itself farther than ever from regaining
the Falkland Islands.

The Falkland Islands campaign began through a series of miscalculatione and
misinterpretiona. Neither country wanted to be involved in a milicary campaign,
but their miscalculations drew them into it. As Philip Windsor describes it,
"..sthe two countries went to war because each concluded that tlie other was not
really prepared to do 80."33 Britain sent the wrong signals tu Buenos Aires
and, at the same time, grossly misread the indications of impending military
activity emanating from Argentina. Argentina, for its part, based its policies
on & number of wholly unsound assumptions. Unfortunately, these errors resulted

in tragedy when men hegan dying because of political misjudgments, What ia
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worse, when the conflict ended, Britain and Argentine were farther than ever
from resolving the dispute. Britain found itself more committed to the
tslands~-economi ally, politically, and militarily--than it ever wanted to be,
Argentina not only found itself a long way from regaining sovereignty, but also
saw all the efforts that had heen expended to improve relations with the
Tslanders deatroyed.

The mistakes that led to this conflict need to be understood if either side
wants to ensure that the tragedy is not repeated. Until diplomatic negotiations
ara able to resolve this dispute, both Britain and Argentina will have to manage
the peace and practice crisis deterrence more efficiently than previously, but
these measures can he effective only 1f the errors that initially led to
conflict are understood, Until Britain and Argentina come to understend each
others” goals and motivations concerning the Falkland Islands, there can be no
communication, and an ability to communicate is esasential feor the succesaful

conduct of negotiations.



CHAPTER FOUR:

Short~Term Prospects for Peace

- —— - . e Al . bl

The military campaign for the Falkland Islands was simply the physical
manifestation of a long-simmering diplomatic dispute: the military conflict was
just one battle in a larger political war., Indeed, the Campaign intensified the
controversy over the Falkland Islands, What had been, at hest, a secondary
matter for the British and Argentine governments suddenly became a primary

political {ssue. The Campaign was bhoth the coup de grace of the Argentine

military junta and the saving grace of Margaret Thatcher and her Conservative

Party.

- —————

Armed conflict brings with {t greater international pressure for a
regolution of the dispute, 1In the present age, the frighteningly destructive
capablilities of modern weaponry and the already frapile superpower halance cause
the world community to view with serfous concern the cruption of hoatilities
anywvhere on the globe. These calls for compromise are focused more intensely on F
the United Xingdom, for {ts government (s expected to demonstrate magnanimity in

victory. Yet Margaret Thatcher has shown markedly little willingness to

negotiate and compromise; she adamantly refuses to even contemplate a discussion
of the core issue! sovereignty, At the same time, those who backed Britain in
the conflict-~mainly Western nations--are finding it increasingly difficult to

continue their support. At the beginning of the Campaign, Argentina”s
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culpahility was hlatant: A brutal military dictatorship had invaded an
esgsentially defenseless territory. But now, nearly three years have elapsed
saince Britain reoccupied the Tslands and, in December, 1983, a democratically
elected government--hcaded by President RAul Alfonsin--replaced tne military
}unta In Buenos Alres. Still, there has heen no progress towards even
normaltzing relations, let along negotiating a solution. Meanwhile, support for
the British in the international community waned. In reference to declining
support for Britain in the iInited Nations on the Falklands {ssue, the former
British United Nations Ambassador, Sir Anthony Parsons, conceded that

With the (Argertine)} government having changed to one of

democratic respectability and the memory of the invarion

beginning to fade it will certainly become more difficult for us

to maintain such a good rec?rd ;1 the General Assembly as we have
done in the last twn years.

The Argentine Approach to Negotiations

——— e e —

While the pressures to resolve this conflict increased, the capacity of
each government to make concessions decreased, Although the failures of the
campalgn were blamed on the military junta, the Argentine people still feel a
great Aallegfance to those who died during the fighting. The democratic
government shares fits predecessor’s commitment to regaining the Falklands;
however, Alfonsin and his government have wholly disavowed the use of force to
achieve thefr goal, The Argentine Foreign Minlaster affirmed this policy when,
in January, 1984 he promised that Argentina "shall not take the initiative to
recover (the Falklands) by force.,..we shall anly use all our diplomatic
possibilities."2

The British Approach to Negotistions

As far as the British are concerned, a case of selective amnesia has set-in




54

concerning thelr carljer willingness to negotiate sovereignty., Now that the
military conflict is over, the government has sought to invest the Tslands with
a status and value suffictent to justify both the campaign effort and the
government "8 subscquent Investment in the Islands“s welfare. Thatcher’s
attitude has heen that "If they‘re (the Falklanda) worth fighting for, they must
be worth keeping."3

Thus, the government”s policies have provided the lalands with significant
military support and econcmic aid. Thatcher has fnvested 215 million pounds& in
the construction of an airport which can accomodate long-haul, wide-body fets
{both civilian and military) flown from Furope., (The airport 1s due to open in
April, 1985--ahead of schedule.)

The coat of garrisoning the Falklands represents 2.5% of Britain“s defense
budget.5 For a country whose defense is almost wholly NATO oriented--only 5% of
the defense budget 1s allocated for non-NATO tanks®--this constitutes a
significant diversion of Rritain®s defense effort, The British government
asserts that additions to the defensc budget fund the Falkland Tstands” garrison
and, thus, money is not diverted from other defense needs. However, considering
the povernment “s announcement that, shortly, it will be {ncapadle of meeting
NATO a poal of a 13X real increase in defense expendituve anmually by each member
matton, the Pfunds being Invested in the Falklands® garrisom bdecome an
increasingly expensive drain on NATO remources. 1If that 2.5% curveatliy golng o
the Falklands vcould go to NATO, Britain might he able to avoid veneging on itx
oblig.ttons to the Alliance. The lslands also are receiving developaeat and
reconstruction aid, so that the grand total of British expenditure oa the
Falklands’ representa nearly 2 million pounds, spent over three yeats, for cach

FPalkland Islands fili\j!r Su:\ a massive investment greatly inhibits the
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government s flexih{lity in negotiatifons; they now have much more to lose,

Megaphone Diplomacy

The course of negotiations since the end of the Campaign reflects the dual
nature of the pressures on both governments. Both Buenos Alres and T.ondon
desire talks and a normalization of relations. Yet, the extent of each
government “s investment in the Islands--whether {t i{s measured in human lives or
in budgetary allocations--diminishes the desire of e{ther side - compromise.

In response to a conpratulatory telegram from Margaret Thatcher or the occasion
of his inauguration, Argentine President RAul Alfonsin recalled an English
colloquialism: "Where there”s a will, there’s a way." Unfortunately, the will
displayed hy both 4ides thus far has appeared as more an eagerness to have their
own demands met than as an inclination to compromise,

The character of Argentine/British relations since Argentina“s surreader on
14 June 1982 can be described hest as "full of sound and fury, signifying
nothing." BRoth sides have issued warnings, propagated statements, set
conditions, and declared intentions with regularity. Yet, amazingly little
communication has passed between the two governments as a result of this, as {t
is often described, "megaphone diplomacy". Three years have elapsed since the
Campalgn and relations have not been normalized yet nor has an end to
hostilities been declared. Scitl, some confidence-building measures have hecn
enacted and contact between government officlials at a varlety of different
levels has occurred.

The Course of Relations 32_1982

Since the end of the conflict, Britain has expressed a willingness, through
the International Red Cross, eithar to return the Argentine dead from the

Falklands or to permit, under the auspices of the International Red Cross, a
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visit to the Islands by relatives of the dead B Argentina, however, has
demonstrated little interest in accepting the British offer,

Immediately after the close of the Campaign, General Reynaldo Bignone
replaced General Galtieri as President of Argentina. !ntil the eclection of a
democratic government in October, 19R3, the Argentine junta perpetuated its
bellicose approach to the Falklands dispute., On 4 January 1983, for example,
Senor Francisco Manrique, warned that 'One must not discount a second armed

conflict over the Inlands."9

The present government in Argentinn disowns such
pronouncements as meaninglessaly provocative, and har advocated a peaceful
resolution of the {ssue. Still, the threatening noises emanating from Buenos
Aires prior to December, 1983, partially explain the lack of progress in
normalizing relations during that period.

On 18 June 1982, the Argentines recognized that a de facto ceasefire was {n
effect, which allowed Rritain to repatriate Argentine prisonrrs-of war.l0
Still, there has never been an official, de jure cessation of hostilities by the
Argentines, much to the consternation of the British., The Argentineas feel thar,
since hoatfilities were never actually declared, an official cessation {is
unnecessary. The Argentines frequently cite, in support, the faflure of the
British to announce a ceasefire at the end of the Suez conflict in 1956,
Instead, the United Kingdom recognized the authority of United Nationa”
pronouncements on the conflict. Since the democratic government assumed power
in 1983, the tone of Argentine statements has heen markedly less caustic,!!
Indead, the Argentines elected a man President who had denounced the junta’s
fnvasion, at the time, as "un 1llegal act by an illegitimate government in a
just cause."12 While the British have noted this change in tone, they remain

adamantly comnitted to hearing Argentina declare an end to hostilities.
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On 21 June 1982, the European Fconomic Community lifted the smanctions which
were [mposed upon Argentina at the beginning of the conflict, This was
followed, on 12 .July 1982, with the termination of American sanctions on
Argentina. Finally, in September, Britain and Argentina agreed to suspend the
financial restrictions each had {mposerd on the other, 13

On 22 July 1982, Britain lifted the exclueion zone around the Falklands and
reptaced it with a protection zone. Argentine warships and militdary aircraft
still were prohibited from entering and civilian vehicles could enter only with
British permission. The Argentines have not, as yer, sought such permission for

either ships or aircraft.,

The Course of Negotiationr in 1983
January, 1983 saw British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher visit the
F.lkland Islands, During this trip, her allegiance to the Islands {ncreased

dramatically, a critical factor in her present unyielding stance on

negotiations. A CGallup poll releascd the name month in The Daily Telegraph

revealed that 63X of Conservatives advocated efforts to reach an agreement with
ﬁrgenttna.14 On 5 January, the Argentine Ambassador to the United Nations,
Carlos Muniz, announced that Argentina would press its claim to the Falklanda
through various international fora, such as the Organization of American Statea,
the Non-Aligned Movement, and the lUnited Nations. Noting the extent of
international support for Argentina“s claim, he commented that "Great Rritain
may take {ts time to arrive at this decision (to grant Argentine sovereignty)
but i{n the end 1t will have to yicld to the will of the majority of the
countries of the world,"13

Following American intelligence reports which predicted an Argeatine

harrassment campaign agalnst the Falklands, Britsin increased the daily number
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of RAF Phantom flights and beefed-up its defenses. The intelligence reports
alleged that Argentina planned to launch commando railde against the Falklands
and to attack Rritish aircraft outside the 200-mile exclusion zone as a response
to Thatcher”s Falklands visit. The Argentine government labeled the charges as
"erazy" and as an attempt by the British government to divert attention from the
Franks committee”s report on the 1982 Campaign.16 The following day, on the
20th of January, the Argentine government announced that {t would not declare an
end to hostilities until BRritain displayed a willingness to negotiate on the
Tslands.!7
During March, 1983, a Non-Aligned Summit meeting was held in New Delhi, 1In
the cloaing declaration, the organization expresscd its support for Argentina‘s
position: "The Conference reaffirms that the Malvinas (Falkland Islands), South
Georgia and the South Sandwich Islands are an integral part of the Latin
Amer{ican region."l8
The House of Commons Select Committee on Defence released a report on the

future defense of the Falkland Islands on 12 May 1983.19 n the report, the
Committee noted that the fallure to procure an official cessation of hostilities
from Argentina had serious implications for the Imlands” future. The report
also recognized that the short~term prospects for negotistiuns were poor due
both to the continued hoatility of Argentine military rulers and to Margaret
Thatcher 's unshakeable commitment to supporting :the Islanders” wishes, Said the
report,

There can be,..no certainty that fighting for the Falkland

Islands and Dependencies will not be renewed...We must conclude

that over the next few years the dispute between Her Majesty’s

Government and Argentina as to ths future atatus of the Falklands
will remain as insoluble as ever.’D
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A general election was held in Britain in June, 1983 and Margaret Thatcher
and her Conservatives were returned to power with the largeat majority since
World War I1.2! The large majority ensures that the next election will not be
forced prematurely by a lost vote in the House of Commons. The Falkland
Islanders were granted the acgis of Margaret Thatcher”s hardline approach to the
Falklanda issue for another five years. With her majority (of around 200
votes), the potential for parliamentarians to pressure for change via the voting
lobby is severely curtailed., If Margaret Thatcher wants to maintain her
resolute attitude on the Falklands {ssue, Westminister can do little to force a
compromise. The British Nationality Act of 198) reflected this commitment by
granting the Falkland Islanders British citizenship, something denied them two
year previously.,

In September, 1983, the first in a series of meetings between Members of
the Rritish Parliament and of the Argentine Congress was held at the University
of Maryland, under the auspices of the Center for International Development,
This forum was uniquely conducive to a frank exchange of views because those in
attendance were policy-influencers rather than formal policy-makers.
Consequently, the progress of the Conference was not impeded by official
rhetoric and political promulgations. This first conference fnvestigated
Argentina’s goals concerning sovereignty and noted that the symbolism of
soverefignty ({.e. the presence of the Argentine flag on the lslande) was as
desirable as {ts actual exercise. Therefore, a solution to the dispute which
allowed a symbolic display of Argentine sovereignty while perpetuating British
administration to guarantee the Islanders” interests might represent a feasible
slternative to the present stalemate in Anglo-Argentine relations,

Argentina: Democracy Revisited
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The 30th of October, 1983 marked a watershed in contemporary Argentine
polities: genuine democratic elec:lons were held in which the military’s
candidate was defeated resoundingly.z2 The outcome of the voting was the
election of RAul Alfonsin of the Radical Party as President of Argentina,
Alfonsin had denounced the junta“s decision to invade the Falklands in 1982 and
his election marked Argentina”s return to a reliance upon the negotiating
process to resolve the Falklanda dispute. On the day after the Argentine
elections, Britain“s Foreign and Commonwealth Office issued a statement
welcoming the return of democracy to Argentina, a sentiment which was echoed in
Margaret Thatcher”s reply to a Parliamentary Question on 1 November. On 7
November, Thatcher outlined the prospect for talks with the new goveranment:

veol am willing to enter into talks, We want good commercial
relatjons, diplomatic relations, we want norma]l relations. But I
am not entering into talka about sovereignty.,”

Alfonsin was {naugurated as President on the 10th of December. 1In a
message delivered through the Swiss Protecting Power (Brazil is serving as
Argentina’s intereat representative until the two resume diplomatic
negotiations), Thatcher commented that "Today brings new hope to your country,”
In his inaugural address, Alfonsin referred directly to the Anglo-Argentine
dispute:

"Regarding the isssue of the Malvinas (Falklands), South
Georgias, and South Sandwich Islands, our unyielding objective is
and will always be the full recovery and the definitve

integration of these islands to our sovereign national

territory.. our position in this regard ia inflexihle."24

The critical difference, however, was that now the Argentine cause would be

advanced by peaceful means and diplomacy.
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Negotiations 15_1986

Britain opened the new year and greeted the new Argentine goverument with
specific proposals for normalizing relations, {ssued via the Swiss embassy in
Buenos Aires on 26 January 1984. Although the message waa confident{al, the
proposals undouhtedly covered the resumption of direct air flights between
Rritain and Argentina; the removal of Argentine supervisory personnel (inter
ventores) from British businesses in Argentina (these were supposed to be
removed when economic restrictiorns were lifted in September, 1982); the
repatriation of the Argentine dead or else a visit to the Islands by their
relatives; and the curbing of restrictions on economic and cultural contacts,
The note also probably included a refteration of Britain”s unwillingness to
suspend the protection zone or resume diplomatic relations until Argentina
offically declared an end to hostilities. Thetcher reaffirmed this conviction
in her answer to a Parliamentary Question on the 30th of January:

"We do not envisage keeping the 50 nautcial mile protection zone
around the Falkland Islands indefinitely, but we will not 11ift it
prematurely. We need to be fully satisfied that Argentir.
renounces the future use of force, and we have noted recent
Argentine statements that they intend to pursue their claim by
peaceful means,"4?
The proposals were rejected by Argentina on 3 February because Britain refused
to participate i{n talks which included the question of sovereignty on the
agenda.

The beginning of the year also saw the Falkland Islands garrison reduced

from a high alert to a more moderate~-and sustainable--level. The British

Secretary of State for Defence, Michael Heseltine, visited the Falklands early

in 1984. He arrived on the lslands at the end of a record eighteen hour
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non-stop flight in a RAF Nimrod, thus demonstrating Britain’s capacity to
rapidly refinforce the Islands by air. During his visit, Heseltine hroke with
precedent and stated that an Argentine declaration of the end of hostilities was
rn longer requisite for a dialogue to commence. However, this was never
repeated by other government officials,

On Fehruary 1, during a visit to Venezuela, President Alfonsin delineated a
six-point plan for rebuilding relations. He proposed that: Argentina and
Britain inftiate contacts through their United Nations missifons; attempte be

made to restore relations to the atatus quo ante bellum; talks be conducted

within the framework of the United Nations” reaolutions; Britsin 1ift {ts
exclusion zone and freeze its fortification of the Islands; & United Nations
peacekeeping force be considered as a means of guaranteeing the sacurity of the
Ialands; and the implementation of thease steps would effect a de jure ceasation
of hostilities and a normalization of relations,

Britain responded to the Argentine proposals with a statement i{asued the
following day by the Forelgn and Commonwealth Office, The response clearly
rejected the idea of a United Nations peacekeeping force: “there is no role for
the United Nations in the protection of the Islands." Instead, Britain asserted
that the improvement and eventual normalization of bilateral relations was the
key to ending the dispute,

Charging that the Royal Air Force was harassing--"buzzing'"--Argentine
fishing vessesl outeide the protection zone; Argentina protested to the United
Nations. The protest mace in mid-February concerned an incident alleged to have
taken place on the 5th of November and the 24th of December.28 At the same
time, an Argentine diplomat extended an invitation for Labour Members of

Parliament to visit Argentina,
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In a memorandum issued to the Hosue of Commons Foreign Affairs Committee on
the 15th of February, the Falkland Islands government proposed that Britain
normalize relations with Argentina, provided that sovereignty over the Falklands
was not a4 matter for discussion. The memorandum suggested that after a period
of normalization and reconstruction, then ",..the Falkland lalands Government
and people could asess their position in the framework of improved international
relatfons and decide how they wanted to...exercise their right to
self-determination."2’

On 17 February, Argentina delivered a confidential response to the British
proposals of 26 January. The central point of contention was Britain’s refusal
to disucses sovereignty and Argentina“s insistence that the subject not be

excluded from talks. One Argentine diplomat told the Sunday Times that "We

cannot leave soverelignty out of account in the final solution, but it could be

first or last on the agenda." Argentina, then, appeared willing to postpone

sovereignty discussions temporarily, so long as their eventual inclusion in
talks was not precluded. On the 19th of Febhruary, Argentine Forefign Minister
Dante Caputo noted that ".,.we cannot accept that the heglnning of talks may
imply & tacit drop of our sowereignty claims."?® The 14 March issue of La
Nacion published the text of the Argentine reaponse, much to the dismay of
government officials. The text described the Rritish proposals as a "positive
step", but suggested that such issues as the suspension of the protection zone,
the termination of British fortification of the Islands, and the withdrawal of
all nuclear weapons from the area also be included in discussion., Finally, the
reply stressed the "extreme importance' which Argentina attached to relations
with the United Kingdom and its consequent desire "...to peacefuliy end the

dispute on the Malvinas Islands, the South Georgias, and the South Sandwich
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Islands", 2%

On 23 March, Osvaldo De Stefanis, the zealous leader of Argentina’s Center
for Volunteers for the Fatherland, landed surreptitiously on the Falklands and
hof{sted an Argentine flag, buried three rosaries, took plctures, and left, "1
wanted to let the world know that the Malvinas (Falklands) are still Argentine
and that we want them back by peaceful means," De Stefani{s stated, in
justification of hig actions, °? Both London and Buenos Adres downplayed the
cvent as neither wanted the incident to inhibit attempts to improve relations.

On 6 April, Sritain delivered a confidential remponse to the Argentine
letter of 17 February, 1In the letter, Britain essentially refterated the
proposals outtined in its ori{ginal communicaiton of 26 January. The response
also is believed to have detailed the preconditions for Britain”s 1lifting of the
protection zone, the main requirement being an Argentine cesczation of
hostilities. The Argentine newspaper, El Clarin, described these proposals as
"unacceptable and unsatisfactory" in its 15 April 1984 {snue.

During a trip to Paris, the Argentine Forelgn Minister Dante Caputo,
advocated a "small ateps' approach to improving Anglo-Argentine relations.
Through such confidence-building measures as the removal of the protection zone
or a halt in the construction of the Mount Pleasant airfield, Caputo felt thet a
foundation for talks could be established. He further proposed a series of
informal talks with an open agenda (i.e. neither specifically including nor
excluding the issue of sovereignty), His comments reflected an Argentine desire
to end the political stalemate and to effect substantive progress in
Anglo-Argentine relations. "The important thing," Caputo stressed, "is to get
around the table.... 1 am optimistic about the capacity for dialogue of

w3l

civilized governments. The British government had suggested earlier that
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negotiations would he a piecemeal process, On the 20th of February, a Foreign
0ffice spokesman stated that '"We...see the procems as one of step-by-step
diplomacy."32

April also saw the sccond meeting of British Members of Pariiament and
Argentine Congressamen at the University of Maryland“s Center for International
Development., While many issues were diacussed, special attentton was focused on
how the Campaign®s success affected Britain”s self-image, Conatdering the
difficulty of persuading Margaret Thatcher and R&ul Alfonsin to sit down
together, lower-level contacts like those made at the Maryland conference are
the foundation upon which improved relations can be built. The participants
avoid becoming entangled in official rhetoric and are able to confruat the {ssue
directly and in a forthright manner.

Argentine Forelgn Minister, Dante Caputn, on 6 May, revealed Argentine
dissatisifaction with the British note of 6 April when he commented that '"we are
not &t all in agreement with the British answer" to the Argentine proposals of
17 February.33 Subscquent statements reaffirmed Argentina“s commitment to
resolving the conflict throught diplomatic means only. On 9 May, Members of the
House of Commons Select Committee on Foreign Affairs met with the Argentine
tepresentacive to the United Nations in New York as part of the Committee’s
investigation of future options for the Falkland Islands.

On 7 June, President Alfonsin signed a pact with seventeen political
parties in an effort to gain opposition support in confronting Argentina‘s
problems and in preserving its fledgling democracy. The agreement was
especially significant becauae the¢ Peronist Party--with its large union
hacking~-signed the pact., By signing the agreement, these parties demonstrated

thelr support for Alfonsin”e efforts to negotiate on the Falklands issue and
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thelr sghared concern over Britain”s Falklands policy. These convictions
appeared in the twelfth part of the accord:
The Argentine Republic condemns and deplores the notion of
"Fortress Falklands” and the so called "exclusion zone.
Diplomatic action will he intensified, searching for (a) peaceful
solution chat should_acknowldge our rights over these portions of
national territory."”
While this statement reflected the hard~line nationalism of the opposition
parties, the agreement demonstrated miltilateral support for advancing

Argentina”s claim to the Islands in a peaccful--rather than mflitant--manner.

Changing Attitude in Parliament

On the Rth of June, the Falkland Tslands were the subject of the House of
Commons® adjournment debate. That the {ssue was no longer in the forefront of
most Members” minds was reflected in the samall turnout for the debate. (The
scheduling of the debate for a Friday undoubtedly - ounted for a great many
absences, as well, as Members returned to their constituencies for the weekend.)
Since the nationalist e.an of the campaign has worn-off, many Members of
Parliament--on both sides of the Chamber-~have recognized the immense burden
that Thatcher”s Falklands policy places on the natfon and, more specifically, on
their own constituents. Without the specter of a fascist dictatorship in Rucnos
Aires, accommodation with the Argentines becomes much more feasible politically.
A Harris poll conducted fn February revealed that 43% of the Rritish population
supported a transfer of soverelgnty to Argentina, with only 3X more opposed and
1t 11% were undecided.’> While few Members of Parliament advocute abandoning
the Islands without any consideration or guarantees for the lslanders” welfare,
a pragmatic assessment of costs and benefits reveals to many Members the

impracticality of pres:nt policy. One Member of Parliament, while gqestioning a



67

witness befnre the Forelgn Affairs Committe, revealed the exasperation many feel
with the policy of "Fortress Falklands":

How do I explain to my 50,000 electors with 20 percent

unemployment, the need for roads in my constituency..., and the

need to provide jobs and coal mines, tngg many billions of their

money has to be spent on 1,800 people?
With Britain facing serious economic problems--including a weak pound and high
unemployemnt --Members are finding it {ncreasingly difficult to justify the
Government “s expense of 1.28 mitlion pounds on each Falkland Islander since
April, 1982.3? and they are anxious to curb future levels of expenditure.

The debate on 8 June revealed not only increasing concern for the
exorhitant cost of “Fortess Falklands', but alsc the emergence of a bipartiman
consensuf on the nced for progreas in negotiations., With the advent of
democracy to Argentina, many Members feel the time is propitiocus for reaching a
settlement that is satisfactory to the Argentines and which protects the rights
of the Falkland Islanders. Denis Healey, Labour”s shadow Foreign Secretary,
stated during a television interview in February, that the British "...should be
prepared to talk about transferring sovereignty and the conditions under which
this might hnppen."38 The leader of the Liberal Party concurred in this
sentiment: "I don“t know whether it is wise to exclude sovereignty in the way
that Mras. Thatcher keeps insisting on doing."39 During the debate oz R June,
the opinions expressed on both sides of the House reflected the emerging
bipartisan consensus. A Labour Member argued that ''we should try to secure a
solution that would be in the interests of the British public, the Falkland
Islanders and-~dare 1 say it?--the Argentine pOpulation."“o Later, a

Congervative Member recalled an appropriate quotation of Winston Churchill”s in
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support of his pleas for progress in negotlations: ‘“Agree with thine adversary
quickly whilst thou art in the way with him,"%] The government “s response
(presented by Minister of State, Ray Whitney) to the debate, however, indicated
no changes were planned in its approach to relatfons with Argentina,

On the llth of June, Argentina celebrated a national holiday dedicated to
the reaffirmacion of Argentine claims to the Falklands, In a speech marking the
holiday, President Alfonsin charged the British with '"inflexibility and
unwillingness to no;gol;im:.s-."('2 Farlier, Alfonsin had described the status of
Anglo-Argentine relationa concerning the Falklands as "bad, very bad."43  The
apparent inability of the two governments to find even a common ground upon
which to base negotiations was frustrating officials on hoth sidus of the
dispute.

Mid-June saw the arrival of the Argentine President in Madrid, Spain. One
outcome of this visit was the "Madrid Declaration", promulgated on the 13th of
June., This document was an expresasion of shared Argentine/Spanish concerns and
values. As both governments are {nvolved in territorial disputes with Britain,
the Declaration included a section recognizing diplomacy as the sole legitimate
instrument of resolving these diputesn

Spain and Argentina are the victims of an anachronistic colonial

situation and support their respective claims to soverelignty over

the Malvinas 1slands and Gibraltar, to restore the integrity of

their national territories by pzzceful means in accordance with

the pertinent U,N. reaolutions,
The foilowing day, i{n response to a Parliamentary Question, Prime Minster
Margaret Thatcher reaponded to the issue of the Declaration: 'Naturally we take
exception to the terms of the joint communique in so far as it distorts the true

position of Cibraltar and the Falklands."4>
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In a speech on the 13th of June, President Alfonein announced that
Argent{na would not declare an end to hostilities unless Britain ceased
fortification of the Islands and lifted the protection zone. He also expressed
concern that British policy might transform the region into an arena for
Fast-Weat competition, as occurred in the Indfan 0cean.46

From 25 June to 1 July, three Members of Parliament visited Argentina as
guents of the Argentine Senates The three were Cyril Townsend (Conservative,
House of Commons), George Foulkes (labour, House of Commons), and Lord Wayland
Kennett (Social Democratic Party, Housc of Lords). During their visit, the idea
of Argentina declaring an end to hostilities and Britain lifting the protection
zone simultaneously was discussed and was warmly received by the Argentines,

The delegates also discovered a "bursting wish' among Argentines for a
normalization of relations with Britain.%’ The talks are widely believed to
have cleared the path for the subsequent meeting of British and Argentine
representatives in Berne. At the end of the Britons” visit to Argentina, their
trip was described as a "gesture of good will which promotes a dislogue between
the two countries on the more-than-a-century-old conflict on the Malvinas
Islands,"%8

On 2 July, at the United Nations Conference on World Fishing, the Argentine
Undersecretary of Marine Resources, Hector Traverso, condemned Britain’s
maintenance of the protection zone as an illegal and unjust barrier to the
development of Argentina“s marine resources. Argentina charged that the
continued enforcement of the zone constrained attempts to formulate an agreement
on naticnal fishing rights and that *heir actions were detrimental to the

preservation and conservation of animal resources. Argentina claimed that the

maintenance of the zone had resulted in no less than two instances of harassment
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by British airplanes of Argentine fishing boats. In their address to the
conference, the British made no reference to the problem of the protection zone
and relations with Argentina.49
In an address opening the Tenth World Baptist Youth Conference i{n Buenos
Aires on 11 July, President Alfonain appeared to have moderated his approach to
talks with Britain. The hard-line pronouncements of previous months were
abandoned temporarily as Alfonsin declared that Argentina "...is suffering from
a disease, which is arrogance," and that to cure this disease, his government
"e.ei8 Beeking and will achieve a reconciliation,..with Great Britain concerning

the South Atlantic conflict,”

Face to Face at Berne

For the first time since the 1982 outbreak of hostilities, high-level
officials from London and Buenos Ajres met for direct talks. The meeting took
place over two days--the 1Bth and 19th of July--and was held in Berne,
Switzerland under the auspicea of the Swiss Protecting Power with Brazilian
representatives also in attendance. While the talks lasted their scheduled two
days, the outcome was disappointing., The meeting ended in mutual recrimination
without any progress made towards ending the diploamtic stalemate. Indeed, the
failure of the first dirrct contact between the two governments to effect any
positive results boded poorly for hopes of any immediate improvement in
relatfons, The cause of the talks” fallure was the fundamental incongruity of
the two governments” approaches to the process of normalizing relations. The
Argentinesg beliave that talks which completely ignore the sovereignty dispute
are fruitlees, As Foreign Minister Caputo states, '"...to deny the nature of the
conflict is to deny the conflict iteelf.... No type of negotiation, {f it {s to

be taken seriously and responsibly, cen ignore the nature of the conflict."3!



71

Still, the Argentines have expressed a willingness to discuss other {gsues
first--i.e. the normalization of relations--so long as the sovereignty {ssue is
not wholly excluded from an agenda. To this end, Argeantina has continually
asked that talks be conducted with an open agenda--as was supposed to occur in
Berne.

At the Berne talka, Argentina wanted to discuss “the mechanisms that would

allow for the future discussion of issues of substance {.e. soverefgnty."sz

The Argentines accepted that the sovereignty issue could not be resolved
immediately, but felt that discussing the steps which would allow for the future
consideration of the issue was as worthwhile a concern as normalizing current
relationu. The British, however, have heen wholly inflexible in their refusal to
diacuss sovereignty or even to consider the steps that wculd lead to a future
discugsion of the isaue,

The British blame the failure of the talks on Argentina“s insistence that
sovereignty not be excluded from discussion.>> When the British insisted that
sovereignty could not be discusscd in any form during the talks, the Argentines”
felt the meeting had hecome pointless--an exercise in treating symptoms while
fgnoring the disease, International opinion generally concurred with the
Argentine view; Britain was widely accuscd of unwarranted intransigence, both at
home and abroad. The talks ended with the issue of a joint Brazilian-Swiss
communique which revealed the crux of the dispute:

The British side sald that Her Majesty’s Government was not
prepared to enter into discussions on the issue of
soverelignty...The Argentine side stated that it was not prepared
to discuss such issues (as normalization of relations) for a long

time if there is no discussion of ghe manner {n which the subject
of sovereignty is to be discussed. 4
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The British approached the negotiation process with a short~term view concerned
only with a normalization of relations while the Argentines were preoccupied
with discussing the long~term question of sovereignty, without which they saw
l1ittle advantage in repairing diplomatic relations. The House of Commons Foreign
Affairs Commitee ageeced that the fallure of the Berne talks uncovered the
"fundamental {ncompatability of the Argentine and British approaches to the

n55

means of re-cstablishing relations.

The Aftermath of Berne

In an interview with The Financial Times on 8 August 1984, the Argentine

Foreign Minister stated that he had no expectations of an iumediate follow-up on
the Berne mecting so long as Britain ignored the core of the dispute--the
sovereignty issue, The same month saw clear demonstratiaons of Argentina“s
commi tment to curbing the power of its military and, consequently, of
Argentina“s reliance upon diplomatic methods to resolve the Falklands dispute.
On the 15th of August, the Argentine Defense Minister announced that he would
gradually abolish conscription.56 This measure was followed in January, 1985 by
a 50X reduction in the defense budget.s7

On 24 September, President Alfonsin addressed the United Nations Ceneral
Assembly and referred to Argentina’s dispute with Britain over the Falklands.
He made mention of British "intransigence" in negotiat{ons and refcerated
Argentina’s commitment to regain the Ialands through peaceful means. Alfonsin
repeated his concerns over British fortificatiom of the Falklands and described
the process as "...threatening the interests and stability of the entire area
and constituting a dangerous intrusion of the East-West conflict into the
region."

Two days later, Sir Geoffrey Howe, the British Foreign Secretary, presented
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the British side of the dispute to the Ceneral Assembly., He asserted the right
of the Falklands® {nhabitants to self-determination, He alaso asserted that the
military forces on the Islands posed no threat to other countries and, indeed,
were only there for defensive purposes. Finally, he expressed Britain“s desire
to improve relations between the two overnmentsa: "The only way forward i{s to
find a way of taking such practical steps asr will enable confidence to be
re-cstablished between nur two peoples."

During October, statements made by government officials in both Britain and
Argentina reflected the continued inability of the two governments to find a
common basis for negotiations. On 11 October, Foreign Office Minister of State,
Lady Young, reiterated British unwillingness to discuas sovereignty: ''We do not
believe that it {s realistic to insist that Britain and Argentina should begin
tackling the most sensitive issue between us and the one on which our poeitions

are diametrically opposed and quite incompatible." Later, during a trip to
Italy, Argentine President Alfonsin stated that "I do not think there can be any
new alternative to the proposals that have already been made "8

The United Natiors General Assembly passed an Argentine sponsored
resolution on the Falkland Islands on 1 November. The resolution passed by a
large majority (89 to 9, with 54 abstentions), reflecting increased
international fmpatience with Britain’s unwillingness to discuss the central
issue of sovereignty with Argentina. The resolution called upon Britain and
Argentina to resume negotistions on their differences, including the sovereignty
dispute, and requested the Secretary-General to continue in the use of his good
offices to help facilitate contacts between the two governments.

On 27 November, Britain agreed to discuss with Spain the issue of

sovereignty over Gibraltar. The following day, in response to a Parliamentary
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Ouestion, the Foreign Secretary denied that this decision had any relevant

implications for the Falklands dispute. The Secretary suggeated that Britain’s

ties to Spaln through NATO and, prospectively, the Furopean Fconomic Community
plus Spain”“s willingness to protect the interests of Gibraltar”s inhabitants

made the analogy with Argentina 1nappropriatv.59

On the 30th of November, the
Argentine Forefgn Minister stated that Britain”sa new Gibraltar policy could
represent a significant precedent for the future of Anglo-Argentine relations,
On the 12th of Decembher, the House of Commons Select Committee on Foreign

Affairs relessed its report on the Falkland Irlands. While the report was
generally supportive of the Government”s policies, the report did requeat a more
concerted effort bhe made to normalize relations and atated that it considered
some sort of compromise with Argentina unavoldable., The Committee agreed that
the prospects for an early resolution of the dispute were remcte, but that

essthe pregsent solution. .can only offer an uncertain future for

the Ialands in the long-terwm, and that some kind of sccommodation

with Argentina is not only inevitable, in view of the cost of the

present policy to the United Kingdem, but also desirable if the

Falklands are to have any prospect 86 long-term economic

prosperity and political stability.
The Committee further suggeated that: 1) as soon as Argentina declares an end to
hostilities, the British government should l{ft the protection zone; 2) the
Government should freeze its fortification of the Ialands while announcing that
any signs of renewed Argentine aggression would rewerse the policy; and 3)
simultaneous declarations offered the best prospect for progressing towards a
normalization of relations.®!

n 17 December, the Argentine Foreign Minister ocutlined his government‘s

new diplomatic strategy with respect to the Falklands dispute. The Argentinea
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now plan to pursue a virtual public relations campaign to play upon the growiug
perception of Thatcher“s intransigence and bring pressure upon her government to
demonstrate more flexibility Iin negotiations. As well as acting through various
international fora, the Argentines plan to direct their efforts at domeatic
opponents of Thatcher’s policies. To influence British publie opinion, the
Argentine goverament has enrolled a publicity agency to advance its case via the
British newspapers, The government also estahlished a Center for the South
Atlantic to conduct informatfonal seminars and coordiante cultural eventa to
promote the Argentine position in the dispute.

Relations in 1985

On 1 February, 1985, Keith Best, a Conservative Memher of Pariiament, met
with Prestident Alfonsin and Senator Berhongary (President of the Senate’s
Defense Committee) in Buenos Aires, He pressed for an Argentine ceassation of
hostilities, but the demand was rejected by Berhongary. During talks, means of
re~establishing a dislogue were discussed. One suggestlon was that permanent
consultative bodies operating under an open agenda be vstablished, While the
immediate cffect of the talks im unknown, the Argentines seemed pleased with
this expression of Britain’s desire to resume negutiations. On the 6th of
February, the Presfdent of Argentina’s Lower House Forefgn Relations Committee,
Federico Storani, announced the Committee”s {ntentton to create an internal
warking group to examine various means of ending the current diplomatic
stalemate.

From the 18th to the 20th of February, 1985, British Members of Parliament
and Members of the Argentine Congress held their third meeting at the University
of Maryland., A representative of the Falkland Islanders also attended this

session. Both sides agreed that the present situation was unacceptable because
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of the potential for vonflict, They also agreed that a normallzacion of
relatfons could not be realized until there wgs an agreement to discuss all
agpects of the Tslands” future, including sovereignty. During the conference,
the representatives considered numerous nptions for the future of the Falklands.
They called for immediate action by hoth povernments in fmplement {ng measures
which would allow a norralization of relations, such as declaring an end to
hostf1ities or 1itting the protection zonc.

In Febhruary, the Argentine government reteasced a statement which condemned
the planned revisions in the Falktand Istands Const{tution, The Argentines
charged that the plans violated Unfted Nations resolutfons®? which called upon
hoth governments to refrain from implementing policies which unilaterally
altered the status quo. The atatement charged that plans to reforu the
constitution were yet another instance of Britain”s unwillingness to reach an
accommodation with Argentine and that Britain”s actions {nhibited attempts to
resume negotiations,

"A Larger Stalemate"

The Anglo-Argentine conflict over the Falkland 1slands, in the words of one
former Minister of State, possesscs '"certain insoluhle characteristics."®3 The
L9R2 Campaign exacerbated the dispute; over 1,000 lives were lost and millions
of dollars in armaments were exhausted as each government assecrted its claim to
these hleak Antarctic rocks. No matter how pacific the {ntentions of each
government are now, neither can forget or forsake the domestic sacrifices made
on behalf of the Islands. When militancy replaces diplomacy as the vehicle for
resolving a dispute, "one only jumps from a smaller conflict to a larger
stalemate at greater expense."64 The course of Anglo-Argentine relations since

the Campaign vividly demonstrates the accuracy of this statement,

B A T
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ég_Untenable Status Ouo

The prospects for a comprehensive resolution of the dispute during the lite
of the present Rritfsh government (the next elections are scheduled to take
place by Summer, 198R) are remote. Prime Hinister Margaret Thatcher”s policies
and rhetoric conceralng the Talands have committed her to an i{nflexibhle
hard-line stance on the subject of negetiations. Thatcher has refused adamantly
to discuss the i{ssue of sovereignty or even, as Berne demonstrated, to tolerate
future consideration of the issue, Such a position 18 not only uncompromising,
but also {s wvnrcalistic, The exorbiteat cost of the present policy--defending
ong Falkland Islander is a thousand times as expensive as defendinp a

Briton65

--13 beginning to welizh on the minds of Members of Parliament and the
British public at large. At the same time, both domestic and international
opinion are recognizing the destablizing nature of the present atalemate,
Without a resolution of the dispute--or at least a normalization of relations
between London and Buenos Aires—-the Falkland Telands have little hope of
enjoying significant polittical or economic development, while Britain’c
relations with Latin America and much of the developing world wil! continue to
be tainted by the sapecter of the Falklands dispute. With a democratic
government sitting in Buenos Aires, the time is propitious for the conduct of
substantive negotiations. While it i{s not the British government‘s
responsibility to support Argentine governments, British interests undoubtedly
are better served by the existence of a democratic Argentina. Any progress made
in resolving the dispute would help vindicate Alfonsins”s commitment to a
peaceful assertion of Argentina”s claim and would accrue popular support for

Argentina“’s democracy, A pragmatic aesessment of British interests reveals the

futility of present policy and the necessity of reaching an accommodation with
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Argentina.

Argentina, too, needs to end its dispute with Britain. Struggling under a
$45 pillion Foreign debt and skyrocketing inflation, Alfonsin is anxious to
restore trade links with Britain and to improve {ts ties with this international
economic power for the purpose of rescheduling Argentina“s debt., Beyond that,
achieving progress in the dispute with Britain would be a great political bhocn
to Alfonsin“s government.

Despite the motivations for each government to reduce tensfons, the
fundamental divergence between Britain®s and Argentina’s approach to the dispute
frustrates attempts at progress. The differences exist, firstly, in each
country”s view of the nature of the dispute and, secondly, in the goal each
secks to attain through the negotiating process,

Self-Determination vs. Sovereigntv: The British Position

Britain considers the self-determination of the Falklands” fnhabitants to
be central to the dispute., As an Assistant Undersecretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs explained to the House of Commons Forelgn Affairs
Committee, "...the whoie question of the Islanders” wishes, paramountcy or
otherwige of those wishes and their interests {3 ro much the kernel and heart of
the political problems regarding the Falklands."50 Argentina, on the other hand,
views sovereignty~-that is, terr{toriality--as the crux of the Anglo-Argentine
Jispute. Since the 1982 Campaign, the Thatcher government consfstently has
insisted that progress in resolving the sovereignty issue can only be achieved
in accordance with the wishes of the Islanders. While the government has not
gone so far as to grant the Ialanders a veto over Falklands policy, Thatcher has
made their self-determination a sacred cause through ner staunch support for the

Islanders” wishes, The transcript of a Foreign Office Minister”s testimony to
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the Foreign Affairs Committee reveals the de facto veto power the Falkland
Islanders have over government policy: Mr., Foulkes (a Member of the Committee)
asked i{f the Riltish government '...would be willing to restart negociations,
including a discussion at least of the questton of sovereignty?" Mr., Onslow
(Miniater of State of Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs) replied: 'Not without
the consent of the Islanders whose rights are ii,/0lved." Mr. Foulkes: "So they
have a veto?” Mr. Onslow: "They have, in effect, the right to say to the House
of Commons what they think of any actions proposed which affect them."®7 1n
subsequent testimony, another Min{ster, Baroness Young, further asserted that
".esit would be inconceivable for it (Parliament) to take a decision on
sovereignty over the Falkland Islands against the wishea of the lalanders,"68

The British government bases {tr allegiance to the lslanders” rights upon
Article 73 of the United Nations Charter and Article 1 of the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (to which Argentina is not a signatory).
Article 73 of the United Natlions Charter charges those governments with
administrative responsibility for external territories to "...tecognize the
principle that the interests of the inhabitants of the territories are
paramount...." In Article 1 of the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights, signatorfes affirm that: "All people have the right to
self-determination, By virtue of that right they freely determine their
political status and freely pursue their economic, social, and cultural
development.”

Self-determination As An Obstacle To Progress

While Rritain’s commitment to protecting the Islanders” rights {s admirable
and few would suggest that the British government should abandon the

Falklanders, Thatcher has allowed the issue of self-determination to become an
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obstacle to the negotlating process rather than a factor in negotiations, The
concept of sclf-determination {s to ensure that the interests of territorial
inhabftants are respected by the administering power and to prevent a domestic

w69 during

population from being treated like “chattels in real estate
consideration of the territory”s political future, Self-determination does not
imply, however, that the wishea--something quite distinct from "interests'--of
native inhahitants must be the sole determinant of the administering power’s
policy.,

The applicability of the self-determination tenet to the Falkland Islands
case {s itself rather spacious, Whether the Iaslands population actually
constitutes a distinct "people” in the context of the UN Charter is highly
queationable.7o As noted earlier, the Islands have no indigenous inhabitants,
but always have been populated by their administering power. The history of the
present population extends hack only as far as British rule (1833). The
Irslanders are, as of the 198) Britain Nat ionality Act, British citizens, whe
happen to be living on dependent territory rather than in the United Kingdom
proper. Yet, the 1,R00 Islanders possess a greater {nfluence on policy than any
other sector of the British population or, for that matter, any other colonial
population. The people of Gibraltar and Hong Kong have nothing comparable to
the influence the Falkland Islanders exercise regarding the political future of
thelr respective territories; the Yorkshire miners have nothing tantamount to a
de facto veto over Thatcher”s national policies. The British government 1is
obliged to protect the rights which the laslanders possess by virtue of their
British citizenship. However, the government 1s not required to sacrifice the

interests of the remaining 50 million British citizens on behalf of the 1,300

Falklanders. Unless the government pressures the Islandera, they will have no
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motivation to compromise and will opt for a continuation of the status quo,
regardless of the cost to Britain. The Islanders must come to recognize that,
a8 British citizens, they can have no greater veto on government policy than any

other minority group in Britain.’!

Aritain cannot abandon the Islanders, but
neither can the government allow itself to be enslaved by Islander opinion.

Self-determination ve. Sovereigntv: The Argentine Position

For the Argentines, sovereignty--as an easentially territorial concept--is
the central point to be resolved in its dispute with Britain., 1n Argentina“’s
opinion, the present inhabitants are merely an outgrowth of British imperaliasm

and do not represent an indigenous populatfon: ",..there are no Falkland
Islanders, only colonista... "2 Consequently, the self-determination argument
advanced by Britain is viewed as inapplicable and as an attempt by Britain to
justify continued posaession of the Falklands. Argentina“s goal 1a the
restoration of its territorial integrity by the acquisition of sovereignty over
the Falklands and this goal cannot be subordinated to the desires of an
artificial and alien population.

If the Argentines are to succeed in their quest for sovereignty, however,
they must recognize the need to accommodate the present inhabitants. As the
British government is committed to protecting the interests of the lalanders,
Argentina“s sole prospect for reaching an agreement with Britain is a solution
which takes into account the welfare of the Islands” population. Indeed,
British Foreign Secretary Howe referred to Spain’s respect for the wishes of
Gibraltarians as an important factor behind Britain“s willingness to negotiate
aovereignty.73 A similar demonstration by the Argentine government would affect

positively Britain”s inclination to admit the sovereignty issue tuv a negotiation

agenda. In recent statements, the Argentines have continued to challenge the
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tdentity of the Islanders by charging that they are merely an extension of the
occupying power whose presence reinforces an illegitimate occupation. At the
same time, official pronouncements have implied that special administrative
arrangements could be made to ensure the Islanders” way of life and interests,
Just as the British government must recognize that protecting the Falklanders
interests does not preclude entering iato sovereignty discussions, so must the
Argentines learn that thei{r sovereignty aspirations are inextricahly linked to
the provision of guacantees for the Islands” current inhabitants,

Short-term vs. Long-term Concerns

The second-level of the negotiation impasse is the divergent approaches of
the two governments to negotiations: Britain is concerned essentially with the
short-term, Argentina with the long-term. The British government has
demonstrated, at least for the time being, a willingness to discuas only the
normalization of relations with Argentina and a restoration of limited contacts
(along the lines of the 1971 Communications Agreement) between Argentina and the
Falklands,

Besides insisting that sovercignty {s not negotiahle, many in the British
government beleive that negotiating such a decisive issue as sovereignty, for
the time being, is doomed to failure and that the effort could be invested more
profitably in talks on normalizing relations, 1In an address to the United
Nations General Assembly, Foreign Secretary Howe explained the British
negotiating position., He said that if talks were

+ssnot to founder at the outset on the very issue that divides
ue, they (can) not address the question of sovereignty.... We
have sought ways of improving relations with Argentina by
tackling practical issuea where real progress is possible to the

benefit of both aides..., the only way forward is to find a way
of taking such practical steps as will enable confidence to be



re-catahlished between our two peoples.7a

Argentina, on the other hand, considers talks which exlcude the issue of
sovereignty to be pointless as they ceny the very essence of the dispute. Any
improvement in relations with the United Kingdom would be artificial because the
Falklands would remain an ever present point of contention, casting a permanent
shadow over Anglo-Argentine relations. In additlion, the Argentine government
fears that their participation in negotiations which exclude the quesation of
sovereignty might he interpreted as an implicit abandnning of Argentina“s
soverelgnty claim. Although Argentina has shown a willingness to participate in
a dialogue designed to improve relations with Britain, they have insisted that,
while the discussion of sovereignty can be postponed, it cannot be explicitly
excluded from the agenda.

Means of Achieving Short-term Progress

The failure of the Berne talks seem to demonstrate the fundamental
fn.ompatability of Britain”s and Argentina’s approach to talks. Yet,
opportunities do exist which will alluw the parties to overcome the obstacles to
negotiations., However, both rRides must recngnize that this i{s neither purely an
issue of territorial sovereignty nor is self-determination for the lalanders the
sole point of contention, Instead, the two issues are inextricably linked and
any practicable solution will have to address %oth problems.

If progress 1s to be achieved in normalizing relations, the subject matter
for talks cannot be all-inclusive. The more issues covered in a single
negotiating session the more opportunities there are for the dialogue to
colliapse due to scemingly irreconcilable differences. An over-burdened

negotiating agenda is often more of & hindrance than a boon to improviag
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relations.75 The Berne talks failed, in part, because, with an open agenda, each
side immediately raised what it considered to be the most critical issue,
Unfortunately, the questions raised were also the most rontentious and, as a
consequence, the parties became deadlocked. By focusing solely on the mejor
points of contention, both Britain and Argentina peglected the smaller issue on
which agreement could be reached,

The Bifurcation of Negotiations

-

The Anglo-Argentine diatogue should be divided into two sets of
negotiations., The firur would deal with the normalization of relations; the
second would vover the palltical iuture of the Falklands, At the outset, talks
would be placed under what has heen desacribed as a "sovereignty ushrella, 78
That {s, both guvernments would recognize that participation in talks does not
prejudice prior claime to sovereignty. Assured both that the essence of the
dispute 18 being aAddressed and that Argentinsa”s participation in talks does not
involve a tacit acknowledpgement of British sovereignty, Alfonsin’s government
would be free to disucss means of normalizing relations with Britain. Britain
would have a forum in which to address the restoration of normal relations,
which Britain considers a prerequisite for the conduct of more substantial
discunsions. At the same time, taking part in talks on the Islands” political
future would aliow Britain to consider the long-term prosmpects for the Falklands
without necesaar{ly debating sovereignty: preservation of the status quo is as
much an option for the future as is a transfer of sovereignty. The talks on
normalization would very probably progress at a faster rate than the more 1
contentious discussions on the future of the Islands, bui this disparity will ‘
not prevent the dialogue from proceeding., The benefit of having bi-level talks

fn that a stalemate in one arena does not jeopardize the success of the other.
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In the short to medium-term, the only talks with a prospect for Huccess are
those on normalizatinn, The present gavernment in Britain has invested too much
money and rhetoric in the status quo to allow adequate flexibility for
successful negotiatinns on the long-term future of th. Falklandr. The most
likely first step in negotiations would he a simultaneous declaratien, wherein
Britain would 1lift the protection zone and Argentina would announce a formal
cegssation of hostilitiea. President Alfonsin expreassed his support for such an
exchange as early as March, |- 17 The House of Commons Foreign Affairs
Committee advocated that Britain lift the protection zone once Argentina ended
hnatllitten.’s Nnce thome declarattons have heen made, the normalfzation of
diplomattic, economic, and cultural relations can proceed moie smoothly,

Confidence-Bullding Measuces

Both sides have avaltiahle te them a number of confidence-huflding measures
which could he undertaken both as a demonstration of good faith during the
negntiation process and to create an atmosphere more conducive to dialogue.
Britain has conalstently expresied a willingness either to return the Arpentine
war dead or to arrange & visit by the families to the Falklands. The acceptance
of such a humanitarian cffer by Argentina could create a better climate for
relations between the two countries. Continued low-level contart, such as has
occurred already between Members of Parl{iament and Members of the Argentine
Congress, sllow the two sides to come together for talks i{n a more casual and
open manner, without the pressure and rhetoric which accompany official
meetings. Discussions between Britain and Argentina on such non-sovereignty
issues as fishing rightc and, perhaps, joint exploration projects (e.g. for
minerals and hydrocarbons) would demonstrate their common interest in improved

reilations. To advance the causc of normalized economic relations, Argentina
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businesses at the nuthreak of hostilities, a8 4 sign of their yood faith and
commitment to achfeving hettrf putatlons. In resragaftion of President
Alfonsin’s attempts to curb Argentina“s mititary power, the Rritish should
reduce the rate at which they are fortdfylng the Islands, as a yood falth
pesture, Finally suggestions have becn made 1hat s visit by the | h1ted Natinna”
Decolonization Committre both tuy monftnr Britain s adminlatration of the Islands
and to discover the Falklanders® apinfon of their own future might h helpful,
The House of Commons Foreign Affairs Committer endorwed the fdeq i the

Commi tec vtaiting.79 Stitl, this visit wouid be more far the propaganda race
within the linited Nations than it would be a tool for improving Anglo-Argentine
relations,

While the normalization talks will proceed faster than the future policy
talks, they still must be approached with patience and cautfon, in a very
plecemeal fashion--deaiing with one aspect of the dispute at a time. 1In
Britatn, opinion is shifting in fa,or of reaching an accommodatfon with
Argentina, and in Buenos Aires, Alfonasin {s anxjous to demonstrate that his
peaceful approach to the Falklands dispute can enioy success. A normalization
of relations would henefit both ecountries and their differences can be bridged
easily through cooperation and compromise, However, the failure to separaste
talks on normalization from the conundrum of the Islands” political future has
obstructed progress, thus far. By initiatting bi-level discussions, progress in
one set of talks will not be limited by the slower pace or stalemate of the
others At the same time, progress in the restoration of relations may give

fmpetus to the discussions on the Falklands” political future.




CHAPTFR FIVE:

long-Terp Solutions to the Conflict

- b ——

The Imperative of Progress

“"The Falkland Islands” misfortune has always been to be wanted more than
they are loved."! The durability and, at times, intenaity of the
Anglo-Argentine dispute over this dismal Antarctic acrhipelago vividly reflects
this characteristic of the Falkland Islands conundrum. Throughout 150 years of
disagreement, Britain and Argentina have heen unable to devise a mutually
acceptable resolution to the problem. The seventeen years of talks which
preceded the 1982 confliet effected little auhstantfve progress. Since the
conflict, however, both {nternational and domestic pressure have been placed on
the two governments to commence a serious dialogue so that further bloodshed can
be averted. The ominous force which contemporary governments can unleash
against each other has made the international community extremely sensitive of
threats to peace: the Falklands dispute represents just such a potential
menace. Modern technology and weaponry have reduced the entire globe to a
single battlefield, making a conflict in the South Atlantic as destabilizing as
one in the 1Yiddle East. World opinion, then, {8 anxious tc sce the two sldes
sit down together in an attempt to resolve their dispute peacefully and thereby
climinate the latent threat to regional and international stability,

As a result of the numerous post-mortems conducted on the Falklands

Campaign, many in Britai: are coming to recognize that their victory i{n the

87



88

Campaign was a "damed close-run thing"? and that Britain”s capscity to repeat
the cffort, {f needed, {s diminishing while Argentina“s is increasing. Many
believe that, unless an accommodation is reached with Argentina during the next
twenty to thirty years, Britain will be unable to enforce militarily its claim
to the Islands. Time is perceived to be on Argentina”s side. As one Member of
Parliament supgeated, "1 do not want our forces to he engaged in such a venture
two, five, 10 or 20 years from now, because next time we may not be so
fortunate,"3

Argentina 1s, of course, eager to hegin substantial talks on the long-term
future of the Falklanda, The commencement of these talks would strike a major
victory for Alfonsin’s government and for his commitment to diplomatic means of
resoviing the dispute. The Argentines, however, are unwilling to participate in
tal'.o which fail to address the essence of the dispute while dealirz only with
superficial questions. Argentina will not concede {t claim to sovereignty, buc
the Alfonain government is willing to be more flexible In its interpretation of
the claim.? Many officials share a common sentiment: "The one thing we are not
going to tolerate is another 17 fruitless years of talks,"> Still, Argentina
must be careful not to misinterpret British opinion. While many Britons support
an accomnodation with Argentina, they believe that negotiations should progress
slowly and patiently so that hoth bkrftain”s and the Tslanders” {nterests can he
protected, BAritain”s presence at the negotiating table will not ‘mply that the
British are ready to surrender immediately by the pen that which Argentina
failed to procure by the sword.®

The political future of the Falklands could take a number of forms, some of
which offer a better prospect for success than do others. By analyzing the

merites and failings of the wost frequently discusscd solution schemes for the
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Falklands, one is able to determine the limits of feasibility within which the
Anglo-Argentine dispute mus. be reaolved. By considering which aspects of the
various solutions are most practical and viable, one can plece together a novel
resolution of the dispute, tajilored to t%e unique specifications of this
conflict. The Falkland 1slands dispute iz an unorthodox problem, su any
practicable solution will likely be unconventional as well, combining the most
promfafing features of numerous proposed solutions,
The Status Quo

The most ohbvious option for rescelving the dispute is actually a
non-golution: that is, a continuation of the status quo. Britain would keep on
forttfying the Islands and funding their development while Argentina would
continue to protest and remonstrate against British policy. The rift in

Anglo-Argentine relations would go unrepaired and the good relationship enjoyed

prior to the Campaign would be forgotten.

The Falklanders and the Status Quo Option

The disadvantager of this policy are so numerous as to leave it virtually
devoild of support in efther Britain or Argentina, What support does exist for
this policy emanates almost wholly from the Falkland Tslanders themselves. To
some Tslanders, the presen. policy {8 reassuring. The military”s presence
deters further Arpentine fincursions against the Falklands while economic
inveatment demonstrates Thatcher”s commitment to retaining the Islande. During
testimony to the Foreign Affairs Committee, one member of the Falkland Islands
Committee (Mr, Cheek)=~a Falkland Islands based pressure group dedicated to
keeping the 1slands British--described the satisfaction of some Islanders with

their new-found Rritish security blanket:
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Mr. King: “Would your committee he quite happy with the
continuation of what has been deacribed as Fortress Falklanda
forever and ever?"

Mr, Cheek: "Yes...as long as there is any risk at all to the
1alands, yes, we want that, we want to_remain British as we are
now and be defended as we are now.. ."

The British View of the Status Quo Option

However, neither Britain nor Argentina considers preserving the
Anglo-Argentine to he a tenable long-term solution to the dispute. For Britain,
the present policy is expensive hoth in economic terms and in damage to
Britain“s international standing. As noted previously, the cnst to Britain of
restoring, developing, and garrisoning the lslands 1s exorbitant. With
Britain”s sagging cconomy and the government”s strained budget, the annual
investment in the Falklands of an amount equivalent to 40 pounds per British
taxpayera represents a serious drain on the limited financial resources of the
government with little hope of over recouping its investment. Significant
economic development requires external investment, but the tenuous future of the
Istands dissuades most would-be investors,

At the same time, prices for wool--the Islands” main product--have
decreased and are expected to remaln low for some time. The lslands also suffer
from a shortage oL labor, partially resulting from high emigration {(especially
of females) rates of around ].52 annually.9 Thus, the economic prospects for
the Falklande are bleak until a resolution of the conflict permits both external
investment in the Islands and a normal trade relationship with South America.
Without a practicable solution to the dispute, economic development of the

Islands is impossible and the Falklanders” fate 1s to become wholly dependent on

an "...expenseive, complex and time-consuming life-line over 8,000 miles of
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ocean to the United Kingdom."ln

The Island garrison also represents a serious distortion of British defense
priorities, Since the close of World War II, Britain“s strategic orientation
has focused on Furope and the North Atalantic Treaty Organization (NATO). The
massive diversion of military resources and personnel to the Falklands since the
1982 Campaign has detracted from Britain”s contribution to NATO. 1In an alliance
already wracked by financial squabblings, Britain“s Fortess Falklande policy
carries with it both a price tag-NATO members can {11 afford and a strong
potential for i{nitiating yet another Alliance dehate on finances,

Officials in the Ministry of Defence insist that the Falkland Islands
garrison does not represent a serious distortion of British defense policy.

They argue that, whether they are stationed on the Rhine or on the Falklands,
the costs of feeding and quartering the troops is comparahle, However, this
argument ignores the exceasive transportation costs--measured in both time and
money-~~involved in fortifying the Falklands. What i{s more, troops satationed in
the South Atlantic aimply are not available for use in situations where
Britain“s interests may be more seriously challenged than they are in the South
Atlantic (e.g. Northern Ireland, NATO exercises).

Proponents of the current policy e2lso suggest that the Falklands provide
invaluable training for the troops. While this may have been true during the
actual campaign, the alleged benef{ts of stationing troops on the Ialands
permanently are obscure., 1If the Falklands provide such a ripe training ground,
why were successive governments so anxious to deplete the Islands” garrison
prior to April, 19827 No one propounded the training advantages of the Islands
before the Argentine invasion. Besides, if the Island garrison represents such a

boon to military fitnesa, why is the government so anxious to create a defense
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infrastructure which will dec.ease the demand for troops {(e.g. through the
conntruction of the Mount Pleasant airfield)? Rather than representing a
genuiue strategic concern, the Fortress Falklands policy is an instance of
"miiitary activity expanding to fill the resource allotted to e,

Finally, as a military policy, Fortess Falklands is a losing proposition
for the British, Fortifying the Islands {s just one small aspect of Briti "
defense policy. Britain cannot afford to provide the Ialands wita its most
advanced ailitary hardware and best troops: this would be too great a
distortion of policy. For Argentina, the situation {s quite different.
Argentina’s entire military capability represents a threat to the Islands as
long as the dispute goes unresolved. The Argentines do not have to transport
their forces 8,000 miles or quarter them on a physically inhospitable island in
order to pose a challenge to Britain. The mere existence of armed forces in
Argentina threatens the Islands. In order to counter this, BRritain”s military
capability on the Islands must be updated continually to counter Argentina’s
growing might, Am Argentina®s rearmament proceeds, Britain“s ability to match
Argentina“s military capability will involve an increasingly suhstantial
diversion of resources from other defense concerns. Argentine rearmament has
already replaced most of its losses from the 1982 Campaign and has improved its
capacity to engage in a low intensity war of attrition for the Falklands, While
the present government is not contemplating .ny such action, a long-term refusal
by Britain to negotiate the dispute will make such an option more attractive to
future governments, Time is definitely on Argentina®s side i{n any regionally
contained arms race.l?

In addition to the high monetary costs of the policy, maintaining the

status quo hurte Britain“s international standing. While Britain”s relationship
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with Argentina has not »een a prime concern of foreign policy, the damage to
Britain’s relations with Latin America is siguificant, Trade has suffer~d and
her position vis-a~vis Guatemala in the Belize aispute has detertorated.
International support for Britain is waning as reflected in declining support
for Britain’s position in the United Nations. Vith the alvent of democracy in
Argentina, pressures for a negotiated solution have Increased and, since Berne,
Britain has bdeen charged with intransigence. A long-term attempt to avoid
negotiations and support the status quo would see Britain more frequently
condemned and scolded by other nations for its stubborn perpetuation of regional
instability. Britain’s standing with members of the Developing World would
deteriorate since wmany of them consider the Falklande to be an anachronistic
relic of {mperialism. A long-term continuation of the present policy also would
weaken Britain”s position in the upcoming (199]1) renegotiation of the Antarctic
Treaty, Many oppotents of Britain”s Tslands” policy will bhe presant at the
Antarctic negotiating table and they would feel no obligation to reward Rritish
intranasigence on the Falklands with compromise and cooperation in the Antarctic.
Thus, maintaining the status quo incurs serfous political costs which extend
beyond the South Atlantie. 1In 1983, the House of Commons Foreign Affairs
Committee acknowledged the larger repercussions of the government’s policy when
it noted that "...present policy...carries with it unfortunate implications for
the wider conduct of foreign poliey both now and for the future."l3

Increased pressure from Britain“s closest ally--the United States--can also
be expected. While Britain may consider its Latin American relations to be of
secondary importance, the same cannot be said for the United States, The Reagan
Aduinistration has made Latin Ameria a primary focus of its foreign policy and

American support for Britain in the 1982 conflict seriously undermined its
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regional standing. Anxious to regain credibility, the United States has cooled
its supprt for Britain and has advocated the resumption of negotiations.
lomestically, a continuation of the status quo has marginally more

credibility, 1if only because it avoids the appearance of conceding to either
Argentine or international pressure, Byt as the British population becomes
aware of che extremely high price of Fortress Falklands, public support will
diminish and domestic pressure for an accommodation with Argentina will grow.
Members of Parliament already are becoming disenchanted with the drain on
British finances and resources involved in the present policy. One Member of
the House of Commons Forelgn Affairs Committec lamented the diversion of

«somoney which would keep (coal) pits open, electrify railways

and rreate new roads and joba for my unemployed conatituents.

How do 1 explain to them that...we are going to provide roads,

jobas and other facilities niarly 8,000 miles away in the South
Atlantic with their monoy?l

This Member is not alone in his frustration with present governmental policy on
the Falkland Islands, The British are coming to realize the illogical nature of
a policy which denies the very dispute itself. The present government is
exhibiting an "ostrich with his head in the sand"” mentality by perpetuating the
status quo. Refusing to negotiate the long-term future of the Islands does not
dispose of the conflict; it merely postpones its resolution,

I1alander opinion, while appreciative of recent British investment in the
Falklands, {s quite divided on the long-term viability of current policy. A
majority of the population is perfectly content with Fortresa Falklande, viewing
it as 2 guarantee of the Islands continued 1link with Britatn. The more zealous

Falkland Islanders oppose any accommodation with Argentina whatsoever on the
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rather naive assumption that, since they do not recognize the Argentine claim to
the Islands, they need not acknowledge the existence of an Anglo-Argentine
conflict at all. Said one Islander: "We do not recognise any problem and do
not recognise that there is any legal dispute or any claim with Argentina."ls
However, some Islandera are beginning to acknowledge the need to reach some sort
of agreement with Argentina. The vast majority of the population still wishes
to retain its British identity, but there is a growing awareness that the
current policy only perpetuates a state of instability and 18 infeasible as a
loang~term solution., One Falklander told the House of Commons” Foreign Affairs
Committee that

It is our turn to face up to the fact that we cannot remaln a

colopy and cannot strengthen our ties with B{ataln, and we cannot

contlinue to he a drag on the British people.
The majority of the Islanders wish to see a normalization of British/Argentine
relations but have no desire to reestablish Argentine/Falkland Islands links.
They would rather live amidst a Rritish garrison than under Argencine rule,

The Argentine View of the Status Quo Option

Maint~ining the status quo as a long-term policy option would frustrate the
Argentines as much as it would please the Falkland Tslanders. 1In contrast with
1ts effect on Britain, the status quo represents for Argentina a political,
rather than a financial, liability. The funds dedicated to Argentina“s
post-Campaign rearmament may well have been dedicated to the enhancement of her
military capabilities anyway as the necessary outgrowth of a nations”
modernization drive. Argentina has suffered some from trade restrictions, but
the dispute has not inhibited attempts to renegotiate Argentina®s immense

forefign debt, 1Indeed, British banks have facilitated the renegotiation of the
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Argentine deht. BRritain’s protection zone around the Falklands, however, has
cost Argentina some revenue from their fishing industry. Still, opposition to
the status quo policy is based primarily on political, rather than economic,
factors.

As occurred in Britain, the 1982 Campaign brought the Falklands issue to
the forefront of the national conaciousnesa. A failure by Alfonsin“s government
to achieve progress on the issue during his term could he exploited by opponents
in the next election, Beyond this, the Falklands dispute is a very emotional,
nationalistic subject. A tangible success for Argentina in resolving the
dispute could unite the nation hehind both its young democracy and Alfonsin’s
government. Argentina is growing impatient with British iIntransigence and,
thua, the government is under increasing pressure to begin substantial
negotiations with Britain, Consequently, a long-term policy which continued the
current stalemate would have serious political repercussions for Buenos Afres.
Still, time is generally felt to be on Argentina“s side since Britain is forced
to bear the brunt of the financial and political burdens of a status quo policy.
The general acceptance of this view in Argentina counsels patience to those
elements in the population which are demanding a rapid resolution of the
conflict.

The Status Quo Option Assessed

The status quo option, then, appeals only to the Falkland Islanders--and
not even to all of them--as a long-term policy. The financial and political
costs on both sides are bhurdensome. In addition, both sides seem to recognize
that this option is really no solution at all since it leaves unresolved the
crux of the dispute: competing Anglo-Argentine claims of sovereignty over the

Islands., Under this policy, the discase is not cured, it merely is forced into
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remiasion, Britain and Argentina must find a long-term policy for the Falklands

which will bring peace to the region., A continuation of current policy would

lead only to a "

wl?

. -sprotracted and venomous cold war in the South
Atlantic....

Variations on the Status Quo: Integration

A number of other options which have been forwarded as possible long-term
solutions are actually just vartations on the status quo policy. These include
integration with the United Kingdom, free association, and associated statehood.
Choosing one of these options as a long-term solution to the dispute would alter
only minimally the current situation and would neither alleviate the enormous
costs of the present policy to Britain, nor would they be acceptahle to
Argentina, The dispute would continue, only the name of the Islands” political
status would alter.

Integration with the United Kingdom would make the Falklands a Dependent
State of the Rritish Crown similar in status to the Isle of Man or the Channel
Islands. For Britain, such a measure would institutionalize the envrmous
expenditures presently dedicated to the Islands. The garrison costs would
continue because Britain would have to make the Ialands as secure as the rest of
British territory. Of course, the likelihood of an Argentine invasion would
diminish, BRuenos Aires would be in no doubt as to Britain”s commitment to the
Islands. An invasion of the Falklands would he tantamount to a direct assault
on Great Britain and Britain would be at liberty to invoke any relevant defense
treaties in her support. In addition to military costs, integration with the
United Kingdom would obligate the government to provide the Falklands with the
same social services as are available to the rest of the British population,

The Falklanders unavoidably would be given disproportionate represenation {in
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Parliamant, The vote of their Member of Parliament, represanting just 1,800
people, would carry the same weight as the vote of a Member represcnting some
50,000 electcrs.ls

Since this solution is in accordance with the ideals of self-determination
and adheres to the tenets of the United Nations Charter, international pressure
on Britain would cease to come from some quarters (e.g. the Western nations),
But to Argentina and many of its Latin American neighbors, this would he
perceived as nothing more than a neo-colonialist tactic and a gross violation of
Argentina“s territorial integrity. Rather than resolve the Anglo-Argentine
confliet, this policy would only antagonize the Argentines and perhaps even
incite them to military action, since the incorporation would preclude reaching
a satisfactory settlement through negoti{ations. The House of Commons Foreign
Affairs Committe acknowledged the imperative of finding a long-~term solution
which would be acceptahle to both Argentine and the other countries of the
region. "In the long run a solution acceptahle to the Falklanda” {mmediate
neighbours Is essential...} neither independecice nor !>corporation in the United
Kingdom could concelvably achieve that objective.“19

Inte; ation Assessed

As with the status quo, the Falkland Tslanders are the greatest proponents
of integration with the United Kingdom, Under such a policy, Britain’s
conmitment to the Islands would be permanently guaranteed. The uncertainty and
instability of their colonial status would end as the Falklands” future would no
longer be affected by changes in Britain®s ruling party. Yet, the Falklanders
nust recognize that integration with the United Kingdom will not diminish
Argentina“s dedication to possessing the Islands, but it may inatigate a change

in the method of recovering the Islands from peaceful to military means. 1In the
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event of another invasinn, Britain”s commitment to defending the Islands will
not be in doubt, but her capacity to succensfully dislodge the Argentines a
second time is highly uncertain., Argentina has learned the lessnns of the 1982
conflict very well and her rearmament has increased greatly her ability to repel
a British counterattack. While BRritain has inveated heavily in the Falklands,
her amphibious asgsault (ipability beyond the NATO area has continued to
deteriorate., Thus, incorporation with the !nited Kingdom suffers from the same
disadvantages as a continuation of the status quo; that {s, the pnlicy merely
gives a mense of satisfaction to the Islanders without addressing the heart of

the Arglo-Argentine dispute,

Variastions on the Status Ouo: Free Association

The free association of the Falklands with the United Kingdom would involve
the development of internal autonomy for the Islands, while Britain would retain
responsibility for foreign and defense matters. The decision to form a free
association would he based upon an expression of the Islanders” will, probably

measured by a referendum, 2"

The Falklanders would retain the right to terminate
the association later 1f they so desired. However, this policy assumes a large
degres of internal self-goveroment exists prior to the formation of the
association. Thus, the Falkland Islands government would have to evolve from an
institution serving the administrative needs of a colony to an autonomous
self-governing body for the Falklands. Whether such an expansion 18 feasible
considering the Tslands” small population and the fact that those currently in
government sarve on a part-time basis (in addition to their professional
careers) {8 a very serious question, In the opinion of some lslanders,

population si{ze already limits their ability to meet their governmental nceds

and the idea of assuming further governmental reaponsibilities, without a
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population expansion, {s ahsurd, Said one Islander,

svsmuch will have to be done within the Islands hefore any form
of self-governmentf can he democrutically achieved, a8 a
population of 1,800 cannot begin to contemplate this... (The)
present system of government does not work, as there are too few
people with the time tq afford away from thelir employment
attending meetings....

At present, due to the fall in wool prices and the inability of the Ialands to
conduct trade with their South American neighbors, the Islands lack the economic
and human resources to support complete self-government. The cutrrent policies
of the British government are making the Islanders even more dependent on the
British, ‘urther increasing the length of time required for self-government to
become a feasible proposition,

Free Assoclation Assessed

Beyond the difficulties of preparing the Falklands for free association,
the policy would perpetuate many of the disadvantages of the current stalemate.
Further, free association would not offer an acceptable resolution of the
dispute since it represents a unilateral move by Britain and ignores the
Argentine role in the conflict. Free association would not eliminate the
financial burden placed on Britain since the British government would still be
responsible for the Islands” defense. The problem of matching Argentina“s
military expansion and the increased likelihvod of Argentina resorting to
military action--aince frece association would also preclude a negotiated
saettlement with Britain--would perpetuate costs already present in current
Falklands policy. What is more, Parliament would also have to finance the
T1slands” budget, further increasing the costs of this policy option.

Through free association, the Falklanders would be guaranteed equal
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representation in the British Parliament, which would encounter the same problem
of disproportionate representation as would happen with the integration option,
Also similar to integration with the United Kingdom, free association would
enjoy the support of much of the international community seince the ideal of
gelf-determination would be fulfilled. The support of Latin American nations
again would be withheld.

The idea of free assoclation appeals to Falkland Islanders because it
permanently guarantees their tiesm to Britain and would demonatrate to Argentina
Rritain’s commitment to their defense. Argentina, of course, denounces free
asgociation with Britain for the Falklands since it would ignore their claim to
the Islands. The prospect of the Islands farming a free associatfon with
Argentina is incomprehenaible since a free association can only be entered into
upon the freely expressed will of the inhabitants of the territory., The
Falklanders have never demonstrated even an inkling of a desire to bind
themselves to Argentina. 1Indeed, their opposition to Argentine rule is at the
heart of the Anglo-Argentine dispute.

Variations gﬂ_the Status Quo: Associated Statehood

Associated statehood is a concept similar to free association, in that the
Falklands would exercise self-rule while Britain would provide for thelr defense
and foreign affairs. Assocliated statehood, however, allows for a modified
degree of self-goverument and does not require that the territory be
economically viable.22 These less stringent qualifications seem more relevant
to the characteristics of the Falkland Islands” situation, However, associated
statehood generally represents a temporary stage for territories progressing to
full independence, which 1s neither a feasihle nor a greatly desired goal of the

Islanders. What is more, associated statehood is a unilateral move in the
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dispute and, thus, fails to resolve the difficulties inherent in che previous
three policy optiona. Britain®s burdensome expenditures would contlnué,
Argentina’s desire to repossess the Islands would not abate, and the molution
would lack regional support. 1In fact, many countr{es consider associated
statehood to be nothing more than veiled colonialism, s0 broad international
support--at teast in the developing world--would be lacking.

Integration with the United Kingdom, frec association, associated
statehood, and a continuation of the status quo all represent impracticable
long-term policies since, as unilateral actions, they do not addreass Argentine
desires or concerns. The Falklands dispute is a bilateral conflict, so the only
feasible resolutions to the problem are those which address the goals and
i{ntereats of both governments. Any other solution could deal, at best, only
with peripheral aspects of the dispute and would ignore the heart of the

controversy., Bilateral conflicts require bipartisan solutiona.

Independence

Independence for the Falkland Islands, while always a theoretical
possibiiity, represents an impractical policy option for the future. The
Ialands simply lack the resources to support an independent state. The Islands
have little prospect of ever being economically viable as an independent nation,
Until the 19808, the 1slands did generate sufficient revenue internally to be
self~supporting. However, as a colony, thelr revenue did not have to cover the
expenses of operating an autonomous government, defending themaelves, or
providing sncial ser,ices for the population. With the fall in wool prices on
the international market, the Islands cannot even generate enough revenue to
meet the reconstruction costs from the Campaign.23 let alone support themselves

as an independent nation. The Islands require a substantial development effort
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before they will have any prospect of becoming economically viable, The
inveatment needed for such a program, however, 18 lacking, The political
uncertainty engendered by the Anglo~Argentine dispute makes the Tslands too
ser{fous a risk to attract the investors and capital needed for their
development, Further, unless some sort of mineral discovery is made in the
Falklands® territorial waters, the Islands have no inherent economic value upon
which to develop an economy.

The Falklands also lack the human resources necded to support an autonomous
nation., While the number of small nations with diminutive populations ham grown
rapidly since the end of World War II, the Falklands would be, by far, the least
populou.: independent nation in the world.24 The problems faced by these
micro-gtates are enormous and the challenges to their independence frequent
(e.g+ Grenada, Vanuatu).25 The Falklands would be under a direct threat of
invasion from Argentine and would have no hope of independently securing
themselves againat this threat: the Argentine armed forces are nearly one
hundred times the size of the entire Falklands” population.26

Proponents of independence suggest that it could only occur after a yreat
deal of economic development has taken place and the population has exranded
through immigration. Yet, the prospects for increasing {mmigration sufficiently
to make independence a viable option are minimal. The 1slands are physically
inhospitable, with their rough terrain, abhorrent weather, and total isola~ion
from other nations. Further, the instability and uncertainty of che Islands”
future makes the Islands an even more unattractive destination for would-be
immigrants, Finally, relocating to the Islands themsclves would involve great
expense with little hope of recovering that loss in the Falklands. The

irrationality of expecting a significant population expansion--and of basing a
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policy on an expected expansion--was noted by one incredulous Member of

Parliament:

Do you really think people will make the sort of commitment we

have been talking about--125,000 to establish g farm for their

children--with that political uncertainty...?29

Independence would not prove a cost effective policy option for Britain

until the very distant future. Vaat expenditure to creat an economic
infrastructure would be a prurequisite for granting independence., Both before
and after independence, Britain would atill be obligated to provide most of the
Taslands® defense, as she is doing already in Belize. Without external support
in defense, the Falklands” independence very likely would be short=1ived.

Independence With an Agency Agreement

The Falklands” independence could be modified to include an agency
agreement, whereby Britain would be designated the Falklands” agent in defense
matters. Britain, then, would be obligated permanently to provide for the
Islands” defense., At the same time, the Britiah government would find itself in

the embarrassing position of having a tiny, distant nation dictate part of

Britain”s defense policy.28

Independence With a Treaty of Guarantee

Another option would be formulating a treaty of guarantec for the defense
of the Falklands prior to the grant of independence. Britain is, of course, the
mout obvious candidate for the position as guarantor, although ite record in
Cyprus is not encouraging. The United Nations has also been suggested as a
potential guarantor; however, past failures in peacekeeping (e.g. Lebanon) and
its lack of effective sanctions reflect doubt on its ability to fulfill such a

duty. The United Nations option does enjoy strong support from Argentina but
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not from Britain, The creation of a Falklands/Malvinas Commission under the
auspices of the United Nations Security Council to monitor a guarantee and to
regolve disputes concerning the guarantee has also been proposed. Prospective
members are Britain, Argentina, the United States, the Organization or American
States (OAS), and'other {nterested United Nations’ members.2? What s more ,
since developing nations--generally supporters of Argentina’s position in the
dispute~-hold A vast majority in the United Nations, mobilizing support for
action against an Argentine threat would be difficult., Mention has been made of
the Organization of American States serving as guarantor, but neither Britain
(who sees the 0OAS as hoatile to British intereats) nor Argentina (who suspects
that the United States would act as Britain”“s proxy) seems particularly enthused
by the suggeation, Finally, the Commonwealth’s regional members (Bahamas,
Canada, Guyana, Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobago) and Britain could serve as
guarantors, as they already serve essentially thias purpose with regard to

Belize. However, little interest has been displayed by the relevant governments

in this i{dea,

Independence Assessed

The Islanders are cognizant of the riaks fnvolved in independence and,
accordingly, offer little support for this option., Argentina and many of ita
nelighbors would refuse to recognize the Islande as an independent nation,
thereby adding isolation to the difficulties which would be faced by the new
nation. As with previous policy options, neither Argentina“s desire to reclaim
the Islands nor the consequent threat posed the Islands by Argentina would
diminish, Becausc the Falklands lack the resources to support an independent
country, especially in the face of an Argentine threat, the House of Commons

Foreign Affairs Committee rejected independence as a viable long-term solution
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to the Anglo-Argentine dispute.‘o

The Islands as a Military Base

An extensfon of the current Fort.ess Falklands policy would be the complete
tranasformation of the Islands from a colony into a military base, along the
lines of Gihraltar. Some discussion has centered on tranaforming the Falklands
into a NATO base, The 1slands do possess some inherent strategic value by
virtue of their location both along the South Atlantic trade route and at the
mouth of the Antarctic. 1In the event the Panama Canal were closed, the
Falklands would rvepresent a strategic base for guarding the South Atlantic
traffic lanes. In addition, the 1982 conflict demonstrated the critical
contribut{on strategically located island airfields (such as Ascension) can make
to the success of a campaign. The existence of a hase on the Falklands would
increase aerial reconnatssance capabilities in the region, as well. The
Falklands could become NATO“s South Atlantic "unsinkable aircraft carrier.">)

Proponents of this plan exaggerate the contribution the Islands would make
in the event of a conflict involving NATO. While control of the sea lanes ia
essential for reinforcement, the South Atlantic is not expected to be a major
route for reinforcements. Most ships will bhe sent from Atlantic ports in the
United States, Those items coming from the western United States could be
transported faster and more securely by rail across the United States to the
Atlantic ports than they could going around South America. Finally, a hostile
Argentina could wreak havoc on Allied shipping as it paesed through the South
Atlantic. According to one Member of Parliament, there is "...little likelihood
that the South Atlantic would play a large role in any NATO conflict."32

The Latin American nations--eapecially Argentina--would greet the

establishment of a regional NATO base with intense hostility and condemnation.
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Argentina“s anger would stem from the loss of the Falklands, since the creatinn
of the base both would end any prospects for a negotiated return of the Islands
and would preclude any military action aimed at recovering the Falklands,
Argentina ardently desires the return of the Falklands, but she is not about to
challenge the combined forces of NATO for the sake of a few desolate Isalands,
All of Latin America would be incensed by the militarization of the region and
the expansfon of East-West competition to the edge of the Antarctic., The Latin
Americans would further fear that the militarization could eventually introduce
nuclear weapons into the region, which could constitute a violation of the 1967
Treaty for the Prohibitlon of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Tlatelolco
Treaty)., Some Latin Americana fear that, once nuclear weapons are Introduced
into the region, little can be done to deter Argentina (who did not sign the
Tlatelolco Treaty) and Brazil from developing atomic wcapons.33

Transforming the Falklands into a military base is an expensive
proposition, and whether the other NATO members actually desire a South Atlantic
bage, let alone are willing to fund its development, t{s unknown. To adequately
fortify the Falklandas, a deep water port, dock facilitiesa, fuel ard ammunition
depots, nn early warning system, and enlarged airfield all need to be
conatructed.34

While the tranaformation of the 1slands into a NATO base would offer the
Islanders their greatest security against an Argentine invasion, the Islanders
seem less than enthusiastic about this proposal. The ostensible purpose of the
1982 Campaign was, in Prime Minister Thatcher”s words, to guarantee the
Islanders” way of 1ife. Yet, the complete militarization of the Islands would
destroy their earlier lifestyle. The population would be swamped by military

personnel (there are already more than two British soldiers for each Island
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inhahitant) and the economy would inevitably come to depend on the garrison for
the Islands” economic livelihood. The Islanders wouvld prefer a return to the

status quo ante bellum rather than witness their Islands” conversion into a

military base.

A South Atlantic Treaty Organization

Another mili: ary option for the Falklands that has heen contemplated is the
formation of a South Atlantic Treaty Organization which would guarantee the
security of the enttre region, including the Falkland Ialands., The arrangement
probahly would be less formsl than NATO. Prospective members include the United
States, United Kingdom, Brazil, Argentina, Uruyuay, Chile, and South Africa,
Such an organization would protect the South Atlantic trade routes in times of
international and regional tension and, during peace, could maintain the
stability of the region through which passes nearly 70X of all goods deatined
for North America and Western Europe.35 The concept of a South Atlantic Treaty
Organization 13 not new; original discussion of the idea dates back to 1966,

The cvents of [982, however, revived interest 1. the organization,

The obstacles to the effective implementation of this proposal are
enormous. For the fdea to succeed, both Britain and Argentina would have to be
members. Yet, both governments reject outright their mutual invoivement Iin a
defense pacl:.36 The Falkland Islanders, too, are opposed to the participation
of Argentina in any regional security organization. None of the other potential
members have demonstrated much interest in the proposal.

South Africa’s system of apartheid has made it an international pariah and
many nations (e.g. the United States and the United Kingdom) would invite
domestic and international criticism by aligning themselves with her, although

South Africa”s participation in any South Atlantic security pact is considered
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indispensable, While participation in such a scheme partially could relieve
Britain of its defense burden on the Falklands, the British government 18 less
than enthusiastic about obligating itself militarily beyond the NATO area. To
do 80 would contradict Britain“s post-World War II Furocentric defense strategy.
Thur, even bringing the relevant nations together to form a South Atlantic
Treaty Organization appears to be an insurmountable obstacle. As one expert
noted, "It i{s evident that the iIntcrests and perceptions of the countries
involved are so divergent that it 1s hard to tnvisage any kind of closer or more
tightiy-knit a-atem."37

The formation of a South Atlantic Treaty Organization, i{n the long run,
could destabilirze, rather than sccure, the region. The introduction of a
defense organization could undermine adherence to the Antarctic Treaty which,
since 1959, has governed the region bascd on the principles of incernational law
and governmental cooperation, At the same time, the formation of the treaty
organization could lead to the militarization of the region by prompting an
increased Soviet and East European presence in the South Atlantic. The
expansion of East-West competition into the South Atlantic could increase,
rather than reduce, tensions in the region (the Indian Ocean offers a relevant
analogy) and, in the opinion of the House of Commons Forelgn Affairs Committee,
could "...possibly bring about the very conflict that it would he designed to
prevent.“38 The formation of a South Atlantic Treaty Organization does not
represent a practicahle or reliahle means of ensurlng the long-term security of
the Falkland Islands.

Tripartite Government

On a smaller level, the creation of a tripartite agrecment bhetween Britain,

Chile, and Argentina covering rival claims to the Beagle Islands, the Falklands
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and Dependencies, and Antarctic territory has been proposed. This agreement
would involve the suspension of soverelgnty claims in favor of joint
administration and cooperation in the region’s economic develapment. Argentina,
however, considers that such an arrangement for regional cooperation could only
be made after its respective disputes with Britain and Chile have heen resolved
hl!atera]ly.39 Furthermore, relatfons between Argentina and Chile historically
have been bitter, The likelihood of such an extensive cooperative effort
succending is small, especlally as long as Chile {s ruled by Pinochet“s military
dictatorship., Britain would oppose Argentine attempts to link the Dependencies
with the Falklands dispute, since the validity of Argentina®s claim {s
distinctly different {(weaker) for the Dependencies than it {s for the Falkland
Islands,

The formulatton of a separate treaty dealing with the three countries”
claims to Antarctic territory while the Antarctic Treaty is atill in effect
(Britatn, Argentina, and Chile arc all signatoriea) undoubtedly would he
resented by the cther signatories to the Antarctic Treaty. 1f the three waited
until after the 199] review of the Treaty to enact their agreement,
fnternational cooperation in the region would end as individual nations competed
with the tripartite club for rights to Antarctic territory. Thus, the formation
uf a tripartite agreement would not hode well for continued international
cooperation in the Antarctic region.

Finally, tripartite government has been rejected explicitly by the Falkland
Islanders. The Islanders oppose any arrangement which would subject them to
Argentine adminiatration and, even more 8o, they wholly oppose the idea of both
Chile and Argentina exercising sone measure of administration over the Ialands,

These sentiments were expressed to the British government in 1983 through a note




111

submitted to the House of Commons Forelgn Affairs Committee. Insisted the note:
"Tri-partite Government not acc:eptable.""0

Incorporation in the Antarctic Treaty

Extending the Antarctic Treaty to cover the Falklands and NDependencles is
an oft discussed long-term policy option for the Islands. Under the Treaty,
both Britain’s and Argentina’s sovereignty claims would be suspended, while the
British would continue to exercise administrative responsibility. The Islands
would be demilitarized and all signatory nations would cooperate in sclentific
exploration and economic development of the Islands. ! For the Treaty to be
extended, the unanimous approval of all the consultative countries must be given
and this would undoubtedly be a long process. Another option would be to
postpone incorporation of the Falklands and Dependencies until rhe review of the
Treaty takes place in 199].

While this proposal represents a practicable solution to the
Anglo-Argentine dispute over the Dependencies, the character of the Falkland
Islande conflict renders an extension of the Antarctic Treaty an infeasible
long-term soclution. The territoriea presently under the jurisdiction of the
Treaty have no permanent inhabitants (like the Dependencies) and the structure
of the Treaty is not designed to meet the needs of administering a population
(the most fundamental exercise of sovereignty). Furthermore, the other
signatories to the Treaty might not wish to risk the continued succesaful
operation of this rare instance of international cooperation hy introducing so
controversial a territory into the Treaty.

The Antarctic Option Assessed

Argentina opposes the idea of the Antarctic Treaty incorporating the

Falklands because she would have to freeze her sovereignty claim while Britain
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would continue to exercise administrative righta--an unappealing notion for a
country which already has waited 152 years to reassert sovereignty, Britain
rejects this solution as well, since it would have to demilitarize the Islands,
thus leaving them vulnerable to a second Argentine invasion.%2 Further, the
unrestricted access of Argentine scientific personnel to the Falklands could
lead to an effective occupation force prior to a military attack by Argentina,
reminiscent of President Peron’s 19608 vow to reoccupy the lslands, one at a
time, through scientific expeditions.

Because the Dependencies are neither populated nor militarized, extending
the Antarctic Treaty to cover just these Islands is a feasible solution to this
part of the Anglo-Argentine dispute. Argentina”s claim to the Dependencies is
significantly weaker than its claim to the Falklands, so compromise is more
likely, The House of Commons Foreign Affairs Committee considered that this is
a proposition worthy of further conslderation.43 However, Argentina would only
be willing to consider this option after British concesaions were made on the

central issue of sovereignty over the Falklands.

The International Court of Justic-

In teatimony before the House of Commons Forelyn Affairs Committee, FEric
Neakins, a Member of Parliament, descrihed as "astonishing" the fact that
neither Britain nor Argentina have used such international machinery for the
resolution of disputes as the International Court of Justice. 44 Yet, the lack
of effective sanctions of this body and both Britain”s and Argentaina’s
uncertainty as to their claims” validity cast doubt on the utility of seeking an
International Court ruling, 1In 1947, Britain suggested that the dispute over
just the Dependencies (where Britain”s claim is much stroiuger than Argentina’s)

be submitted to the Court, but the Argentines refused. In 1953, Britain applied
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unilaterally to the International Court for a judgment on the Dependencies’
claim but, since neither government was subject to compulsory jurisdiction, the
request was denied.“s

If the question were submitted and the Court were to find in favor of
Argentina, Britain would comply by offering to relocate any lslanders who wished
to leave., However, if the Court found for Britailn, Argentina very probably
would reject the decision, as it did with a previous unfavorable verdict on its
Beagle Channel dispute with Chile. Of course, international support for
Argentina“s claim would decline as a result, but Argentina”s dedication to
recovering the Islands 1s indifferent to the disapprobation of other nations,
Stil1l, neither Britain nor Argentina has shown any willingness to submit the
issue of sovereignty over the Falklands to the International Court of Justice,
During a press conference in Septembrr, 1984, President Alfonsin specifically
stated that "...no type of arbitration is appl:opri,al:e,"“‘6 In October, the House
of Commona Foreign Affaira Committee similarly rejected the idea of arbitration
on the grounds that this is ".. essentially, a political rather tuan a legal
dispute."47
Mediation

Attempts to introduce mediators into negotiations generally have been
supported by Argentina but rejected by Britain. Still, both sides agree that
substantive negotiations need to be bilateral the mediator would assist in
bringing the two sides together =and would only participate in the early stages
of negotiations.

Numerous candidates for the mediator role exist., At times, the Italian and
Portuguese governments have been the subject of mediation rumors.%8 The

Secretary~Ceneral of the United Nations, Senor Perer de Cuellar 1is favored by
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the Mgenl:i.nea."‘9 Britain specifically rejects the idea of United Nations
mediation, but, according to one expert, this does not preclude using the
", ..g00d offices of the Secretary-General in a very quiet and unobtrusive
fashion." " The United States also has been suggested as a poasible mediator
due to its regional leadership role. Yet, American aupport for Britain in the
Falklands Campaign makes Argentine opposition to American mediation a virtual
certainty, The Organization of American States, serving as a single body, also
has been suggeated as a mediator. Britain, however, would oppose the
appointment due to the OAS”s support for Argentina during the 1982 Campaign.5l
The Commonwealth and the Furopean Fconomic Community have also been proposed,
but neither organization has expressed an interest in assuming the role and both
would be seen as too pro-Aritish for Argentina to accept them. Finally,
mediation by the Non-Aligned Movement has been proposed, but this would be
relected by Britain since the Movement views Britain”s presence in the Falklands
as an illegitimate relic of nineteenth century colonialism, Thus, even though
the role of a mediator would be limited, finding a candidate acceptable to both
Britain and Argentina is an extremely difficule task, 22

Further, there is concern that the involvement of a mediator may
complicate, rather than facilitate, negotiations. Noted a former Rritish
Ambassador to the United Nationa, "...intermediaries ultimately tend to develop

a momentum of their own and become part of the problem, rather than simply “post

offices‘."53

The Trusteeship Option

An oft suggested but never seriously considered option is placing the
Falklands under United Nations Trusteeship, as provided for in Chapter Twelve of

the United Nations Charter. No precedent exists for the voluntary placing of a
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dependent territory under United Nations trusteeship, although the Charter
provides for it in Articles 87 and 88. Submission to the United Nations,
however, would require the consent of both Britain and Argentina, and Argentine
approval is unlikely unless the Trusteeship were only for an interim period
prior to Argentina acquiring sovereignty.

é.nritish Administered Trust

Without a promise of sovereignty transfer for Argentina, the organization
of the trusteeship theoretically could assume six different forms. The first
option would be tn have Britain adminiater the trust. However, initial
Argentine agreement to place the Islands under trusteeship would not be
forthcoming if Britain were to be granted administrative rights. Such a
concesslon would be tantamount to abandoning Argentina“s soverelignty claim.
Furthermore, this arrangement would have to be approved hy the United Nations
General Assemhly and that likely would be denlied under this acheme since British
administration would be viewed as a perpetuation of colonialism, Britain, on
the other hand, would certainly not accept Argentine administration of the truet
since this would conflict blatantly with the rights of the Islanders to
self-determination,

A Jointly Administered Trust

The second option iz joint British/Argentine administration of the trust,
However, the Islanders would vehmently oppose any Argentine participation in
their administration., Argentina, in turn, would not tolerate being excluded
from administration unless perhaps Britain were similarly excluded, Further,
the bitterness in Anglo~Argentine relations over the Falklanda makes it
difficult to imagine the two cooperating on the administration of the Islands,

An Administrative Council
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A third design for the truat“s administration would be the creation of a
council, with Britain, Argentina, and a limited number of other interested
nations as members, which would oversee the trust. The difficulty of finding
third-party countries which are acceptable to Britain and Argentina was
displayed vividly by the search earlier for a satisfactory mediator for the
dispute, T1f formed, this council would supervise the operation of the current
Falkland Islands governmental system., Despite the ohstacles to {ts successful
implementation, those Members of Parliament who visited Argentina in June, 1984,
recommended that this ".. possibility be seriously puraued.“sa

nited jg;ions Administration

Along with submitting the Islands to a United Nations trust, Britain and
Argentina could also surrender administrative rights to the United Nationa, as
stipulated in Article 8] of the United Nations Charter, However, the United
Nationa” past experience with administering a trust territory (West Irian) set a
disastrous precendent for this proposition. Since the United Nations is
dominated by supporters for Argentina“s position, British and Islander support
for this option is likely to be withheld.

A Strategic Trust

United Nations supervision of the trust could take a second form which
would diminish the level of ant{-British senti{ment influencing administration of
the Falklands. Under Articles 82 and 83 of the United Nationa Charter, the
Falklandes could be designated a strategic area (by virtue of its location at che
door of Antarctica and along the South Atlaniic trade routes), whereby the
Security Council would assume responsibility for the Islands” administration.
Since Britain holds a permanent seat on the Security Council and, thum, enjoys a

vaeto right, administrative decisions which curtailed the Islandera” right to
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self-determination or threatened British interests could he rejected. Argentina
undoubtedly would oppose this scheme as patently discriminatory towards
Argentine rights and interests, since Argentina ls only an occasional member of
the Security Council and has no power to veto policlies adverse to Argentine

interests.

An Associated Trusteeship

The final option for the trust”s administration is, in essence, making the
Falklands an associated state with the United Nations. The lslands would enjoy
internal self-government while the United Nations would be responsible for
foreign and defense policy. However, the historical inability of the United
Nations to defend territory or respond effectively to incuraions against its
forces would leave the Islands vulnerable to an Argentine attack. Furthermore,
the difficulties for so small a population to support an autonomous goveramental
aystem are enormous, as noted previously. These problems would multiply since
any change i{n the Falklands” political status which weakened or eliminated
Rritish control would lead to the emigration of many Islandeu.55 In addition,
anti-British sentiment in the United Nati{ons potentially could pervade foreign
and defense decision-making for the Islands.

Placing the Falklands under a United Nations trusteeship, regardless of the
administrative design, does not provide a feaaible long-term policy for the
Falklanda. This option, like the other propoaals for internationalizing the
dispute, merely embroils more nations in the conflict and complicates the very
issues at question. The only realistic long-term optionas for the Islands are
those that directly address the issues of sovereignty and self-determination,
The various status quo options fall because, as unilateral moves, they neglect

the two-sided nat.re of the conflict and also they ignore the contested
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sovereignty claims at the heart of the Anglo-~Argentine dispute. Similarly, the
different means of internationalizing the conflict variously ignore both
sovereignty and sclf-determination claime. Direct compromise on the sovereignty
and self-determination issues--flexihility on one side for concessions on the
other--represents the only means of truly resolving the Falklands dispute.
Abandonment

The simplest such solution 18 also the least palatahble to Britain and the
Islanders~~that {s, that the United Kingdom just abandon the 1slanda. While the
idea does have a few supporters in Britain, such action would be political
suicide for the government that initiated it. To abandon the Islands would make
a waste of the lives lost in the recent Campaign., The enormous human and
financial resources which have been dedicated recently to the Falklandr makes {t
virtually impoasible for any government to turn its back on the Islands. Many
in Britain already complain about the exorbitant cost of current policy on the
Falklands, but for a government suddenly to declare that this investment was all
for naught would incite domestic outrage and could have fatal polittical
repercussions. Beyond that, international opinion would condemn loudly so
flagrant a violation of the Islanders” rights to self-determination. Any
government disposed to surrendering the Islands could enter more profitably into
negotiations which at least would protect the rights of the Islanders. Clearly,
the current government feels no inclination to leave the Islands--otherwise
there would he no stalemate now in talks with Argentina,.

Shared Sovereignty: Condominium

A lass drastic option which frequently has been suggested is for Britain
and Argentina to share sovereignty over the Falklands. Under joint sovereignty,

administration of ithe Islands cuuld assume three different forms: condominium,
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alternating, or an Andorra-type administration. A Rritish/Argentine condominium
over the Falklands would not partition soverefgnty between the two. Instead,
sovereignty would bhe exercised by a single-body--the condominfum--which is
compased of the two governments sharing soverelgnt.y.56 This artificial entity,
then, would bhe in charge of administering the Falklands.

Condominium first was discussed in relation to the Falkland Islands in
1974, The British government (then under Labour Prime Minister Wilson) broached
the issue with the Falkland lslands Council, which, while not objecting to
Anglo-Argentine talks on condominfum, excluded Islander participation in the
discuasions., The subject was raised with the Argentines, but the Islanders”
continued refusal to participate ended the talks in August.s? Since the 1982
Campaign, the option has been revived.

Condominium has little prospect of success, Eliciting the extensive
cooperation necded for this venture would be exceedingly difficult conmidering
the bitterness and hositility which thia dispute has created hetween the two
governmente for over a century and a half, The successful experiences which
each government has had with joint sovereignty (e.g. Britain in the New Hebrides
and Argentina with the island of Martin Carcia) have come ahout due to the
amicable and cooperative atmosphere which existed between the involved
governments. What 18 more, divisions would result almost inevitably from the
wholly divergent interests of fwo nations separated both physically and
culturally. Condominium also contradicts assertions by both governments that
sovereignty is indivisible. Condominium, thus far, has found little support
among Members of Parliament,.’® 1slander opposition to the proposal very likely
would obstruct joint adﬁinistration due to their deep-rooted antipathy towarda

any Argentine role in governing the Islands. Thus, the cooperation and
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consensus necded for a successful condominium are, at least for the time heing,
ahsent {n the Falklands dispute,

Alternating Sovereignty

The second scheme for implementing shared sovereignty would oe to have
soverelgnty alternate between Britain and Argentina over specified time pertiods.
Considering the vastly divergent approach each government has to the Islands and
the Isalanders”, such a format could subject the Falklands to "see-saw"
administration, As each nation resumed control, they would revoke the policies
of the other and initiate new programs. On issues such as immigration, defense,
and economic development, the differences would be profound between the two
governments and, consequently, the programs would have abbreviated lives,

During periods of Argentine rule, the intensity of Islander opposition to
Argentine administration could obstruct effective government. Thus, alternating
sovereignty could perpetuate instability in the region rather than eliminate {t.

The Andorra Solution

The third form which joint sovereignty could take one is where Britain and
Argentina, esscntially, would form a condominium to deal with the Islands”
defense and ftoreign affajrs, while the Falklands would enjoy self-government on
domestic issues. A contemporary example of this is French and Spanish joint
soverelgnty over Andorra. VYet, forelgn and defense policy are two areas where
British and Argentine cooperation would prove most difficult to achieve, due to
thelr distinctly different national interests and strategic concerns.
Furthermore, as noted previcusly, the Falklands lack the human and financial
resources to support a fully autonomous domestic government, especlally since
any abridgement of British sovereignty undoubtedly will spur a wave of Islander

emigration. 1In spite of the apparent inapplicabllity of an Andorra-style
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solution for the Falklands, the House of Commons Foreign Affalrs Committee still
considers this to be an ". ,approach which merits further study."Sq

The prohlem with applying joint soverelgnty solutions to the Falklands
confiict 18 that, to succecd, they require that a cooperative relationship exist
between the involved government: and a common perspective be held on the
territory”s slgnificance for national Intercstss A domestic population on the
territory which is unbiased in 1is regard fer the administering powers s also
needed,  None of these criterfa is present in the Anglo-Argentine dispute now
nor are they llkely to emerge in the near future,

Sovereignty Transfer with Cuarautee

A much wore promising long-term policy for the Islands 1s the ldea of
transferring sovercignty to Argentipna, but with guarantees made for the
maintenance of the 1slanders, British lifestyle. The government of the Aaland
Islands represents a contemporary Instance of this policy, where Finltand enjoys
titular sovereipnty while the fnhabitants are able to preserve their distinctly
Swedlah Iifestyle.ﬁn Unde> this scheme, the Falkland Islands would be
easd atially autonomous in the administration of the Tslands, although /-gentina
would contral foreign and defense affairs.

Under this plan, the same difficulties in vesting a tiny population with
the costs and demands of full self-government, as appeared previously under
other options, would pertain. The amall population on the Tslands requires that
the sovereign country supply funding and personnel for the enormous service and
developmental functions demanded of a government. The pregent Falklands
government would be vested with the task of governing the lslands. The Council
would legialate on property acquisition (thereby controlling large acale

Argentine immigration which would threaten the Islanders” special status),
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education, adminfstrative mattery, taxation and electoral law, labor law, water
rights, land law, husiness activities, public health and public order standards,
social servicesn, road construction, and urban/rural development. The Ilslanders
would enjoy a regional citizenship of the Falkland Islands--those who already
enjoy British citizenship at the time the policy came Into effect would have
dual citizenship but would he subject to Argentine administration on national
questions, The offictal language of the Islands would remaln FEnglish and any
restdent Argentine officiats would have to speak English. Any change in the
Islands” status would have to bo approved by the Islands”™ Council, The
Istanders would participate a8 a separate constituency in Argentine clections,
Buenos Afres would retaln jurisdiction over Talands” {ssues which impinged on
national policy and for the administration of jfustice. Thus, Argentina would
achieve its pgoal of sovereignty while the Rritish identity of the Islands”®
population would he preserved.

The option of a tranafer of sovereignty with guarantecs for the Islanders
has a strong chance of gaining support from Argentina, Much of the force behind
the Argentine claim {s emotional: British cresence on what {s considered
Argentine territory 1s a national embarrassment. The Aryuntine objective 18 to
have the Britiash removed and to have the international community recognize
Argentina as movervign over the Falkland [(slands. The desire 1s not to conquer
a people or exploit the resources of the land, Tha Aaland plan would satisfy
Argentina“s desire to have its soverelgnty claim respected: the Argentine flag
would fly over the Falklands.®!

The British and the Islanders are less enthusiastic about this option.
They fear that, once sovereignty is tranaferred, Argentina wouid renege on its

guarantecs to the Tslanders. The Argentines have offered to amend their
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constitution to include specific provisions for the T1slanders” way of life, but

the Islanders and Rritons are quick to point out that Argentina“s conatitutional
guarantees frequently have been denied Argentine citizens by their own

62

governments., Another pogsibility 1is to have Argentine compliance ensured by a

treaty of guarantee. While this could guarantee the Tslanders” way of life
throughout Argentine political changes, the difticulty of finding governments to
provide the puarantec, which are acceptable to boih Britain and Argentina, has
been noted previously.

A main draw hack of the Aaland solution is that it entails an Iimmediate
tranafer of both soverelgnty and administrative rights. Many offictials, both in
Britain and Argentina, consider the 1dea of guarantees for the Islanders”
Jifestyle linked with a sovereignty transfer to have great potential, However,
the scheme would work hetter if linked with a delayed transfer of scvereignty
implemcnted through a leaseback arrangment.

Leaseback

Leaseback represents the most attractive and viahle option for the
Falklands” long~term future. However, the leasebhuack arrangement would have to
be qualified by a buy-out option for the Islands” inhahitants who adamantly
refuse to live under Argentine rule. lUnder leasehack, sovereignty technically
would be transferred to Argentina, while responsibility for adminiatering the
Ialands would continue to reside with Britain for a designated length of time
(the lease). Before expiration of the lease, guarantecs would be inserted in
the Argentine constitution, similar to those embodied in the Aaland option, for
the preservation of the Islanders” British lifestyle. Their current legal,
political, fiscal, and cultural institutions would be retained and the Islands

would constitute an autonomous zone in Argentina, While those now holding
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British nationality could retain their citizenship, those horn or those who
moved to the Islands after British adminiatration ended would hold concurrently
Argentine national and Falkland Islands regional citizenship. Both the British
and Argentine flags would fly during the lease.

Any time prior to the transfer of sovereipgnty or during the period of
British administration, inhabitants of the lslands who wished to leave should be
duly compensated hy the British government. Noted one Islander, "If you ask us
to talk (with the Argentines) then I think you have to say to us, “If you do not
want anything to do with them (the Argentines) then you can have compensation
and resettlement."63 An Argentine agreement to help finance the relocation of
Islanders could he negotiated during talks on leaseback.

Again, the problem of guaranteeing that Argentina fulfills her obligations
to the Islanders ariscs. The main concern in Britain and on the 1slands {s not
that a democratically elected government in Buenos Aires would renege on the
deal, but that the military might return to power with all its disdain for civil
rights and conatitutional guarantees. The agreement on leaseback could
stipulate that, in the event of a return to military government or to any
government ahusive of civi! rights during the period of the lease, the agreement
could be terminated unilaterally by the British. The responsihility of
determining if a military or abusive government sits in Buenos Alires could be
given to the United Nations (e.g. the Secretary-Ceneral”s Office) or to an
affiliated organization (e.g. Amnesty International, which has consulative
status with the United Nationa or the International Peace Academy, which trains
United Nations peacekeeping forces). Annual visits to the Islands could be wade
by the same organization to ensure that the Islanders” rights are bheing

respected. Britain would be allowed to re:iain a reduced defense force on the
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Islandr throughout the lease perfiod. During the early years of Argentine rule,
an Anglo~Argentine-Islander committee could be established to clarify the
technical application of the guarantees to the Islanders. The time perfod for
compensated emigration from the Islands (only for those who inhabited the
Islands prior to the creation of the leascback agreement) could be extended to
include the first few ycars of Argentine rule.

The most contentious issue In leaseback negotiations is the period of the
lease, The British want an extended (e.g. 100 year) lease, similar to the Hong
Kong arrangement. Such a lengthy period would ensure that those inhabitants who
endured the invasion would not be subjected again to Argentine rule during their
lifetimes, 1In addition, the time period would allow for new generations to be
raised with the knowledge that they are Argentine citizens (in addition to their
I1sland citizenahip), so the loss of British administration would not be so
shocking. The Islanders who support leameback also want a long lease to ensure
that Buenos Aires” commitment to democracy and human rights is genuine and
enduring,

The Argentines advocate A shorter lease, along the lines of the Panama
Canal treaty, of about 20-25 years. The Argentines have grown tired of British
dilatoriness and are anxious to have the Islands by the end of the century or
shortly thereafter, Said President Alfonsin, "We would like this return to take
place during the lifespan of our generation."64

The solution would be to compromise at 50-60 years. This would allow
sulficiently for a generaticnal change in the present Islander population &and
would offer an adequate period to judge Argentina”s commitment to democracy.
Argentina undoubtedly would object, but if this was presented as a

take-it-or~leave-it proposition, they would probably acqy .iesce, After all,
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thelr main goal of achieving sovereignty would bhe realized {mmediately.
Further, "ritatn would be making the largeat sacrifice--surrendering
sovereignty--and, consequently, can expect an elemeat of compromise on
Argentina”s part.

The British View of Leameback

Supnport for leaseback exista among all three concerned parties., While the
Thatcher government {8 not now supportive of leaseback, her government seriously
contemplated the option at the beginning of her administration. Irn November,
1980, Minister of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, Nicholar Ridley,
visited the Falklands to discuss options for the 1slands” future, {ncluding
leaseback., The response of the Islanders and the House of Commons to this visit
and the leaseback proposal was rather unreceptive. While the House of Commons
was vociferously opposed to the fdea, the extent of Islander opposition was
exaggerated by their advocates in Parliament. Noted the Franks Committee in its
{investigation of the 1982 Campaign, it would be tragic If the Islands® chances
of escaping from economic blight were to be diminished by the attitude of their
champions at westminater."®3 Since the conflict, many in Britain have become
mora anxious to find a viable long-term solution to the Anglo-Argentine dispute
which will end the exorbitant diversion of Rritain“s limited financial
resources. To the British, leaseback is appealing because it resolves both the
self~determination and the sovereignty questions. Noted the Forelgh Affairs
Committee in 1983,

The option of leaseback remains the most elegant solution of all,
for it combines the principles of British adminiatration with the

immediate in goduction of the principle of notional Argentine
sovereignty,
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Some in Britain appcse the idea of forcing the Islanders to either accept
Argentine rule or leave the Islands, albelit with financial compensation. But,
the sentiment in Britain 1s changing=--the interests of the British nation cannot
continue to be suhbordinated t- the wishes of ] ,800 Islanders, Even as a
government has the right to build a highway on one”s land, as long as adequate
compensat ton 18 made, 80 the British can give the Islanders a choice hetween
accepting leasehack or heing compensated to leave the Is)ands. As British
citizens, the Islanders can no longer expect to dictate a foreign policy which
18 adverse to the bent interests of the entire British nation. Noted one Member
of Parliament, "Just as Brit{sh public opinion is changing, so too might that of
the Islanders."87

Islander Opinion on Leaseback

Inlander opposition to leasehack, although atitl strong, is decreasing,
erpecially among the younger generation which will be most affected by the
imnlementation of a leaseback arrangement and the subscquent transition to
Argentine rule. Fven at the time of Ridley”s visit in 1980, significant support
for leaseback existed: one estimate even suggested as high as S0OX supported
leaseback at the time.®® Those who originally objected to leaseback hecame even
more vociferous in their opposition after the Argentine invasion: their worst
fears, it scemed, had been confirmed., Still, many of the lslandors oppose any
form of Argentine rule at all and would rather ! . -~ the lslands than join
Argentina, regardless of the guarantees arranged for the maintenance of their
way of life, Said one Islander, "I do not helieve that were a leaseback to be

imposed...there would be a viable community left in the lslands. T believe that

most people would leave."89

The Argentine Approach to Leaseback
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The Argentines have shown great interest in the leaseback option, mainly
because it provides Iimmediate recognition of sovereignty, albeit without
adminfstrative rights, Recently, government officials have been gliving deep
consideration to leaseback., 1In a Fehruary interview with La Razon, the
President of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Adolfo Gass, expressed
support for leaseback "because that would imply recognition of our
snvereignty."?n Beyond that, the Argentines have expressed a willingness to
amend their constitution to create a special status for the Falklands and {ts
fnhabitants within Argentina., They have also expressed support for a treaty of
guarantee to ensure the Argentines would not renege later on their promises to
71

Britain and the Islanders.

Conclusion: "“The Way"

leaseback combined with a buy-out option for Islanders opposed to the
change in their status represents the most viahle solution to the
Anglo-Argentine dispute vver the Falkland Islands. The Dependencies, on the
other hand, should be placed under the Antarctic Treaty. Unlike status quo
options or internationalization, this plan addressea both the issues of
self=-determination and the sovereignty dispute, At the same time, leaseback
enjoys signiffcant support from all three concerned parties: Britain,
Argentina, and the Falklanders. As bitterness over the military campaign fades,
the desire for a concrete solution to the dispute will Increase and leaschack
will appear as one of the most practical options, increasing its appeal. In
reference to the Anglo~Aregentine diaspute, President Alfonsin commented in a
note to Margaret Thatcher after his inauguration that "Where there 1s a will,
there i8 & way." Clearly, the way exists--leasehack best meets the demands and

protects the interests of involved parties. The problem now {8 waiting for the
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will to emerge~-for Britain and Argentina to recognize that cooperation and
compromise, not rhetoric and obstinacy, are the keys to a just and lasting

resolution of their protracted, bitter dispute over the Falkland 1slands.
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