
In answer to Carlos F. Brescacin and his Historical unTruths: a 
Demonstration that Argentina has no claim to the Falkland Islands.

By Roger Lorton

In 2008 Peter Pepper and Dr. Graham Pascoe published a paper refuting Argentina's version of Falkland's 
history as it had been laid laid out at a seminar at the London School of Economics in 2007. Their paper was 
entitled Getting it Right: the real history of the Falklands/Malvinas.

Five years later, and in a supposed reply to Pascoe & Pepper, Carlos F. Brescacin has published an imitation of 
the 2008 paper called; The historical truth about the sovereign rights of Argentina in the Falkland Islands: 
Answering the document 'Getting it Right: the real history of the Falklands / Malvinas.'1

Pascoe & Pepper's paper was an early step in the development of their argument countering the version of 
history promoted by Argentina in many countries of the world. A propaganda exercise that continues today. 

Pascoe & Pepper drew the world's attention to a different version of the history surrounding the Falkland Islands 
however; a history that could be proved from archived sources. Moreover, they put forward an argument that 
disturbed the accepted thinking in Argentina itself. 

Quite an achievement and an obvious target for ardent Malvinistas.

The 2008 work looks a little dated now, as further research has expanded some of their arguments and cast 
doubt upon other supposed facts accepted at that time. It is not therefore my intention to directly compare the 
two texts, but rather to address Brescacin's points and identify the flaws in what he believes to be his counter-
arguments. I'll use similar section titles to make comparison easier and where Carlos Brescacin considers treaties 
under a number of different heading, whereas I'll group group them all under one.

# Discovery: Brescacin's first error is to reveal the limitations of his research by using a map dated 1529 to 
prove that the Falklands were discovered by a Spaniard. He say this is the oldest map that he could find. Perhaps, 
but it is not the oldest. There is a map by a German cartographer, Martin Waldseemuller, published in 1507 
which places islands near the 50° South parallel.

1507 = 22 years before Diego Rivera's map. I really believe that we underestimate our ancestors.

Now this immediately presents a problem for Brescacin who makes much of the fact that his map is dated 63 
years before the first English sighting in 1592. Yet 1507 is 12 years before the Portuguese explorer Ferdinand 
Magellan, working for the Spanish, left the coast of Spain. 

According to Brescacin, it is Magellan's journey of exploration that resulted in the discovery of the Falklands by 
Spain. The detail of this claim is that one of Magellan's captains, Estêvão Gomes (also Portuguese), saw the 
islands as he fled back to Spain having deserted the expedition; and his crew named them 'Islas de Sansón y de 
los Patos'.

Gomes was promptly jailed on his return but this hardly explains why his discovery was not announced. In fact, 
no mention was made of the Gomes sighting until 1749  – 220 years later – and only then in the middle of a 
dispute with England over Admiral Anson's proposals for the Falklands. 

Seen in 1749 as being far too convenient, the suggestion that Spain had an earlier sighting was viewed with 
suspicion made all the worse by a lack of supporting evidence. Spain produced none. Nor has it ever.

England claims its first sighting with John Strong in the Desire when he was blown off course in 1592. His 
Journal was placed in the British Museum and the discovery made known. 

1 La verdad histórica sobre los derechos de soberanía argentina en las islas Malvinas: Contestación al documento 
“Getting it Right: the real history of the Falklands/Malvinas” Por Carlos F. Brescacin (undated)



When it was, there was no protest from Spain, nor any suggestion of any prior discovery by Gomes. Spain stayed 
silent. 

With those circumstances, and no challengers, it is hardly surprising that England believed that its own explorers 
had made the first European discovery. Spain's inclination to secrecy was hardly in its best long term interests, 
but its rulers never changed the policy.

Back to Martin Waldseemuller's map – where did he get his information? 

Nobody knows for sure, but the best bet is another German, Martin Behaim, who also worked as an explorer for 
Portugal. Behaim is credited with providing at least some of the information, and maps, that led Magellan to 
discover his Strait; all of which suggests some Portuguese knowledge of those seas more than a decade before 
Magellan left Spain. 

Portugal was also a secretive nation; their principle rival in the 16th C was Spain after all. Yes, they had an 
agreement with their neighbour about where the line between their respective spheres of influence should lie, but 
the Treaty of Tordesillas 1494 did not require them to declare what they found. Portugal didn't tell Spain, and 
Spain didn't tell Portgugal – whereas the English, the French and the Dutch told everyone. 

It'll never be known with any certainty, but the money is on Portugal as the first European discoverers of the 
Falkland Islands.

# Treaties:  Brescacin places a lot of emphasis on the minutia of treaties; rather more than the signatories did 
in fact. But in many ways he is correct. The words are important, and the devil is in the detail – made all the 
worse by cultural differences, and translation problems. That said, the simple maxim is – if it isn't clearly stated 
then it is only a source of argument and isn't enforceable. 'Implicit', 'Suggesting, 'Hinting at' just will not do. 

A treaty is just a contract, nothing more. So it was – so it still is.

Treaty of Tordesillas 1494 – the year before, 1493, a Spanish Pope, Alexander VI, had issued a Papal Bull 
known as the Inter caetera; dividing the New World between Spain and Portugal and establishing a north-south 
line of demarcation 100 leagues west of the Cape Verde Islands. Undiscovered non-Christian lands to the west of 
the line were to be Spanish possessions and those to the east belonged to Portugal. 

Portugal immediately objected that this breached previous arrangements and the negotiations at a village named 
Tordesillas resulted in an agreement where the line between these two powers was relocated to a position 370 
leagues west of the Cape Verde Islands.

As with all contracts, the Treaty only bound the parties that signed it. No other nation was subject to its terms or 
in any way limited by them. The Pope may have been a religious leader, but he was not a political one. Not that 
he was very happy either as he took 12 years to officially recognise the Treaty.

Tordesillas lasted until 1750 when the Portuguese/Spanish Treaty of Madrid that year abandoned its provisions 
and relied instead on a  principle of Roman Law - 'uti possidetis, ita possideatis' (Who owns by fact, owns by 
right).  Confirmed in the Treaty of San Ildefonso 1777.

Treaty of London 1604 -  this Treaty brought peace between England and Spain after almost 20 years of 
fighting. Both countries were exhausted – financially and militarily. There is little doubt that Spain did very well 
in the negotiations but contrary to Brescacin's claims, there is no recognition of Spain's sovereignty over the New 
World; only an agreement to curtail the activities of England's privateers in the West Indies and a return to the 
commercial arrangements that were in place before the war started.

“As to trade with the Indies, the treaty remained intentionally ambiguous. It simply declared that commerce 
could be resumed wherever it had taken place before the war. The Spanish believed that this clause boiled 
down to a general exclusion. The English took it as an authorization to trade outside the existing Spanish 
dominions. Neither side thought it prudent to seek further clarification.”2

There was certainly no 'implicit' recognition of Spain's American claims under Tordesillas or any other treaty,  
and this is clearly demonstrated when, only two years later, James I founded the Virginia Company for the 

2 Dynasty and Piety: Archduke Albert (1598-1621) and Habsburg Political Culture in an Age of Religious Wars Luc 
Duerloo 2012



specific purpose of establishing settlements on the east coast of North America. 

Spain had made no claim to the Falklands at that time, and did not do so for more than a century, so any 
reference to 'dominions' cannot possibly include them.

Treaty of Madrid 1670 - under the terms of this Treaty, Spain recognised English possessions in the 
Caribbean; “Moreover, it is agreed, that the Most Serene King of Great Britain, his Heirs and Successors, shall 
have, hold, keep, and enjoy for ever, with plenary right of Sovereignty, Dominion, Possession, and Propriety, 
all those Lands, Regions, Islands, Colonies, and places whatsoever, being situated in the West Indies, or in any 
part of America, which the said King of Great Britain and his Subjects do at present hold and possess, so as 
that in regard thereof or upon any color or pretense whatsoever, nothing more may or ought to be urged, nor 
any question or controversy be ever moved, etc.”

“which the said King of Great Britain and his Subjects do at present hold and possess” - clearly, and with no 
challenge provided by Spain, Britain believed that it held the Falkland Islands by right of first discovery and 
could count on the evidence of both Davis and Hawkins to back that up. 

Strange that Spain didn't reveal any possessions in the south Atlantic. While Strong's Journal has never been 
widely published – remaining in manuscript form in the British museum – Hawkins journey was. Spain must 
have known? What are spies for?

And yet it would still be another 100 years before Spain bothered to mention Gomes to their English rivals.

Brescacin takes the general preamble in Art. 1, much as he has with the earlier treaties, as some sort of evidence 
of an English acknowledgment of Spanish right in the region. This is not the case. Once again, he identifies vague 
terms - “.. kingdoms, states, colonies, fortresses, cities, governments and islands irrespective of places, subject 
to either domain..”

Which? Where? The Falklands were not in the King of Spain's domain. Portugal and Spain may have seen this 
differently, but Tordesillas was not binding on any state other than the two that had signed it. 

And in 1670 Spain did not attempt to identify what the term 'domains' actually meant. Remember a Treaty is 
just a contract. If it's badly drawn up then it is doomed to fail. 

So again, no 'implicit' recognition can be discovered in this Treaty; not even with the most tortuous of 
Brescacin's interpretations.

Treaty of Utrecht 1713 – actually there were quite a few treaties signed at Utrecht but the pertinent two were 
between Spain and Britain; one of peace, one of commerce. 

Strangely enough, this Treaty hardly got a mention in the discussions that followed Anson's published proposals 
for the Falkland Islands. He argued that the Falklands – owned by Britain after all – would make a excellent 
strategic stronghold in the South Seas and, on his advice, the Admiralty started preparations for a survey of the 
archipelago.

Spain promptly objected and – still making no specific mention of Gomes – “ … affirmed they had been long 
since first discovered and inhabited by the Spaniards; who called them the Islands de Leones from the number 
of sea lions on their coasts and that in the office books there were ample descriptions of the dimensions, 
properties, etc. ...”3

'Islands de Leones'? What ever happened to the 'Islas de Sansón y de los Patos'?

With the two countries in the middle of protracted negotiations following the War of Austrian Succession (1740-
48), Anson's project was put on hold -  “.. for the present, and without giving up the right to send out Ships for 
the discovery of unknown & unsettled Parts of the World."4

There exists a pertinent letter from Ambassador Keene on these problems, dated December 8th, 1750: “The 
principle cause of this evil, on the part of Spain, consists in the very nature and spirit of the laws and original 
institutions, for the Government of the Spanish West Indies. 

3 Keene to Bedford quoted in Memoirs of the Kings of Spain of the House of Bourban from the Accession of Philip the 
Fith to the Death of Charles the Third William Coxe 1813

4 Keene to Bedford May 21st 1749 



They were framed at a time when Spain had extended a whimsical universal right to land, sea and the air itself  
of that vast country, and was resolved to do her utmost to prevent the approach of any stranger. The very act 
of appearing there was criminal, as long as she had force to enforce it. 

From this source all orders to governors, instructions to guarda costas, and ever public dispatch and 
determination in tribunals, were, and still are infected.... the most beneficial thing which could happen to this 
country, would be to burn all the laws of the Indies.”

The provisions of the Treaty of Utrecht were not raised by Spain until 1766, when Ambassador Masserano, now 
aware of the British settlement on West Falkland, claimed that the settlement breached Article 8 of the Treaty.

While Britain challenged that interpretation of Art. 8, it should be noted that Spain did not attempt to use any of 
the other provisions of Utrecht in their argument - and yet Article 8 is the one article that Carlos Brescacin fails 
to mention.

His argument that the preamble in Article 1 reveals a further 'implicit' recognition of Spain's sovereignty over the 
America's is downright painful. These are the same vague references used in previous treaties and the same 
counter-argument is available – ie. the Falklands were not one of Spain's domains in 1713. They were however, 
subject to a claim by Britain.

If Spain had considered that any of the Articles other than No.8 would have been useful in its argument with 
England in 1766 , it is a certainty that they'd have promoted them in the discussions then. They didn't. Spain in 
1766 didn't see any 'implicit' recognition of the Falklands as Spanish property in the Treaty of 1713 and, 
regardless of Brescacin's assertions, none can be seen now.

The substance of Article 8 states: “ That there be a free use of navigation and commerce between the subjects of 
each kingdom, as it was heretofore, in time of peace, and before the declaration of this late war, in the reign of 
Charles the Second, of glorious memory, Catholic King of Spain, according to the treaties of friendship, 
confederation, and commerce, which were formerly made between both nations, according to ancient customs,  
letters patents, cedulas, and other particular acts; and also according to the treaty or treaties of commerce 
which are now, or will forthwith be made at Madrid. 

And whereas, among other conditions of the general peace, it is by common consent established as a chief and 
fundamental rule, that the exercise of navigation and commerce to the Spanish West Indies should remain in 
the same state it was in the time of the aforesaid King Charles the Second; that therefore this rule may 
hereafter be observed with inviolable faith, …

And, that more strong and full precautions may be taken on all sides, as above said, concerning the navigation 
and commerce to the West Indies, it is hereby further agreed and concluded, that neither the Catholic King, nor  
any of his heirs and successors whatsoever, shall sell, yield, pawn, transfer, or by any means, or under any 
name, alienate from them and the crown of Spain, to the French, or to any other nations whatever, any lands, 
dominions, or territories, or any part thereof, belonging to Spain in America. On the contrary, that the Spanish  
dominions in the West Indies may be preserved whole and entire, the Queen of Great Britain engages, that she 
will endeavour, and give assistance to the Spaniards, that the ancient limits of their dominions in the 
West Indies be restored, and settled as they flood in the time of the above-said Catholic King Charles the 
Second, if it shall appear that they have in any manner, or under any pretence, been broken into, and lessened 
in any part, since the death of the aforesaid Catholic King Charles the Second.”5

An offer of assistance only, and no definition of the term 'West Indies' – Utrecht is of no aid to Argentina's 
modern day claim, as it was of no assistance to Spain in 1766.

Treaty of Paris 1763 – signed in February, just after Bougainville had submitted his proposal for a settlement 
on East Falkland to French Minister Choiseul, this Treaty ended the Seven Years War. 

It dealt with the situation in North America and used the Mississippi River as a boundary. To suggest that the 
Falklands are 'south-east' of that river, and therefore in Spanish territory is faintly ridiculous.

5 “The terms of these conventions were however so vague, that they seemed rather to increase than lessen the causes of 
dispute. The meaning of the expression Spanish West Indies never could be fixed or defined to the satisfaction of both 
parties...” Memoir, historical and political, on the northwest coast of North America, and the adjacent territories, 
illustrated by a map and a geographical view of those countries Robert Greenhow, United States. Dept. of State 1840



The real effect of this Treaty was to leave Spain and France humbled and eager for some revenge and it has been 
argued that in Bougainville's design, Choiseul saw an opportunity to cause trouble. 6

The Treaty of 1825 – tacit recognition that Argentina was a self-governing entity perhaps; and from what was 
nothing more than a commercial treaty. So vaguely tacit in fact that the British Government reassured Spain that 
it was not recognising any territorial claims when Foreign Secretary George Canning wrote in response to a 
protest from Madrid;  “ Against what will Spain protest? It has been proved that no Treaties are violated by us;  
and we admit that no question of right is decided by our recognition of the New States of America.”

There was certainly no recognition of the boundaries of the United Provinces and no recognition of any 'right' to 
territory. In fact the Ambassador that Buenos Aires promptly despatched to Britain wrote, and published, a book 
describing all aspects of the United Provinces. He even included map references for the towns. He made no 
mention of the Falkland islands however.  An oversight perhaps.

Not that the United Provinces were very 'united' at all and by 1827 they were all at each others throats and no 
single nation capable of claiming anything could be discerned.

There was one important thing in this Treaty though. It gave permission for business men – such as, perhaps, 
for example, Luis Vernet – to carry out commercial ventures within the King's dominions. In other words 
somewhere like – the Falkland Islands.

Article 3 " His Majesty the King of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland engages further, that in all  
his dominions situated out of Europe, the inhabitants of the United Provinces of Rio de la Plata shall have the 
like liberty of commerce and navigation, stipulated for in the preceding Article, to the full extent to which the 
same is permitted at present, or shall be permitted hereafter, to any other nation."

Treaty of Friendship 1849 – this appears towards the end of Brescacin's paper but I include it here as it's just 
another Treaty. This part of Brescacin's work can be summed up with a quote, or maybe two;

“It is noteworthy that the Falklands were not mentioned once, neither during the negotiations on the 
Convention, nor in the text of the treaty itself. From Britain that was to be expected: Britain’s position was that  
the islands were British and were nothing to do with Argentina. But from Argentina that was remarkable – a 
peace treaty normally “resets the clock” in the relations between its signatories, and in signing and ratifying it 
without adding a reserve of sovereignty, or even any mention of the Argentine claim, Argentina was allowing 
the new situation to reflect Britain’s view that the islands were British.”7

“a concession to Britain or a culpable oversight?”8

It is an acknowledged fact that Rosas could have got pretty much whatever he asked for – although that may 
have been tested if he'd asked for the Falklands. Some Members in the House of Commons were certainly 
concerned that he might do just that, but he didn't. Perhaps all he really wanted was the certainty of a happy 
retirement – in England.

Carlos Brescacin argues that the 1849 Treaty was ONLY about the dispute that had started in 1845. Pascoe & 
Pepper's position is that a peace treaty brings about a new relationship and that matters not dealt with 
specifically are no longer in issue. Also territory held at the end of a war, if not dealt with by the peace treaty – 
remains with the holder.

What is certain is that the relationship between the UK and Argentina changed; radically. 

The Falklands were not mentioned again by Argentina, after ratification of the Treaty in 1850, for 34 years.  
Indeed, no President mentioned them in the annual Message to Congress for 91 years although they'd been a 
regular feature up to, and including, 1849.

Even when Spain finally recognised its old colony as an independent state in the Treaty of 1863; and at the same 
time time sent a diplomatic mission to salute the Union Jack in Stanley – Argentina made no mention, no 
protest, nothing.

6 Memoirs of the Kings of Spain of the House of Bourban from the Accession of Philip the Fith to the Death of Charles the  
Third W. Coxe 1813

7 Pascoe & Pepper 2008
8 Cuando Rosas quiso ser inglés Alfredo R. Burnet-Merlín 1974



Nootka Sound Convention 1790 – another Treaty to avoid a war and one, yet again, drawn up in such vague 
terms that neither side really knew what they'd got. Brescacin goes on about the word 'adjacent' - 18th C 
dictionary definitions refer to 'almost touching' – and the fine detail of whether or not Nootka applied to the 
Falklands.9

It is all actually irrelevant. The Nootka agreement only lasted until 1795 when war broke out again and that was 
the end of that Treaty.10

“The Nootka Sound convention grew out of certain rights on the part of Great Britain, which existed long prior 
to the formation of that convention. Gentlemen had talked about certain concessions on the part of Spain, 
certain benefits which had been conceded to England in the Nootka Sound convention; but it would be 
remembered that that convention was ended by the war of 1796.”11

Nootka was partially reinstated in 1814 – but only to the extent of the commercial arrangements and pending a 
new commercial treaty. 

It has been argued that the 'secret clause' – written down this time – afforded Britain an excuse to take action in 
1833 as Argentina was a 3rd party and attempting to seize territory. The reality however, is that Nootka was long 
dead by the time Argentina sent an armed force to seize the Falklands in 1832.

# France & Bougainville – Brescacin is correct in as much as he recognises that the sums of money paid to 
Loius de Bougainville in August 1766 and February 1767 was in 'compensation' for his losses, rather than for the 
purchase of some right over East Falkland. He is wrong however to say that France accepted that Spain had a 
right based on first discovery. 

In fact Bougainville believed that Spain had no idea how even to get to the Islands, a surprising assertion given 
those old maps. As to right – France was tied to Spain with the 'Family Compact' as the two courts were blood 
related. It was this family agreement that persuaded France to give up its foothold – and the knowledge that 
Britain already claimed the archipelago.

The facts are simple enough. All those early pioneers were avid readers of anything they could get their hands on. 
Anson knew about Hawkins when he circumnavigated the world and captured a Spanish treasure Galleon. He 
knew because he carried a copy of Hawkins book with him. Bougainville knew about Anson and Hawkins. He'd 
even met Admiral Anson in London in 1754, and had undoubtedly read the 1749 version of Anson's book in 
French.12

Bougainville knew of the British claim, as did the French Minister who assisted in financing the voyage. What 
actually came as a surprise to both of them was Spain's claim. 

Bougainville's first inkling of Spanish interest was in June 1764 when he got back from his first trip. The Spanish 
Ambassador, the Conde de Fuentes, had been asking questions; and then, when the news of his settlement hit the 
newspapers - everyone knew. 

Britain read the newspapers too. Byron had already sailed though, so he was probably the only one in the dark.

9 The insertion of the word ‘adjacent’ undoubtedly placed the Falkland Islands outside the agreement. Eighteenth Century 
dictionaries refer to, 'lying near', 'near or bordering upon', 'contiguous or touching', 'meeting so as to touch', etc. The 
Falklands are 300 nautical miles from Patagonia, a distance greater than that lying between London and Paris, which is 
unlikely to have been considered 'adjacent' to the English capital city. Port Egmont was sited a little north of Soledad and 
there were no Spanish settlements on the mainland coast opposite the Falklands at this time. cf. Lord Egmont's 
comments of July 20th, 1765. In modern times, it was decided that; ".. it is evident that by no stretch of imagination can 
a point on the continental shelf situated say a hundred miles, or even much less, from a given coast, be regarded as 
“adjacent” to it' - North Sea Continental Shelf Cases, International Court of Justice, 1969.

10 “ … there was sufficient proof in the efforts made by the Government of Spain to prevent other nations from planting 
colonies in the Falkland Islands; from which islands, it may be remarked, both parties to the convention appear to have 
been excluded by the terms of the sixth article.” Greenhow 1842

11 March 9th 1846 - Abridgment of the Debates of Congress, from 1789 to 1856. From Gales and Seatons' Annals of 
Congress; from their Register of debates; and from the official reported debates. John C. Rives vol.5 1860. The war 
actually started in 1795.

12 The History of a Voyage to the Maloine (or Falkland) Islands), made in 1763 and 1764, Under the Command of M. de 
Bougainville, in order to form a settlement there. Don Pernetty 1771. 



Was Byron's mission a secret? Yes. The idea probably being to establish an unchallengeable claim before anyone 
else did. 

England still believed that it had rights based on first discovery but legal thinking had changed, and now there 
was some recognition that the best way to cement a claim was by a settlement and some imposition of authority. 
Byron's primary job was to make an assessment – were the islands worth the effort? It would be Byron's glowing  
description that answered that question; while the new knowledge of Bougainville's settlement raised a need for 
speed – hence MacBride.

The French settlement came as a complete surprise, as much in London as in Madrid. A French presence on the 
Falklands was not new – they'd been visiting the islands since 1700 – but a permanent settlement was not just a 
threat to Spain's vague assertions to sovereignty of ever piece of territory in that region; it was a threat to the 
longstanding English claim of right.

Fortunately the Family Compact got in the way and Spain paid Bougainville off. France never pressed its 
advantage and withdrew, leaving Spain in residence on East Falkland from 1767. 

Spain's real legal claim to East Falkland dates from 1767; while England's legal claim dates from 1765.

A small footnote in history - Bougainville tried to get Napoleon to reassert the French claim in 1801. There is no 
evidence that Napoleon raised the issue, but it would have been interesting if he had. 

And there matters stood for 3 years. Britain on West Falkland. Spain on East Falkland. Each arguing that they 
had the better title, neither one quite ready to fight over the archipelago.

# Crisis of 1770/71 – by 1770 Britain was, politically at least, prepared to go to war although it was actually 
Spain that took the first aggressive action.

Acting upon his general instructions, and almost certainly prompted by the Spanish Court, Governor Don 
Francisco de Paula Bucarelli sent a fleet from Buenos Aires in May 1770, to eject the small British garrison at 
Port Egmont. Five warships, 1400 marines armed with 27 cannon, 4 mortars and 200 bombs. An act of over-kill 
if ever there was one, designed – much as Galtieri's force in 1982 was – to overpower without loss of life and 
thereby hopefully avoid a full scale war.

The action was successful in avoiding any loss of life but the whole affair came perilously close to war. A war no-
one could actually afford, although Britain managed to find £4 million from somewhere.

Spain's own forces were in a generally dire state and while France had been slowly building up its own military 
they were nowhere near ready for a fight with Britain. While Britain quickly fitted out a fleet, and recruited a new 
army, Spanish Minister Grimaldi and French Minister Choiseul tried to persuade their respective monarchs that 
expenditure was necessary. Neither Carlos nor Louis were convinced and the search for a diplomatic solution 
commenced.

Negotiations were arduous and confused. Confused, at the least, by quite who was supposed to be doing the 
negotiating.

Brescacin relies heavily on William Pitt, the Lord Chatham. Brescacin states that Chatham; “actively 
participated in events” but this is not so. Pitt was not a member of the Government and sat in the House of Lords 
a somewhat diminished character reduced from the political heights he had attained before his promotion. He 
was in Opposition and took the 1770/71 crisis as a last opportunity to make waves. 

In particular he was opposed to the defence cuts that had been imposed by Lord North's administration – 
possibly the first time that defence cuts would affect Falklands policy; certainly not the last.

Pitt was not involved in any negotiations, and got all his information 3rd hand. The official negotiations took 
place between Lord Weymouth and Ambassador Masserano, until December 1770 when Weymouth resigned, 
and then between Lord Rochford and Masserano. 

Even Lord North, the King's Prime Minister, was not directly involved. Rochford spoke directly to King George.

A particular complication was that the British Government would not accept any French mediation. This meant 
that Choiseul's agent in London, Bertrand de Frances, was reduced to talking to Lord North who could not speak 
in any 'official' capacity. A fact he kept repeating to the deaf ears of Frances.

The bottom line came down to this – King George ran this show. That's why Weymouth resigned and that's why 
there was so much confusion about who had got what. 



George III was a 'nod and a wink' man – he didn't commit to paper. He was also very much against a war, as was 
Lord North who didn't see sufficient value in the Falklands to be worth the expenditure on a fleet and an army. It 
is probable that Lord North followed his King's lead – they were close - and perhaps said things that he 
shouldn't. But as he was never acting officially, his words didn't count and, in any case, he always denied making 
any specific promise to Frances. At Nootka 20 years later, the secret clause was written down. There was no such 
secret clause in 1771 – just confusion and misinterpretation by the Frenchman, Frances. 

Pitt (Chatham) only used the rumour of such a promise as political capital – albeit without much success.

Ambassador Masserano certainly knew that Spain hadn't got a deal on sovereignty – he kept telling Madrid that 
very same thing. Even after the agreement (not a Treaty) was signed in January 1771 Masserano kept on at 
Rochford for an answer to the issue of ownership. He never got one. Rochford was prepared to negotiate – but 
then Spain would probably have had to pay the outstanding Manilla Ransom in exchange for the archipelago, 
and Spain could not afford it.13

It is important to note that Masserano presented a signed 'Declaration' and only then did Rochford, in very bad 
French apparently, pen the 'Acceptance' – this was not, and is not, the way treaties are signed.  Brescacin implies 
that Lord North was a signatory to the agreement – this is wrong. Only Lord Rochford signed, on behalf of his 
King, George III.

Matters were restored to the state that had existed before Spain's attack on Port Egmont – ie. the British on West 
Falkland and the Spanish on East Falkland with the issue of sovereignty over the whole archipelago still a matter 
of dispute. Spain gained nothing that it didn't have in 1769 but lost a lot of face.

Contrary to other assertions, there was never any intention, or even expectation, that the British should leave 
when the matter had been quietly forgotten, and this is clearly evidenced by the plans drawn up in 1772 for the 
defence of Port Egmont.14

Spain would remain uncertain of its rights in the Falklands right up until the Spanish emissary saluted the 
British flag at Port Stanley in 1863. Clayton's plaque in 1774 just confirmed their worst fears.

Brescacin suggests that for Britain to rely on a lead plate for an absence of 60 years is “laughable'” and yet Spain 
left just such a plate in 1811, and had ever relied on isolated iron crosses to assert its claims in the Americas. 
Hardly laughable, but a real expression of sovereignty, and an intention to return.

It is also worthy of note that the British didn't really leave in 1774. 

The garrison did, but the beds were still warm when a party of English sealers moved in. British business 
interests in the form of whalers and sealers remained and continued their use well into the 1830's. So much use 
that the Admiralty had Lt. Edgar survey and map West Falkland in 178615, extended the bonus system to the 
South Whale Fishery through Acts of Parliament.16 There was even a supply depot set up at Port Egmont in 
1817.17

It is a frequently heard claim, started by Luis Vernet in 1832, that the Spanish Navy kept British and American 
sealers away from the Falklands after 1774, and more particularly after the Nootka agreement in 1790. The 
available evidence suggests otherwise. The reality is that there were few Spanish ships available to do anything 
more than supply the presidio at Soledad and check, once a year, whether there was anyone at Port Egmont. 
Considering the sheer volume of vessels using West Falkland, over-wintering for months on end, it is rather 
surprising that Spain reported so few encounters. 

# Spanish Withdrawal – the garrison at Soledad was withdrawn to Montevideo in 1811 having been 
summoned by the loyalist Viceroy who was besieged by rebels. The circumstances are not particularly relevant to 
the Islands except in three respects. 

Firstly it was the last time that Spain would have any physical possession of any part of the Falkland Islands.

13 cf. Great Britain, the Manila Ransom and the First Falkland Islands Dispute with Spain G. Rice 1980
14 British Imperialism in the Eighteenth Century Gerald Berkeley 1908 p.141
15 A Chart of West Falkland Island from an Actual Survey by Lieu. Tho. Edgar of the Royal Navy in the Years 1786 & 1787  

London: Published by A. Arrowsmith 1797.

16 An Act for the Encouragement of the Southern Whale Fishery 1786 26 GEO III c50 955-75

17 Army and Navy Chronicle (New Issue) vol.6 January 1 to June 30 1838 p.165-166. 



Secondly the Viceroy, having lost Montevideo, returned to Spain with the Spanish claim to East Falkland; and 

Thirdly the Treaty of 1863 that finally recognised the transfer of right from Spain to Argentina set the date at 
1810. East Falkland had remained in Spanish hands until 1811 so there was no transfer of right to East Falkland – 
no inheritance.

Meanwhile, on West Falkland, there was a thriving business based on oil and regulated from London

The withdrawal is also noteworthy for the plaque the retiring force left behind in that it mimicked the one left by 
Clayton in 1774. The Spanish plate also suggested an intention to return but Spain never did; not until the 
diplomatic mission of 1863.

The issue of sovereignty between Spain and Britain over the whole archipelago remained undetermined in 1811.

# Jewett – contrary to Brescacin's assertion - Col. David Jewett was most certainly considered to be a pirate on 
the simple basis that his authority as a privateer was clearly laid down.  The written authority to act as a Privateer 
for Buenos Aires said that he could pursue Spanish vessels ONLY. There was no mention of Portuguese ships.

Jewett been commissioned as a Brevet-Colonel by Buenos Aires but then had taken a job as Privateer on the 
Heroina. He was not a very successful Privateer, so he turned pirate instead, although he turned out not to be 
very successful at that either. Mason took over from Jewett and proved to be just as unlucky – serving 2 years in 
a Portuguese prison for offences mostly committed when Col. Jewett commanded the Heroina.

Jewett had no orders to claim the Falklands. He even forgot to mention that he's done so when he got back to 
Buenos Aires and submitted a 13 page Report. A strange oversight which clearly begs the question as to why. 

“Captain Weddell … ridicules the whole proceeding; insinuating his belief, that Jewett had merely put into the 
harbour in order to obtain refreshments for his crew, and that the assumption of possession was chiefly 
intended for the purpose of securing an exclusive claim to the wreck of the French ship Uranie...”  18

Of course Jewett was as well read as everyone else in those days. He is likely to have known of the British claim, 
and the 1770/71 dispute – only 50 years before. Perhaps that is why he didn't report his strange claim on behalf 
of the United Provinces when he got back? 

All very interesting, but again largely irrelevant. 

In the 16th C a sighting and a naming seems to have been considered enough to establish a claim of right; in the 
17th C and 18th C's a settlement seems to have been required, in the first instance at least, but by the early 19th C 
these were no longer considered sufficient; not that Jewett even left his flag.

By the 1820's sovereignty seems to have required that a claim promptly be followed up by some imposition of 
authority. But no-one followed Jewett in 1821 or 1822, or even 1823. No-one with sufficient sovereign authority 
turned up on East Falkland until 1829.

# Luis Vernet – a French Huguenot born in Germany who spent many years in the USA before going to the 
United Provinces where he founded a cattle business. His involvement with the Falklands started in 1823 when, 
the cattle business failing due to the long drought, he heard about the wild cattle on the Falklands – left there by 
the French, English and Spanish settlements. Left to their own devices, the cattle had multiplied into thousands 
and all without an owner. Vernet saw an opportunity and whatever else he was, he was a businessman.

So, in 1823 he, together with a Buenos Ayrean and an Englishman, put their remaining money into a venture to 
capture those wild cattle for the market in Buenos Aires. He sought the permission of the Government in BA to 
go – a wise move considering that ownership was in doubt. At least then he could always blame the authorities if 
Britain objected. 

Vernet was also well read – it is conceivable that he knew nothing of Jewett's claim (Jewett not having 
mentioned it and BA not having recognised it) but it remains highly unlikely that he was unaware of the 1770/71 
argument between Spain and Britain – it had been big news. That may be the reason that he not only involved an 
Englishman but placed him in charge of the venture's organisation – an error of judgement as it turned out. 

Vernet's doubts about his right to go to the Falklands are apparent in his last minute attempt to get some kind of 
official title for the leader of the expedition, Pablo Areguati. 

18 Greenhow 1842



A title would have given the venture an official character thereby avoiding any responsibility should there be any 
complaint. He didn't get it and Areguati made the journey without holding any official title. And, thanks to the 
poor organisation, insufficient supplies too.

Areguati arrived in the Falklands in February 1824 and ten days later ran out of the food supplied in BA. He had 
to be rescued four months later although his gauchos survived until July when they were saved by a British ship.

So the venture failed and the investment was lost. The Englishman promptly drank himself to death. 

Please note – there was no claim and no imposition of sovereign authority. There is not even any mention of a 
flag.

Vernet, however, did not forget that while the organisation may have been poor, the plan had been sound. So, 
with the benefit of experience he led another expedition himself – in 1826. He didn't ask BA's permission but 
then that had been rendered unnecessary by the 1825 Treaty between Britain and Buenos Aires.

Under Art. 3 he had British permission.

Vernet was so taken with the effect of Woodbine Parish's Treaty that he maintained a very close contact with the 
British charge d'affaires, regularly updating Parish on the success of his settlement on Soledad. Things went well 
at first and he made money from the wild cattle business supplemented by supplying the whalers and the sealers.

Then avarice set in and Vernet decided to get into the sealing business and came up with a plan, that he took 
back to Buenos Aires in December 1827.

A note here on the state of affairs in BA is necessary. In July 1827 the democratically elected President had 
resigned and confusion and anarchy became the daily norm. Woodbine Parish wrote;  ” .. the New States are 
torn by the most lamentable dissensions, and all in their discontent seem ready to cut each other's throats.... It 
is almost impossible now, I fear, to preserve the National Executive of Buenos Ayres … and all must go to 
anarchy and confusion.”

In this political chaos Vernet submited his plan for a colony in January 1828 to what passed for a Government in 
Buenos Aires; “ … There is no better way to prevent any other nation from entertaining private views than by 
the establishment of a Colony. This comes under the immediate inspection of a Government in every civilized 
country. These islands being found abandoned would belong to the first that occupied them particularly as 
they belong to the line existing beyond the frontier. ..”

Vernet got his wish with a speed that probably surprised him – the Minister of War, General Don Juan Ramón 
Belcarce, signed Vernet's request that very same day suggesting a lack of consultation with other Ministers. Not 
that there were many other Ministers as Belcarce seems to have performed many of the functions of the 
Administration. 

“ … that for the settling and extensions of Territory on the Southern Coasts, the settlements on these Islands is a  
great step; and lastly, that the great expenditure required to put in undertaking a scheme of this nature can by 
no means be compensated, but by the ownership of lands, which if not granted an opportunity of doing a great  
national deed would be lost, and even the right of Sovereignty over them;...”

One function he obviously didn't perform was the submission of articles for the official Gazette; something that 
didn't occur and not being Gazetted meant that no-one knew about the Decree – a fact that the Americans would 
make much of in 1832. 

Having been given 3 years to get it built up, Vernet immediately went to work on his colony (he only ever 
referred to it as 'his' – never BA's or the UP's) and told the sealers that they either had to pay up or go. Needless 
to say, they did neither and Vernet grew frustrated. The 1828 Decree had been a contract between himself and 
the BA Government giving him rights to the fish, but didn't allow for enforcement – and didn't place any 
responsibility on the Government at all. 

Vernet still seems to have had doubts about which Government actually had the rights to the Falklands as, 
during the May celebrations, he flew two flags, the Union Jack and Argentina's tri-band.19

Meanwhile, back in BA, there's another coup; General Lavalle takes over and sets up a Government which 
Britain's representative, Woodbine Parish, promptly declines to recognise. 

Eventually Vernet's frustration got the better of him and he decided to take action; “ The depredations of 
Foreigners on the Coasts still went on and there was no force in the Colony capable of restraining them nor 

19 Marcelo Vernet 2011



was there any public Officer to protest against them. This state of disorder obliged me to require the 
Government to adopt some measures.”

He went to the Lavalle Government and demanded something really official. So, in May 1829 the Lavalle 
Government announced in the official Gazette the - Political and Military Command of the Malvinas. 

They also gave Luis Vernet the title he'd been craving – although for some reason they then failed to mention it 
in the Gazette. 

Now, Paris knew that England had not abandoned its own claim, and he reported the new aspirations of the 
Lavalle Government to London which came at an interesting time as discussions had been taking place in over 
the prospects for a new British colony on the archipelago. In April, 1829 Lt William Langdon had written to the 
British Government proposing that very thing. He'd met Vernet on more than one occasion, purchased land off 
him and was promoting the idea of a British colony, almost without doubt with Vernet's support.

Hearing from Parish, the British Government sought the views of their legal department about their claim. The 
lawyers advice was that Clayton's official plate had preserved all Britain's rights and that Buenos Aries should be 
told in no uncertain terms to stay away from what clearly didn't belong to them.

Parish passed that message on in November 1829.

”The undersigned H.B.M. Charge d’Affaire has the honour to inform H.E. General Guido the Minister 
encharged with the Department of Foreign Affairs that he has communicated to his Court the official 
document signed by General Rodriguez and Don Salvador Maria del Carril, in the name of the 
Government of Buenos Ayres, and published on the 10th of June last, containing certain Provisions for 
the Government of the Falkland Islands. 

The undersigned has received the orders of his Court to represent to H.E. General Guido that in issuing 
this decree, an authority has been assumed incompatible with His Britannic Majesty’s rights of 
sovereignty over the Falkland Islands. 

These rights, founded upon the original discovery and subsequent occupation of the said islands, 
acquired an additional sanction from the restoration, by His Catholic Majesty, of the British 
settlement, in the year 1771, which, in the preceding year, had been attacked and occupied by a Spanish  
force, and which act of violence had led to much angry discussion between the Governments of the two 
countries. 

The withdrawal of His Majesty’s forces from these islands, in the year 1774, cannot be considered as 
invalidating His Majesty’s just rights. That measure took place in pursuance of a system of 
retrenchment, adopted at that time by His Britannic Majesty’s Government. But the marks and signals 
of possession and property were left upon the islands. When the Governor took his departure, the 
British flag remained flying, and all those formalities were observed which indicated the rights of 
ownership, as well as an intention to resume the occupation of that territory, at a more convenient 
season. 

The undersigned, therefore, in execution of the Instructions of his Court, formally protests, in the name 
of His Britannic Majesty, against the pretensions set up on the part of the Argentine Republick, in the 
decree of 10th June, above referred to, and against all acts which have been, or may hereafter be done, 
to the prejudice of the just rights of sovereignty which have heretofore been exercised by the Crown of 
Great Britain.”

Meanwhile, back in Buenos Aires, Lavalle had been forced to resign by General Juan Manuel de Rosas, who was 
voted in as the new Governor and Captain-General of the Province of Buenos Aires in December.

Regarding the British diplomatic protest – the interim-Government commanded by Rosas said nothing. No 
response, no counter-protest; nothing but an acknowledgment and a promise to get back to Parish soon.

Rosas' Administration instead declared that Lavalle's Government had been “illegal” and that therefore all the 
Decrees of that Government were also without a legal foundation.

Not that Luis Vernet cared very much about Britain's protest; he considered himself in a win-win situation. He'd 
been pressing England to take over the islands for some time as he considered that they were likely to be a more 
effective protector than BA; “… the wish, to get my Colony under the British Flag, was in accordance with my 
own interests and those of my colonists, which required such change of flag; because situated as we were on 



the Highway of Nations, we could not expect permanent prosperity, unless placed under the sovereignty of a 
Government capable of protecting us against filibustering or other aggressions. As to the grants of Land, wild 
cattle, and privileges, these were originally obtained not with the view to establish any claim to the Islands on 
the part of Buenos Ayres, but merely to secure the best protection I could for my new colony, from the 
Authorities for the time being, regardless who they might be.”20

It is not very clear whether Vernet was aware of the British protest as he'd rushed back to East Falkland with the 
intention of imposing his newly granted authority. At least against the Americans. What he was aware of was a 
warning, given by Parish to Mathew Brisbane - Vernet's deputy – not to interfere with British sealers operating 
around the Islands. A warning he obviously took seriously as he ignored any British ships but quickly 'arrested' 3 
American ones. 

The reaction he got was probably not what he was expecting.

10. Amercan Fishing and the Lexington Raid – let's ignore the ridiculous suggestion from Brescacin that 
the British and the Americans conspired together over this incident. Not worthy of mention. In fact the 
Americans were as much against recognising any British right as they were against recognising an Argentine one.

A position they maintain till the present day in fact.

There can be no doubt that Capt. Duncan went charging in with the sort of gung-ho attitude stereotyped in 
Hollywood movies; thereby placing his Government in Washington in a fix that has lasted 181 years.

We should have some sympathy. The Americans had been hunting the waters around the Falklands since the 
1870's – some 60 years without any real interruption or challenge. It had been Americans, albeit loyalists, that 
had developed an inefficient enterprise into a money-making concern. 

So the suggestion that they had no rights was always going to provoke some reaction; and it did –  off went the 
USS Lexington.

Duncan's reaction may have been a little excessive but the important thing is that the US President decided to 
support him. Recognising that the American Consul in BA was having a hard time with the Government there, 
Washington duly appointed Francis Baylies to go to Buenos Aies and sort the matter out. Secretary of State 
Livingston even provided very specific instructions; “ … it will be your duty, first, to justify these measures to 
the Government of Buenos Ayres in case you should find, on your arrival, that the authority set up by Vernet 
has really been given to him, and is avowed by the Government and afterwards to place our claim to the 
fisheries in a proper point of view, and secure it from future interruption, by a formal acknowledgment of our 
right, and by procuring proper stipulations guarantying its undisturbed exercise hereafter. “

Baylies, it turned out, wasn't much of a diplomat. 

He bluntly questioned BA's right to the Falklands; pointed out that Spain had never relinquished its rights and 
supported Britain's case for sovereignty. 

He even claimed an American right to the fisheries based on his country having been a colony of England.

What he wouldn't do was recognise that Capt. Duncan could be in the wrong. As a result he managed to set 
US/Argentine relations back by more than a decade. “ … He went there; stayed there not 3 months – just long 
enough to embroil his country in a senseless and wicked quarrel with the Government; and, without waiting 
for orders from his Government, demanded his passports and came home. Nothing but the imbecility of that 
South American abortion of a state saved him from indelible disgrace and this country from humiliation in 
that concern ..” 21

The issue of Spain's outstanding claim exercised minds in Washington too and the US  Ambassador in Madrid 
was tasked with making enquiries. Sadly, the result of his finding have never been made public.

There was certainly no conspiracy between British Minister Fox and Baylies. 

In fact Fox was so disinterested in his job in Buenos Aires – a job he hadn't wanted – that he hardly did a thing.

Woodbine Parish, on his way home, discovered the Lexington at Montevideo and heard about events in the 
Falklands. He notified London and, in the August of 1832, the Royal Navy were given orders from Foreign 
Secretary Palmerston;  
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” .. I am to signify to your Lordships the King's pleasure, that one of His Majesty's ships be ordered to proceed 
to Port Egmont .. for the purpose of exercising the right of sovereignty there ...“

# British Trouble – actually there wasn't much trouble. What is important is the reaction to the Lexington 
raid, by the Government in BA. Foolishly they decided to challenge both the USA and Britain.

I'll deal with Britain first. Rather reminiscent of 1982, Rosas appears to have believed that Britain wouldn't do 
anything and for this I believe that much of the blame can be laid with Minister Fox. While the Americans and 
BA argued, Fox said nothing. He excused himself later by saying that he was trying to avoid causing BA any 
“embarrassment.” He didn't remind Rosas of the British protest of 1829 until September 1832 – after Rosas had 
very publicly announced a new Commandant for East Falkland.

As for the Americans, Baylies had demanded his passport and left. Even so, it is surprising that BA sent a 
garrison to take the Falklands by force, knowing that the American Navy was watching – not that the US navy 
was as powerful in those days as it is now.

Rosas Decree charged a Sergeant, Mestivier, with the job of establishing BA's military presence on the islands. It 
didn't go well. Within 3 weeks of being dropped off, BA's invasion force mutinied and murdered Mestivier. 

The commander of the Sarandi, which had taken the garrison to Soledad, returned from patrol to find that the  
settlement was in disarray and a crew of a British ship were holding the offenders. Commander Pinedo knew had 
a problem – immediately made worse with the arrival of HMS Clio from Rio de Janeiro.

# The Expulsion Myth – there's a lot of rubbish talked about this, not least by Brescacin who asserts that 38 
men, 13 women and 8 children were forced to leave. What he fails to say is that, with the exception of 4 people, 
those 59 souls were the trespassing garrison.

There's an official list of the people who left, compiled Lt. Col. Pinedo - 

“Capt. D. Juan Antonio Gomila, Miguel Hernandez and his wife Maria Romero, Sgt. Santiago Almandos 
Almonacid, Soldiers: José Barrera, José Gómez, Manuel Francisco Fernández, Toribio Montesuma, Jose Soto, 
José Rodríguez, Juan Castro and his wife Manuela Navarro, Antonio García, Juan J. Rivas and his wife Maria  
I. Beldaño, Denis Godoy, Hipólito Villarreal and his wife Lucia Correa and two sons, Gregory Durán and his 
wife Carmen Manzanares, with two sons, Benito Vidal and his wife Maria Saisa. Daniel Molina.

Settlers: Joaquín Acuña, his wife Juana, Matthew González, his wife Marica.

Aliens: José Viel, John Quedy, Francisco Ferreyra, plus 1 prisoner.”

The military prisoners removed on the Rapid were recorded as: 

“Sgt. José María Díaz, Soldiers: José Antonio Díaz, Manuel Delgado, Mariano Gadea, Manuel Suares, 
Francisco Ramírez, Bernardino Cáceres, Manuel Saenz, Antonio Moncada, Women:  María Rodríguez, with 
three children; Anastasia Romero; Encarnación Alvarez; Carmen Benitez; Tránsita González, with a son.”22

The truth is that all but 4 of the settler's who had remained after the Lexington's visit chose to stay. Vernet's 
settlers.

The British commander, Captain Onslow, settled all outstanding wages in silver, rather than with Vernet's 
valueless promissory notes, and also persuaded the reluctant gauchos to continue working. His orders were to 
assert British sovereignty, not drive away settlers who had been there with British permission since the Treaty of 
1825.

He also recorded who was there -  “William Dickson is an Irishman, Jean Simon, French, Antonio Werner and 
Charles Kusserley are German, while William Jones is English. Benjamin Pearson hails from Jamaica. There 
are also three women; Antonina Roxa, and two black slaves, Gregoria and Carmelita who has a child. In 
addition there are others considered only as temporary residents as they are only there to hunt seals. This 
number includes nine men from the Unicorn.”23

The gauchos were happy with silver, but only with silver.

22 AGN Sala III doc 1320
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13. Rivero's Riot – this is another one of Argentina's myths, created by Martiniano Leguizamon Pondal, in his 
book ‘Toponimía Criolla en las Islas Malvinas’ in 1956. Serious academics in BA readily acknowledge this but 
sadly the masses have started to believe in the fantasy promoted by politicians such as Cristina Fernandez; their 
current President.

The truth is simple enough. 

Onslow paid in silver so the workers were happy. But then Vernet's manager, Englishman Mathew Brisbane, 
returned to the Islands and resumed paying the gauchos in promissory notes; only useable in the expensive 
company store. After seeing tangible silver, the gauchos were not content with this return to Vernet's business 
practices and so, in the August of 1833, there was a riot - led by a 26 year old gaucho, Antonio Rivero.

From an eye witness account - “ ..  I met Antonio Rivero, Jose Maria Luna, Juan Brasido, Manuel Gonzales, 
Luciano Flores, Manuel Godoy, Felipe Salagar and Lattorre, running towards the point armed with muskets, 
pistols, swords, dirks and knives. It was very evident they were going to kill someone, and I hastened towards 
the house of Captain Brisbane, for the purpose of informing him of what was going on. On my arrival I was 
alarmed at finding the doors locked and after knocking some time, was surprised at learning from two of the 
women that the aforesaid eight men had killed Captain Brisbane, Juan Capitaz Simon (the Capitaz) and had 
left Don Ventura for dead, he having been wounded by a musket ball in his throat, his head cut open, and his 
hand almost cut off by a sword, afterwards he escaped by a back window, and reached the house of Antonina 
Roxa, about 50 or 60 yards distant. On my way up from the point, I heard two musket shots fired at the house 
of Antonio Wagner, where they killed him, and William Dickson, to which two of the boats crew Joseph 
Douglas and Daniel McKay, were eye witness. ..   They then returned to the house of Captain Brisbane, and not  
finding the body of Don Ventura, searched for him and on finding him, he ran out, when I saw him killed by 
their firing 2 or 3 musket shots at him.“ 

This was a riot over pay, not a revolution against British sovereignty – the only official British authority was the 
Irishman, William Dickson, whose sole job was to raise the Union Jack every Sunday. 

Dickson was an employee of Vernet, as were all the others victims. If this was revolution, then it was a revolt 
against Buenos Aires and its 'Governor', Luis Vernet.

No flags were raised, no songs were sung – and at the first sign of a ship, the offenders all fled into the interior. 
Fled, ran away, hid – Brescacin's assertion notwithstanding. However, with few places to hide, the offenders 
were eventually captured and packed off to London. 

Half of them died while awaiting a trial that never took place because the lawyers in London could not work out 
whether those poor murdered souls had technically been under the 'King's Protection' when it had all happened 
– they were mostly citizens of BA after all.  

Lawyers haven't changed much in 180 years either.

Rivero was quietly dropped off near Montevideo and, contrary to the myth, never heard of again.

# The Desert Campaign – this is not really relevant to the issue of sovereignty, other than to show that 
Argentina in 1833 was not what it is today. It was really very much smaller. 

Argentina's campaigns against the Patagonian Indians were not dissimilar to colonizations everywhere when 
there were people already living there and opposed to being taken over. Fortunately not the case with the 
Falkland Islands.

A 2012 quote from Ambassador Lyall Grant at the United Nations sums up the relevance of Argentina's war in 
the desert to the question of Falklands sovereignty; 

“In 1833, the territorial borders of the Republic of Argentina did not include the geographical southern half of 
its present form, nor any territory in the Falkland Islands, Antarctica, or South Georgia and the South 
Sandwich Islands. 

The land which now forms the Argentine province of Tierra del Fuego, of which the Republic of Argentina 
purportedly claims the Falkland Islands forms a part, did not itself form part of the Republic of Argentina until  
approximately half a century after 1833, by which time the current Falkland Islands people had lived and 
raised two generations on the Islands. British sovereignty over the Falkland Islands dates back to 1765, some 
years before the Republic of Argentina even existed.”



# The Question of Cartography – around the time that the last of the Indian tribes were surrendering in the 
early 1880's, two Argentine maps were published. 

Argentina's Latzina map of 1882 indicated through the use of colour, that the Falklands were foreign territory 
and did not belong to Argentina. This map was circulated to all of Argentina's Consulates throughout the world.

Then just 2 years later, in 1884, Argentina's Geographical Institute published a map showing the Falklands as 
part of Argentina's territory.

Confused? The British Government were and promptly protested; they should not have been surprised however 
because something had changed early in 1884.

Following the 1849 Treaty, no mention of any claim by Argentina was made at any official level. There had been a 
small article by José Hernández, published in the El Rio de la Plata, in 1869 criticizing his Government for its 
indifference in the matter but otherwise nothing. Officially the Falklands were no longer an issue for Buenos 
Aires in 1882.

The main difference by 1884 was Argentina's success. It had browbeaten Chile into handing over Tierra del 
Fuego and won the War of the Desert. Argentina was feeling confident. 

That said, the suggestion in 1884, that the question of the Falklands should be reconsidered was almost off-hand; 
“ .. now the country was consolidated and rounding off its territory,” the Falklands should be handed over, “by 
reason of their geographical position.” 24

Geography is actually irrelevant in sovereignty cases, but that wouldn't be decided by an International Court 
until 1927 in the Islas de Palmas Case.

The Geographical Institute's map followed a few months later; politically driven. Maps and stamps have been a 
part of Argentina's propaganda war ever since although it would be the 1930's before Argentina started 
brainwashing its children with a distorted version of history. A propaganda exercise raised to great heights 
during the administration of President Juan Peron.

# Self-Determination – Speaking to the US Ambassador in April 1948, President Peron described; “  the 
Falkland Islands question as being a matter of "life and death" for Argentina and said that British possession 
of the Falkland Islands might be described as a fish-bone in the throat of every Argentine and the irritation 
would not be removed until the fish-bone was disgorged; every Argentine was convinced of the validity of 
Argentine claim to Falklands.”

Now these comments came only 3 years after Argentina signed the multi-lateral Treaty known as the Charter of 
the United Nations. Every country that signed up to the Charter also signed up to the concept of the right of all 
peoples to self-determination.

This was a 'game-changer'. Interesting as all the history of the Falklands is, this one Treaty, which sits above all 
other treaties, changes the nature of any question over the Falklands.

Since 1945 the concepts of both self-determination and 'territorial integrity' have developed and changed; now, 
following the decision on Kosovo, it is apparent that the right to self-determination has grown to trump that of 
territorial integrity.

While the right of self-determination is given to ALL peoples, it is most significantly applied to the peoples of the 
Non-Self Governing Territories - listed by the UN in 1948. The Falklands are on that list and the Falkland 
Islanders have that right. The historic arguments about sovereignty are no longer relevant.

# Conclusion – I'll keep mine simple.

Sovereignty belongs to the Falkland Islanders.

24 Minister Ortiz to Ambassador Monson May 30th 1884
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