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During and after the 1982 Anglo-Argentine conflict over the Falklands/Malvinas, 
several British pronouncements seem to have resulted from the perverse persuasive- 
ness of the assumption that Argentina had always had a warlike approach to the 
conflict. Mrs Thatcher publicly argued, during an interview on BBC's Panorama 
as well as in the House of Commons, that signals from Argentina had always been 
warlike, even while negotiations had been cordial and successful. In a private 
communication with the author Mr Healey said he regarded Argentine behaviour 
in 1976 and after as warlike. In recent articles in The Guardian' Martin Walker 
stated that President Peron had ordered a march on the islands on 12 August 1948 
and that events in 1966 would be regarded as warlike and serious. The disclosure 
of documents under the thirty-year rule also led to a reconstruction of events and 
words of 1951-2 which presents Peron as belligerent then. Lord Shackleton regarded 
the 1976 incidents as warlike. Finally, the Franks report has failed to analyse 
Argentine politics adequately, in spite of the unprecedented range of information 
at the disposal of the committee. 

Contrary, however, to this apparently prevalent British assumption, contempla- 
tion of the use of force has not been a permanent feature of the approach of the 
various very different Argentine political regimes to the dispute in the South 
Atlantic. The consequence of this mistaken assumption was an inability to notice 
the crucial differences between the signals coming from Buenos Aires early in 1982 
and those of earlier years. 

Formal notes protesting at Britain's occupation of the islands were a constant 
feature of Argentine foreign policy even in the nineteenth century. The landowners 
who ruled Argentina between 1860 and 1916 were most concerned with nineteenth 
century notions of progress in their scarcely populated state (1 million according to 
the 1860 census); their highest priorities were immigration, railway building by the 
state, port building and dredging, setting up an army in undisputed control, pushing 
back and exterminating the Indians and financing mandatory primary education. 
Britain's position as Argentina's most important trading partner and provider of 
credit meant that the latter's claim to the islands was asserted only by means of 
protest notes, which were loftily ignored by the British Foreign Office. After 1916, 
however, the advent of wider franchise and improved-but not perfect-democratic 
practices, led to a variety of publications from many sources, some of them as well 
researched as Julius Goebel's The struggle for the Falkland Islands, in particular 
that by Groussac, covering most aspects of the Argentine claim and the dispute.2 

: Mr Makin read Political Science at the Universidad del Salvador, Buenos Aires and is now a graduate 
student at Girton College, Cambridge. 

1. The Guardian, 19 June 1982, 14 Sept. 1982. 
2. See Paul Groussac, Las Islas Malvinas (Buenos Aires, 1936); Ricardo Caillet-Bois, Una Tierra 

Argentina, las Islas Malvinas, (Buenos Aires: Peuser, 1952); more recent publications have continued 
this tradition: Ricardo Zorraquin Becu, Inglaterra prometi6 abandonar las Malvinas (Buenos Aires: 
Platero, 1975). 
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Peron: his policies, practices and pronouncements 
When Peron was elected for the first time in 1946, these dispersed assertions of the 
Argentine claim were merely mentioned more often, official thinking still being 
that the 'Malvinas' would eventually be Argentine. Peron never overtly or covertly 
called for military action. His economic policies could certainly be regarded as 
anti-British. They were, however, directed at redressing decades of excessive British 
influence during the periods of electorally fraudulent conservative rule in Argentina. 
These policies were both Peron's electoral platform and the mandate of the 
electorate. The result was that British control over public utilities, offensive to the 
Argentine electorate, was ended. Nationalization with compensation from Argentine 
credits resulting from UK imports during the war coincided with the requirements 
imposed by British postwar indebtedness.3 

Let us see what Peron did and said in 1948, according to La Nacion.4 First, the 
significance of the date in Argentina is explained with the following customary 
rhetorical flourishes: 

The Argentine people celebrate today, with great shows of civic feeling, another 
anniversary of the Reconquest of Buenos Aires in 1806, the first stage of a 
glorious enterprise completed by the defence of the city [against the British], 
in 1807. The traditional [emphasis added] feeling with which the event is 
remembered . 5 

Concerning the march supposedly ordered by President Peron that very day, La 
Nacion states that army lorries were to carry large torches lit from the so called 
'eternal fire' close to San Martin's tomb in the cathedral. These torches were to 
reach the capital cities of all Argentine provinces. One of these was to await in 
Usuahia, Tierra del Fuego, the day in which the 'Malvinas', as well as the sector of 
the Antarctic claimed by Argentina, would come into Argentine possession. We 
also learn that the torches bore the following inscription which is significant as an 
indication of the aims and achievements of the controversial Peron regime: 'The 
spirit of San Martin presides over the reconquest of Argentina for the Argentines' 
[emphasis added].6 

As this makes clear, the President read a short speech which contains no reference 
to the 'Malvinas'; no march was ordered; no threat was made. No indication was 
given that military action to recover the islands was even being contemplated. The 
episode patently cannot be put on the same level with Argentine political statements 
from late 1981. Either Mr Walker and Mrs Thatcher got it wrong, or they are 
intent on exploiting Peron's anti-British reputation in the United Kingdom. 

The second instance of a British misreading of Argentine policies revolves around 
events in 1951-2. There may have been a degree of ex post facto interpretation when 

3. See Jorge Fodor, Per6n's policies for agricultural exports, 1946-1948: dogmatism or commonsense 
in David Rock, ed.: Argentina in the twentieth century (London: Duckworth, 1975). 

4. A conservative newspaper, owned by the Mitre family, normally regarded as the mouthpiece of the 
landowners. Until the 1930s it took a pro-UK stance, and since then normally agrees with US policies. 
Along with La Prensa, which takes a more doctrinaire view, La Naci6n is regarded as a reliable 
newspaper of record. It is accordingly used here as a source of what was said and by whom in Argentina. 

5. La Naci6n, 12 Aug. 1948, p. 4. It should be noted that a) La Naci6n would print a presidential 
speech in full, and, b) I have read all editions of August 1948 and no mention was made of any 
metaphorical or real march on the islands. 

All texts from Spanish have been translated by the author. The full text of speeches, press releases, 
etc. is not provided for the sake of brevity, but is available on request. 

6. La Naci6n, 12 Aug. 1948, p. 4. 
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British government papers were released under the thirty-year rule, as a consequence 
of which Peter Hennessy stated that Sir Winston Churchill feared that President 
Peron 'was preparing to invade the islands'.7 A detailed study of Argentine sources 
shows Peron in quite a different light, placing his trust in time; and, just as his 
widow was to do in 1976, his administration, after the incident in Bahia Esperanza 
(Hope Bay), instructed Captain Emilio Diaz, the commander of the Argentine task 
force, 'not to oppose resistance'.8 When the task force left, Diaz recalls that he 
received no special instructions. In other words, the use of force was not being 
contemplated inasmuch as the commander of the 1951-2 Antarctic Campaign was 
issued with the same instructions as his predecessors and as those he received in 
1954-5. The scare within the Churchill administration, therefore, would appear in 
retrospect to be unw,arranted. 

On seeing the ships off President Peron's views were that: 
time offers men the best form of justice. We must, therefore, confidently wait 
because, if at this point what justly belongs to us is not acknowledged as ours, 
the progressively greater power of Argentina and time will form the undisput- 
able basis of our rights. Some day, probably, if justice does not prevail, we 
shall make Argentine rights prevail, if necessary by the use of force.9 

However, an important qualifier is placed by Peron on the use of force in the same 
speech: 

The Argentine government has the firm intention of reaffirming Argentine 
rights with vigour by an effective exercise of sovereignty. It is simultaneously 
necessary to establish permanent scientific bases . . . We have agreements not 
to occupy these areas in the Antarctic with forces. Argentine scientific 
expeditions, which will successively and progressively occupy the Antarctic, 
will be the only force we will use, for the time being, in the Antarctic."0 

The composition of the 1951-2 Argentine task force would indicate a willingness 
to comply with an agreement not to have an abnormal concentration of warships 
in the area: two transport ships, Bahia Buen Suceso and Bahia Aguirre; the fuel 
carrier Punta Ninfas; and two tugs, Chiriguano and Sanaviron. The Argentine Air 
Force contributed with several aircraft-mainly for extensive aerial photography- 
operated from Rio Gallegos, and successfully contacted the army element of the 
task force in Bahia Margarita. In addition, Captain Diaz said that 'of course' no 
armed vessels were included in this task force.'1 

The annual campaign by the three services of the Argentine armed forces resulted 
in this year in an incident with a British ship, the John Biscoe. Captain Diaz recalls 
that the incident took place on 1 and 2 February, 1952. After noting that the John 
Biscoe was in the area, Diaz says it was clear that a base of some sort was about to 
be built, given the material being unloaded. Diaz ordered that the captain of the 
John Biscoe should be informed that he was on Argentine territory and that the new 
installation would not be tolerated. For two days work came to a halt; Diaz 
speculates that this was probably while instructions were being sought. Then work 

7. The Times, 3 Jan. 1983, p. 3. 
8. Interview with Captain Emilio Diaz, 14 Mar. 1983. 
9. La Naci6n, 13 Feb. 1951, p. 4. 
10. La Naci6n, 13 Feb. 1951, p. 4. 
11. La Naci6n, 21 Dec. 1951, p. 2; also private communication between the author and Captain 

Emilio Diaz. 
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resumed and consequently Diaz resolved to inform the British, through an officer, 
that unless building was stopped, force would be used. 

Captain Diaz-who, having been on five Antarctic expeditions, one with Admiral 
Byrd, was no newcomer to the area-ordered some of his men on shore, and, once 
again, had an officer request the termination of building activities. Only then, 
remembers Diaz, were shots fired, and these were well above the heads of the 
British men; the latter then withdrew, leaving the Union Jack flying. Diaz says he 
had it brought down and returned to the British ship. 

According to Diaz, this incident may have caused the British to use force a year 
later when the Argentine base in Decepcion was burnt down. British forces 
destroyed other Argentine installations on other occasions: in 1961 and, more 
recently, in Southern Thule.'2 

After the task force had been back in Buenos Aires for over a week, Rear- 
Admiral 0. Olivieri, the Minister for the Navy, summarized the accomplishments 
of the expedition and listed its many scientific activities. President Peron congra- 
tulated Captain Diaz and, once again, stated the policies of his administration: 
'Argentine sovereignty will have to be re-stated every year with a new effort'.13 A 
few weeks later, Peron again made a statement which does not seem to have been 
fully understood in Britain, or which would again seem to have been subjected to 
ex post facto analysis in 1983. However, Sir Henry Mack, the British Ambassador 
in Buenos Aires in 1952, seems to have read Argentine political signs correctly, as 
he wrote to the Foreign Office that President Peron 'was comparatively mild and 
even resigned'.14 The portion of the speech which fully validates such a view reads 
as follows: 'We defend our rights and time will confirm them. We have no undue 
haste . . . We must therefore wait with confidence and launch generations of 
Argentines towards the Antarctic . . . secure of the protection of God, of justice 
and of time . . .).15 

With regard to the 1951-2 Antarctic campaign and Peron's policies it can therefore 
be concluded that, contrary to the views of Peter Hennessy and Robert Cecil (head 
of the Foreign Office's American Department in 1952), Peron was certainly not 
contemplating the use of force within the near future. 

Policies and events during civilian and military administrations 
At no point in the ebb and flow of civilian and military administrations between 
1955 and 1973 did any relevant Argentine political actor call for military action on 
the issue of the islands. The Radical administration of Dr Arturo Illia (1963-6) 
sought to profit from the then prevailing tide of formal decolonization to have the 
UN General Assembly discuss the issue: hence the 1965 mandate to negotiate. 

Chronologically the next two instances which have been reported in Britain as 
purporting Argentine warlike intent took place in 1966. At this time a farcical 
attempt was made by a private group led by Dardo Cabo to land on the islands. 
Cabo and his accomplices were arrested. The other incident in 1966 was a rattle of 
bullets against the facade of the British Embassy in Buenos Aires during Prince 
Philip's stay on 29 September 1966. Having been in Buenos Aires during 1966 I 

12. See Polar Record, Sept. 1961, p. 623, and Sept. 1958, p. 225. 
13. La Naci6n, 26 Apr. 1952, p. 1. 
14. See Richard Norton-Taylor, 'Secrets of the Falklands 30 years on', The Guardian, 3 Jan. 1983, 

p. 11. 
15. La Naci6n, 22 May 1952, p. 1. 
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cannot take too seriously the view that both the attack on the British Embassy and 
Cabo's Condor operation were supported by members of the Ongania military 
regime. Nor would any well-informed commentator on Argentine politics assign 
any plausibility to a Cabo-Ongania collusion. Indeed, the whole question of 
Argentine warlike gestures prior to 1982 hinges on an ability to understand 
Argentine politics and discourse. It is equally important that such different political 
regimes as existed during this period should not be grouped together. The 
administration of Dr A. Illia (1963-6) was cut short by a military coup which 
installed General J. C. Ongania as de facto president. The new regime regarded 
itself as quite different in its aims and methods to the constitutional regime which 
it had replaced in order to avoid elections scheduled for March 1967. These 
differences meant that elections were out of the question and that international 
business could come to Argentina on its own terms. In foreign policy, and 
specifically in pursuing the Argentine claim to the Falklands/Malvinas, the policy 
of the new regime was still to negotiate. 

Given the nature, features and genesis of the military regime ruling from 1966, 
if the views voiced by official spokesmen are taken into account, along with the 
declarations by the metalworkers union to which Cabo, his father and members of 
the Condor expedition belonged, politically alert British observers might-at 
most-have concluded that Ongania and his Foreign Minister, Costa Mendez, may 
have welcomed the Condor operation. The innate adventurism of the Cabo 
operation contrasted with the 'responsible' negotiating image which the regime 
wished to create. The Condor farce and the inexcusable attack on the British 
Embassy can be regarded, at best, as a covert threat by anti-regime individuals, as 
well as private and corporate bodies, with the aim of forcing Britain to negotiate 
meaningfully. However, messy as the incidents were, the Ongania regime never 
issued the kind of warnings which alerted and alarmed most observers in Buenos 
Aires during January and February 1982. In addition, the Ongania regime was not 
in desperate straits. 

There is another reason which makes it possible to classify the 1966 events as 
clumsy but not as warlike: a knowledge of what Cabo stood for and his opposition 
to the military regime of General Ongania. The Montoneros, the guerrilla group to 
which Cabo belonged, was ideologically opposed to that military regime. Cabo was 
convicted for the hijack and, years later, edited a militant magazine connected with 
guerrilla action. The possibility of a joint Cabo-Ongania-regime action cannot, 
therefore, be taken seriously. 

Walker has argued16 that Cronica, a Buenos Aires tabloid, was involved with the 
Condor group and that, significantly, the newspaper carried the news before the 
DC4 even landed. However, other newspapers were also able to print the news 
since the radio connection with the Buenos Aires airport was left open by the pilot 
once the hijack began, so as to pass information on to Buenos Aires without the 
knowledge of Cabo and his accomplices."7 

To confirm how different the situation in 1966 was from that of 1981-2 Costa 
Mendez's press release is worth quoting at some length: 

My country trusts that this dispute will be definitively solved as soon as it is 
practicable and that it will be possible to inform the General Assembly that the 

16. Private communication with the author. 
17. La Naci6n, 29 Sept. 1966, pp. 1, 10 and 30 Sept. 1966, p. 6. 
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peaceful and permanent solution envisaged by resolution 2065 of the Twentieth 
Assembly has been achieved. The issue of the Islas Malvinas is a substantial 
issue for my country as a portion of its territory is involved. However, faithful 
to its historical traditions, Argentina seeks a peaceful solution through 
negotiations. 

" 

It should be noted at this point that Dr Nicanor Costa Mendez was again made 
Minister of Foreign Affairs as from 22 December 1981. By February of that year, 
he was saying things which were quite different to the line he took between 1966 
and 1969, when the first military regime he served was secure. The post-1976 
military regime was, by the close of 1981, neither confident nor secure. 

Policies during the 1973-6 Peronist administrations 
Cronica again became involved with the 'Malvinas' when it sponsored a public 
subscription on 16 December 1975 to finance an invasion of the islands-its second 
attempt to use the issue to boost circulation and corner the popular market. For its 
efforts the newspaper was provisionally closed by the administration of Mrs Peron 
for 'endangering peaceful relations with foreign countries',19 and legal proceedings 
were initiated according to the Penal Code and Law 20,840. A week later, a federal 
judge on hearing the case agreed that there had been an infringement of Article 219 
of the Penal Code. Sr Hector Ricardo Garcia, the editor, was only released after 
paying a high sum and the case continued its normal procedural course. 

Indeed, contrary to Mr Walker's assertion, Peron's return in 1973 and his re- 
election did not produce any warlike gesture or any statement that" military action 
was being contemplated. Till Peron died, on 1 January 1974, the regime was stable 
and did not require diversions to consolidate its hold on power. The first two years 
of the Peron regime were taken up by much more pressing domestic problems. The 
main foreign policy preoccupations were connected with Uruguay, Paraguay and 
Brazil (mostly concerning hydroelectric projects) and with the promotion of exports 
in Argentine manufactures. This lead to the breaking of the US-imposed blockade 
on Cuba with a US$1 billion credit, a move which the US State Department tried 
to block. 

On the issue of the islands the new, initially democratic, Peron regime simply 
re-asserted the claim through Alberto Vignes, the Foreign Minister from 25 May 
1973 to 10 July 1975, who took the traditional Argentine line: 

Mr Vignes also spoke about the Malvinas issue before foreign newsmen. He 
repeated that the only admissible solution was the return of the islands, adding 
that Argentina has decided in this case, even though there is usurpation, to 
continue to negotiate according to the Argentine pacifist tradition in the 
solution of international controversies.20 

Clearly a tough or, at most, an uncompromising negotiating stance, but certainly 
qualitatively different from the words of the military regime early in 1982. It is also 
relevant to any sophisticated political assessment that the regime, even with Peron 
dead, was not-initially-fragile. The views of the political parties, the unions and 

18. La Naci6n, 30 Sept. 1966, p. 6. Costa M6ndez was in New York for the General Assembly. 
19. La Naci6n, 3 Jan. 1975, p. 1. 
20. La Naci6n, 3 Jan. 1975, p. 1. 
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the armed forces did not change until Mrs Peron and her supporters became guilty 
of gross mismanagement after June 1975. 

Concerning the attitude of the Argentine government during the last chaotic days 
of Mrs Peron's presidency, there certainly was a shoot-out between the Argentine 
destroyer Almirante Storni and the RRS Shackleton. The regime explained the 
situation thus: 'In spite of a request of the Command of Naval Operations the 
Navy was not allowed to take more drastic action'.2' The official press release 
explains the Storni-Shackleton incident. It is pointed out that in a letter to the 
British Embassy of 14 November 1975, a warning had been issued that Argentine 
law would be applied. This meant that a ship in Argentine waters would have to be 
inspected and visited. The said letter warned that the right would be exercised if the 
UNESCO sponsored explorations went ahead. 

Ted Rowlands, explaining the incident in the British parliament, said that the 
incident imperilled the very nature of Britain's relationship with Argentina. 

None of the declarations connected with the naval incident, which predictably 
re-stated the Argentine claim, ever threatened or indicated that any military action 
was being contemplated. Dr Angel F. Robledo22 has told me that no plans for an 
invasion were drawn up by the armed forces during 1973-6. General Alberto Numa 
Laplane, General Commander of the army,23 also assured me that no plans- were 
drawn up by the army, or by either of the other two services, during or prior to 
his period in office. 

After the incident and the exchange of reciprocal protest notes, Rauil Quijano, 
the Foreign Minister, stated in a speech to the UN in New York that Argentina 
would not oppose drilling, arguing that, even should oil be found, companies 
would not wish to invest and that the solution was compromise and understanding 
with Argentina.24 Earlier, in replying to the United Kingdom, Quijano welcomed 
the latter's new-found willingness to negotiate within the framework of the UN.25 
Such negotiations between Argentina and the UK took place during Quijano's stay 
in New York. Along with C. Ortiz Rozas, then the head of the Argentine mission 
to the UN,26 Quijano met Ted Rowlands. Argentine reports of this new round of 
talks stated that the United Kingdom had requested the meeting to exchange 
information and to discuss forms of renewing discussions on the islands, adding 
that the UK representatives had given assurances that the Shackleton would soon 
be leaving the islands and would not operate in areas under Argentine jurisdiction.27 
Rowlands, questioned in parliament on such reports, replied that no such promises 
had been made. The result was that Argentina requested that the ambassador in 
Buenos Aires, Derek Ashe, should be recalled. 

21. La Naci6n, 6 February 1976, pp. 1, 16. 
22. Minister of Defence from 25 May 1973 to August, 1974, briefly Minister of Foreign Affairs 

(July-August, 1975) and subsequently Minister of the Interior till January 1976. Interviews with the 
author in Buenos Aires, September and October 1980 and over the telephone, May 1982. 

23. Constitutionally the commander-in-chief is the president. During the last Per6nist administration 
the heads of each service were known as general commanders. Numa Laplane was head of the army 
from March 1975 to September 1976 when General Videla forced his retirement; the latter and General 
Viola, along with the head of the navy, Admiral Massera, executed a coup on 24 March 1976. 

24. La Naci6n, 12 Feb. 1976, p. 3. 
25. La Naci6n, 11 Feb. 1976, p. 2. Quijano obviously had in mind the UK refusal to negotiate 

between 1834 and 1964. 
26. When the military regime and the UK Conservative administration decided to upgrade their 

diplomatic contacts, Ortiz de Rozas was the Argentine ambassador in the UK until 3 April 1982. 
27. La Naci6n, 17 Feb. 1976. 
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The Argentine version of the background to the Storni crisis and the downgrading 
of diplomatic relations may be found in an article by Santiago Ferrari, La Nacion's 
correspondent in New York,28 which contains a lengthy recapitulation of the uneasy 
relationship between the two parties. Ferrari first states the traditional Argentine 
view on the lack of negotiations and the lack of progress in them, once begun. He 
says that during the nineteenth and most of the twentieth centuries Britain had 
refused to negotiate. The argument concerning the self-determination of the 
inhabitants, consistently used by the United Kingdom once forced into negotiations 
by the UN resolution, is dismissed by Ferrari, who asserts that such a population 
was the result of forcible British occupation after 1834. He then reports on a speech 
by the Argentine representative before a plenary session of the UN General 
Assembly, which he describes as something between a report and a 'denunciation' 
to the General Assembly. This speech by Ortiz de Rozas contained what Ferrari 
regarded as a very significant sentence, which is quoted: 'The limits of our patience 
and tolerance must not be underestimated should we be confronted with an 
obstinate and unjustified refusal to negotiate'. 

When the Argentine Foreign Ministry finally registered in January 1976 that the 
mission headed by Lord Shackleton was actually to take place, it was felt that the 
British refusal to negotiate nothing but issues relating to economic cooperation, and 
the British position that negotiations on the issue of sovereignty were 'fruitless', 
were unacceptable to the Peron administration.29 However, this administration, 
which all relevant political actors in Argentina regarded as being on its way out, did 
not use the issue to improve its position. Instead, it effectively weakened its 
standing with a Navy anxious to 'take more severe action', and merely restated 
dissatisfaction with the turn negotiations had taken. 

The return of the military, 1976 and after 
It would appear that something changed after 1976: namely, the political circum- 
stances. The military regime repressed guerrilla activity and simultaneously 
embarked on economic policies which multiplied the foreign debt by a factor of 
four, reduced the purchasing power of the salaried and wage earning sectors by 40 
per cent, abolished tariffs and allowed interest rates to reach ruinous levels. 
Industry, left unprotected, deprived of its internal market and with the peso 
overvalued by 70 per cent, operated at only 60 per cent of its capacity. Hence the 
bankruptcies following the financial crash of April 1980. With such a dismal 
economic record, the military knew they had no chance of surviving democratiz- 
ation, given the pressure of the human rights groups. Here the 'Nuremberg 
mentality' operated. Desperate to reestablish their standing, the armed forces began 
planning the adventure when Galtieri finally forced President Viola out of office on 
22 December 1981. According to General Juan Guglialmelli, the editor of Estrategia, 
the new junta under Galtieri 'took the decision to occupy the islands in January 
1982'.3? Guglialmelli only voiced what any well-informed and politically aware 
Argentine knew and read in his quality newspapers. Plans were apparently laid 
down in 1978 for the first time by the original junta (General J. R. Videla, Admiral 

28. La Nacion, 12 Dec. 1975, p. 2. I am grateful to David Stephen for pointing out this important 
qualitative shift in Argentine diplomatic discourse. 

29. La Nacion, 14 Jan. 1976, p. 1. 
30. See The Times, 3 Feb. 1983, p. 6. Guglialmelli was subsequently interviewed on BBC Radio 4, 

The World Tonight. 
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E. E. Massera and Brigadier 0. Agosti). The earlier 1977 incident during Mr 
Callaghan's premiership was different in terms both of events and statements from 
1982. In addition, the new junta was not secure, and in 1977 there were no 
indications in the Argentine press that force would soon be used.3' 

It was under the military regime from 1976 onwards that the change took place 
and commentators began indicating that spectacular and unprecedented action on 
the 'Malvinas' could be expected to rid the regime of its political and economic 
embarrassments. Warnings were issued in plenty by the Argentine press and by a 
specialized journal, the Latin American Weekly Report, which itemized and analysed 
the policies of the Argentine military regime. In the British press no such warnings 
were reported. The Observer informed its readers of trouble in the South Atlantic 
on 28 March. The Times and The Sunday Times covered Argentina more 
thoroughly, but their writers seemed to prefer to cover the Beagle dispute, 
Argentine trade agreements with the USSR, the economic crisis in Argentina, the 
support given by the Argentine military to the Salvadorean regime of N. Duarte 
and Argentine pressure to remove Mr Theo van Boven as Director of the UN 
Human Rights Commission as well as the fate of the 'disappeared.'32 It is only in 
early March that The Times and The Guardian pick up what the Thunderer, rather 
predictably, refers to as 'sabre rattling' in Buenos Aires. However, the British press 
made no analysis which would put the 1982 signals coming from Buenos Aires into 
some perspective.33 

The first indication that changes were afoot came from a quasi-military agency, 
the 'Islas Malvinas Institute', whose chairman, Rear-Admiral Jorge Fraga, issued a 
statement requesting that the 'endless rounds of negotiations be ended'. The United 
States was sharply criticized for not backing Argentine claims more actively and 
more drastic measures to secure the devolution of the islands were called for.34 
Later in January all Buenos Aires newspapers carried the news that the Argentine 
ambassador in London, Carlos Ortiz de Rozas, had been called to Buenos Aires for 
consultations. These consultations were shown clearly to be important to the regime 
by the fact that he conferred with President Galtieri; ordinarily an ambassador 
would confer with the Minister for Foreign Affairs. It is reliably reported that 
Ortiz de Rozas provided a comprehensive report on the 'Malvinas' issue.35 

Also in January, the authoritative columnist of La Prensa, Jesus Iglesias Rouco, 
wrote that the possibility that the islands would be recovered by military action was 
virtually certain.36 Echoing the new terms of the debate in Buenos Aires, on 29 
January 1982 the Latin American Weekly Report indicated that Argentina would be 
presenting Britain with an ultimatum, calling for more frequent talks and for a firm 
timetable on the return of the islands. The source mentioned is Iglesias Rouco, 

31. In a private communication with the author, who had pointed out the above differences in a 
letter, Mr Rowlands said: 'The points you make seemed to me to reinforce the basic fundamental case 
that I believe is valid-that the Government should have taken pre-emptive action to avoid the situation'. 
Also see Mr Rowland's article in The Times, 15 Jan. 1983, p. 6. 

32. See The Observer, 28 Mar. 1982; The Times, 23 Jan. 1982, p. 4; 26 Jan. 1982, p. 1; 5 Feb. 1982, 
p. 10; The Sunday Times 7 Feb. 1982, p. 12; 25 Feb. 1982, p. 6; 14 Feb. 1982, p. 8. 

33. See The Guardian, 3 March 1982, p. 1, which picks up the Buenos Aires communique after the 
talks in New York but fails to notice how unprecedented the wording was. Also see The Times, 4 Mar. 
1982, p. 8. 

34. See Buenos Aires Herald, 3 Jan. 1982. 
35. See La Prensa, Clarin, and La Naci6n, 19 Jan. 1982. 
36. See La Prensa, 24 Jan. 1982, p. 1. 
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according to whom, should Britain fail to comply, negotiations would be broken 
off, and 'the government will consider military action' (emphasis added). 

Early in February came another indication that sectors within the regime were 
not unwilling to support action which transcended the traditional line of furthering 
the Argentine claim exclusively through diplomatic means. Conviccion, regarded as 
the navy's mouthpiece, requested more drastic action on every aspect of the issue, 
arguing that: 'for 149 years the usurpers have enjoyed nothing but advantages'.37 
By 12 February 1982, such views seemed to have been fashioned into a diplomatic 
strategy which did contain new elements in the form of a military threat: 

Argentina will set a series of pre-conditions before continuing talks with Britain 
on the future of the Malvinas/Falklands islands . . . If these (conditions) were 
not met, the paper said, other forms of action, including recovery of the islands 
by military means would be considered (emphasis added).38 

Other reports continued to lend credence to the view that plans for the Argentine 
'repossession' were regarded as plausible in early 1982. The Latin American Weekly 
Report states that during a visit to Uruguay, Galtieri obtained from his fellow 
dictator, General Gregorio Alvarez, assurances that in the event of Argentine 
military action Uruguay would remain neutral.39 

After the conclusion of the talks on the islands in New York, the Argentine 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, again in the hands of Costa M6endez, was not slow to 
let its views be known, confirming that, as usual, Iglesias Rouco had foretold what 
the regime would do. Other Buenos Aires newspapers also reflected the change: 

On Monday 1 March, the Argentine Ministry of Foreign Affairs stated that the 
delegation in New York proposed to the UK that the meetings on the 
restitution of the national heritage of the Malvinas should take place on a 
monthly basis. 

It was also stated that such talks should have a previously agreed agenda and 
should be manned by officials of the highest rank so as to solve the dispute 
promptly. 

The press release stated that Argentina had negotiated for more than fifteen 
years with the UK, with patience, loyalty and good faith and within the 
framework of the UN and had proposed a new mechanism for negotiations 
which is to include the Southern Georgias as well as the Sandwich Islands. If 
there was no agreement, Argentina retains the right to terminate the function 
of such a negotiating mechanism and to resort to whatever procedure is 
commensurable with the interests of Argentina. This last paragraph obviously 
does not exclude the possibility of military occupation of the islands.40 

37. See Convicci6n, 5 Feb. 1982. 
38. See Latin American Weekly Report, 12 Feb. 1982, p. 10. It is also worth mentioning the unique 

position not only of La Prensa but of Iglesias Rouco. The Buenos Aires daily opposed the military 
regime, advocating the proscription of Peronism. Since Iglesias Rouco, previously correspondent in 
Madrid, was recalled to Buenos Aires, he has proved to be uncannily well informed as to the internal 
debate of the regime. Along with Manfred Schonfeld he exposed military corruption-for which 
Schonfeld was beaten up-and the two have acquired a reputation which knows no precedent in 
Argentina; nor can it be likened to the position of any newspaper or journalists in Europe. The point 
is that whoever ignores the copious information mingled with political analysis which both Schonfeld 
and Rouco produce, runs the risk of being uninformed, at least of the concerns of the military regime. 

39. See Latin American Weekly Report, 19 Feb. 1982. 
40. See Clarin, 2 Mar. 1982. 
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As usual, such views were echoed soon after by the Latin American Weekly Report, 
which, yet again, informed its readers at some length of ominous and unprecedented 
developments: 

Talks held in New York on 26-27 Feb. were described in a joint communique 
as 'cordial and positive', . . . the only sign of a change was that the Argentine 
negotiators had requested monthly meetings to speed up the process. 

The sting in the tail came a few days later, with an uncompromisingly 
worded statement from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Buenos Aires. This 
pointed out that: 'Argentina had been negotiating with Britain for fifteen years, 
but had little to show. Unless a solution was achieved quickly, talks would be 
broken off; Argentina would consider itself free to choose the procedure which 
best suits its interests'. 

The Argentines are considering a wide range of options for 'unilateral action', 
according to sources in Buenos Aires, if Britain fails to make concessions. 
These include initiatives in the UN, a break of diplomatic relations and, in the 
final analysis, an invasion of the islands. The link with internal politics is clear 
... Government officials feel that the international repercussions of a hard line 
against Britain will be manageable . . . in the light of Washington's preoccu- 
pation with security in the South Atlantic, . . . [Washington] . . . would be 
happy to see the issue settled. It could then open the way to the installation of 
US military bases in the South Atlantic . . . a development over which there 
has been much speculation in Buenos Aires since Galtieri took power . . .41 

As if all these warnings had not been enough, just as before the German invasion 
of Norway, the invader-to-be tested the airfields. An Argentine Air Force Hercules 
made an unscheduled landing on the strip in Port Stanley. 

Strange landing in Port Stanley of an Argentine Air Force Hercules C-130, 
allegedly due to an emergency. Buenos Aires observers said it was planned 
. . .rumours of invasion of the islands ... testing probability of landing troops 
. . .Alejandro Orfila (Argentine career diplomat, presently Secretary General 
of the Organization of American States, with good connections with the 
military and with Peronism, rumoured to be the presidential candidate favoured 
by the military regime) said that 'the Argentine flag will soon fly over the 
Malvinas'.42 

Finally, later in March, the same publication speaks of the political consequences 
of the prevailing 'Nuremberg mentality' among Argentine officers. They feared for 
their careers, given the political weight of the human rights lobby and the calls for 
an explanation made by the Church, the political parties and the trade unions.43 

Other political developments are also detailed, all of them indicating that 
something unprecedented was afoot. For example, there was a report that despite 
the tight budgetary policies of the then Minister for the Economy, Dr Roberto T. 
Alemann, who, besides advocating cuts in public spending, had a reputation for not 
being prepared to compromise, military outlays had increased. 

41. See Latin American Weekly Report, 12 Mar. 1982, p. 5. It is clear that the above refers to the 
same press release earlier paraphrased and quoted by Clarin. 

42. Reported as usual by Latin American Weekly Report, 19 Mar. 1982. 
43. See Latin American Weekly Report, 26 Mar. 1982, p. 6. 
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After the Argentine invasion the Latin American Weekly Report published a 
useful summary of all significant developments. It pointedly asked its readers if 
they could have predicted the invasion.44 

Conclusions 
It can be concluded, then, that something unprecedented was being said and 
planned in Argentina from early 1982. A policy of negotiation had come to be 
regarded as fruitless. Agendas were being mentioned for the first time, there was 
talk of a previously unthinkable unilateral termination of talks, of an ultimatum, 
and, above all, the repeated mention of military action, current in Buenos Aires in 
early 1982. 

The conclusions of the Franks report45 and a good portion of its references to 
events in Argentina constitute the latest instance of what we might term as the 
inability of the British establishment to analyse Argentine politics and political 
discourse. The evidence in terms of Argentine politics marshalled by the Franks 
Report should have led to the conclusion that a military establishment which 
obtained power illegitimately, secretly and treacherously could not be expected to 
be predictable, let alone openly to admit its intention to invade. The wholesale 
endorsement by Franks of the gradualist approach which the FCO expected the 
crisis to take is equally inconsistent with the behaviour of the military, their 
beleaguered position and with the weather. To expect an invasion in July, given the 
weather at that season, hardly merits discussion. It is interesting that, according to 
Franks, British officials in Buenos Aires, though buying the unlikely July date, did 
inform Whitehall of the views being aired in the Argentine press. How strongly 
they argued their case is not too clear. 

Iglesias Rouco, reviewing the Franks Report in La Prensa, wonders why his 
articles of February and March were quoted and why it was that no effort was 
made to ask him-'as they could have done'-his reasons for saying what he said 
in early 1982. 

Unless furthering a claim by diplomatic means is regarded in itself as constituting 
a warlike act, Mrs Thatcher's explanations to the Commons, and later to the public 
on Panorama, Mr Healey's privately expressed view, the Franks Report, and Martin 
Walker's Guardian articles are not consistent with the explanation of historical fact 
provided here. The inexcusable Argentine use of force bred animosity; Argentine's 
longstanding claim to the islands and the entirely justifiable anti-British policies of 
President J. D. Peron had probably lent credibility to such views in the eyes of the 
British public. Now is the time to re-examine such views as dispassionately as 
possible. 

The confrontation between Argentina and Britain clearly resulted first, from a 
conflict, second, from the misunderstanding over the negotiations, and third, from 
British hesitations and difficulties given the existence of a politically influential 
lobby operating within Westminster-influence which was undoubtedly increased 
by the racial pull of a small white population. All these factors clearly played a role 
in the making of the conflict. 

44. See Latin American Weekly Report, 9 Apr. 1982, p. 11. 
45. Falkland Islands Review: Report of a Committee of Privy Counsellors, Chairman The Rt Hon. 

The Lord Franks, Cmnd 8787 (London: HMSO, 1983). 
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When the Argentine regime came to contemplate military action to extricate itself 
from its internal difficulties, this was the first time since 1834 that such action was 
explicitly mentioned. War, however, broke out because of the politically mistaken 
assessments made by the Argentine regime and, within it, the errors of the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs. 

Even under the present restrictions of an embarrassed military regime, portions 
of the secret Calvi report have been published. The first item of the six leaked 
dwells on the mistaken international political assessments made by the military 
regime under Galtieri, noting that the whole operation had been thought of and 
implemented within a frame of reference which turned out to be absolutely false. 
The published version of the Calvi report says that General Mario Benjamin 
Menendez was told that he would be appointed governor only forty-eight hours 
before the invasion, and, furthermore, that the then Minister of Foreign Affairs, Dr 
Nicanor Costa Mendez, was supervising the operation, and that the latter had 
solved all probable difficulties at the international level. General Menendez is 
reported to have been told that according to Costa Mendez's negotiations the vote 
in the United Nation's Security Council would be favourable to Argentina by a 
wide margin: nine to seven. He was also told that should the outcome of the vote 
be different, the veto of the USSR was certain. According to the report drawn up 
exclusively on army operations by General Edgardo Calvi, officers and NCOs were 
told that the whole operation would be practically symbolic, that no enemy reaction 
was expected. The leaked version of the report also covers other items which dwell 
on organizational and command failures.46 

An elected civilian administration will surely go beyond these findings. Political 
commentators repeatedly argue that both the invasion itself and the internal reasons 
of the military regime for ordering it are consequences of authoritarianism. It is 
clear, however, that for the conflict to break out there had to be, in addition, a 
monumental failure of British political intelligence to perceive the straits of the 
regime and to take its threats seriously. 

The future development of the Hong Kong and Gibraltar negotiations, the 
Argentine determination to continue to press its claim, and indeed, the possibility 
of further hostilities within the coming decades make better political intelligence 
almost an imperative. This spectacular failure of British political intelligence has 
temporarily been concealed by the equally spectacular success of the professionalized 
British armed forces, aided by the inefficiency of their politicized Argentine 
counterparts. 

46. See Clarin, La Prensa and La Naci6n between 27 Sept. and 3 Nov. 1982. 
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